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Summary

Summary

The New Deal for Disabled People (NDDP) is the major employment programme
available to people claiming incapacity-related benefits, and is an important part of
the Government’s welfare-to-work strategy. NDDP is a voluntary programme that
provides a national network of Job Brokers to help people with health conditions
and disabilities move into sustained employment.

The evaluation design incorporates a longitudinal dimension, and this report
presents selected findings from the evaluation. It covers developments up to and
including spring 2004, and synthesises findings from fieldwork with NDDP
participants, employers, members of the eligible population, those delivering the
programme (notably staff from Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus offices), and from
administrative data.

There are two recurrent themes running through this report: first, continuity and
change in the programme, the institutions delivering NDDP and in respondents’
views and experiences; and secondly, identifying ‘what works’ in terms of securing
job entries and sustainable employment.

For findings covered in both synthesis reports, Chapter 2 maps the extent to which
there has been continuity and change for selective aspects of NDDP. As might be
expected there are some aspects of NDDP that are unchanged. However, there is
also evidence of change and progression — for example, of improved relationships
between Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus locally.

Registrations

Over the period July 2001 (when NDDP was launched nationally) to the end of
March 2005, 146,340 people had registered with NDDP (Chapter 4). Nevertheless,
the overall rate of take-up of NDDP for the year ending January 2005 is 2.4 per cent
of the population flowing onto qualifying benefits. The rate of take-up is higher in
Jobcentre Plus integrated offices and the Pathways to Work pilot areas.
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Participants’ characteristics

People volunteering for the programme were more likely to be male, younger, on an
incapacity benefit for a shorter duration, less likely to have a mental health condition
and more likely to have musculoskeletal problems than the incapacity benefit
population as a whole (Chapter 3). Notwithstanding the diversity of the client
group, participants were more ‘job ready’ than members of the eligible population.
Participants were more likely to report a better health status, to maintain that their
health had less of an impact on everyday life, to possess a qualification and to be in
or looking for work compared to members of the eligible population.

Moreover, Job Brokers are not dealing with a ‘static’ client group, and the
implication is that Job Brokers need to be responsive and flexible in planning and
adapting their service provision to meet individuals’ needs. For instance, the
perceived bridges and barriers to work of participants not in employment could
change over time. Of the listed bridges and barriers to work, there were six bridges
(for example, being able to work at home) and five barriers (for instance, not feeling
able to work regularly) where 30 or more per cent of respondents changed their
views about whether the bridges and barriers applied to them. In addition, over the
two years prior to their registration for NDDP, many participants’ relationship with
the labour market had changed significantly. The most striking trends are in the
proportion of respondents who were employees, (26 per cent decreasing to six per
cent), and the percentage looking for paid work (12 per cent increasing to 21 per
cent one month prior to registration).

Job entries by participants

Of those registering between July 2001 and March 2005, 56,829 (39 per cent) had
moved into paid work (defined as employee work, Permitted Work and self-
employment) (Chapter 4). Most of these participants entered work within the first
few months of registering with a Job Broker. Almost one-half (46 per cent) had
entered work within one month of registration, seven out of ten (70 per cent) had
started work within three months, and nearly nine out of ten (85 per cent) had
started within six months. The overwhelming majority had commenced work within
one year —only five per cent took longer than 12 months.

Overall, participants’ bridges and barriers to work were similar to those at both
waves of interviewing in the survey of participants. The most frequently mentioned
measures that would help participants move into work were (percentages for Wave
2): if they could return to their original benefit if needed (66 per cent), being able to
decide the number of hours worked (60 per cent), home-working (55 per cent) and
being able to take breaks during the day when required (52 per cent). The principal
perceived barriers to obtaining work were a belief that there were insufficient
suitable job opportunities locally (59 per cent), a feeling that they would not be able
to work regularly (54 per cent), that they could not work because of their health
condition or disability (53 per cent) and a concern that they faced discrimination on
grounds of their disability (45 per cent).
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Table 1 Factors influencing participants’ movements into work

Job Brokers’ characteristics and activities

Strong organisational support for the Job Broker service within the parent organisation.
Availability of existing expertise and resources within the organisation.

Higher outcome related payments for job entries.

Strong management of the NDDP contract, including active use of management information.
Close team-working and strong team support.

Staff either worked on the Job Broker service exclusively or did not differentiate between their
job broking work and their work on other contracts.

A core adviser working with participants throughout their contact with the service.

Proactive marketing, good links with other external services, and strong relationships with
Jobcentre Plus.

Possibly delivering wider ranging and more in-depth services.
A proactive approach to maintaining contact with participants.

Participants’ characteristics

Women were slightly more likely to have found work than men.

White respondents were more likely to have entered work than respondents from other ethnic
groups.

Participants aged 50 or over were slightly more likely than the younger participants to have
entered work.

Those with no problems with English or Maths were more likely to have entered work
compared to those with problems with English or Maths.

Respondents with a positive attitude towards work (at Wave 1) were more likely to have
entered work at one year after registration than those with a neutral or negative attitude
towards work.

Participants with a musculoskeletal condition (that is, problems with arms, hands, legs, feet,
neck or back) were more likely to gain employment compared to those with other types of
disability or health condition.

Participants at five months after registration who rated their health as (very) good or who said
their health condition had no or little impact upon everyday activities were more likely to be in
paid work than other participants.

Participants with a partner 12 months after registration were more likely to have entered
work.

Respondents in work one month before registration were highly likely to be in work
post-registration.

Region

Compared to participants living in the South West, those in London, the North West, the West
Midlands, the East of England and the South East were less likely to enter work.

The main factors affecting the likelihood of participants obtaining jobs were: Job
Brokers’ characteristics and activities, participants’ characteristics and region.
Table 1 gives further details about each of these factors.

Of those entering employment, the overwhelming majority of participants (93 per
cent) were employees, and most of these worked full-time. Participants were more
likely to enter routine, unskilled occupations (25 per cent) than any other occupational
group. Two-thirds of participants worked 16 or more hours per week, and the
median gross pay per hour for employees was £5.
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Sustained employment

Over the period July 2001 to January 2005, 63 per cent (or 31,640 participants) had
achieved sustainable employment (Chapter 5). The proportion in paid work
increased from 17 per cent in the month of registration to 36 per cent one year after
registration. Over the year since their registration, 74 per cent of participants who
had started work had just one spell of employment, whilst one-fifth had two spells
(22 per cent), four per cent had three spells, and one per cent had four or more spells.

A number of factors were identified as undermining or supporting participants
remaining in employment:

e Participants’ health status — 43 per cent of those whose job had ended identified
their health as playing some part in the job ending.

e Age of participant — participants aged 50 to 59 were more likely to be in the
same job one year after registration (53 per cent) than those aged 16 to 29 (43
per cent).

e Some jobs were temporary and had come to a natural end — 23 per cent of
participants whose first post-registration job had ended by Wave 2 said it had
terminated for this reason.

e The job could be unsuitable for the participant in terms of hours worked, the
nature of the work and/or the individual’s unrealistic/realistic expectations about
what they could do.

e Participants were more likely to stay in work if they were satisfied with their job.

* Job retention was assisted where employers were supportive and flexible in terms
of making adaptations to the working environment and conditions of work.

e Financial advice from Job Brokers and the in-work tax credits participants received
promoted job retention.

e Job Brokers providing a more pro-active in-work service achieved higher
sustainability rates.

Of participants in contact with their Job Broker since registration, the majority (55
per cent) had discussed the provision of in-work support, such as training while in
work (30 per cent) and provision of adaptations or equipment at work (23 per cent).
In terms of actual in-work services provided, just under half (48 per cent) of those in
employment received some form of support (for example, nine per cent had the use
of a temporary helper or job coach). The qualitative research reveals that Job
Brokers’ arrangements for delivering in-work support differed; for instance, some
but not all Job Brokers used specialist staff. However, not all participants in
employment sought in-work services from Job Brokers even if they could have
benefited from the support because, for example, they might not want their
employer to know of their connection with NDDP.
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The changing nature of NDDP

Programmes like NDDP operate in a changing institutional environment (Chapters 1
and 6). There are changes within the programmeitself, its organisational setting and
broader policy context.

The Job Brokers as institutions have continued to evolve:

e The organisation of Job Broker services — there were instances where the profile
of the job broking service within the parent organisation had risen, and where it
had fallen; cases where NDDP had become more integrated with other services
delivered by the organisation; and a mix in the use of generic and specialist staff,
but generally more use of specialist workers, especially for providing in-work
support.

e Anincrease in the number of referrals from Jobcentre Plus reported by some Job
Brokers.

e The services provided — some Job Brokers were more focused on participants
who were closer to work. There was more use of performance targets for Job
Broker staff. An increase in the use of other internal and external services by
providers, as well as more use of direct and indirect financial support for
participants. The mix of services used by individual Job Brokers could also have
changed.

e Funding and contractual arrangements — more Job Brokers reported during winter
2003/spring 2004 that the service was breaking even or was self-funding, or
generating small surpluses. However, some organisations continued to cross-
subsidise their job broking service, and some had decided to withdraw from
providing the service.

Job Broker relationships with Jobcentre Plus locally

Relationships between Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus locally appeared to have
improved: for instance, Job Brokers tended to say that Jobcentre Plus staff had a
better understanding of the job broking service.

Job Brokers’ use of Jobcentre Plus programmes varied considerably, in both range of
provision and number of participants. Jobcentre Plus services used included: Work
Preparation, Work Based Learning for Adults, WORKSTEP, the Adviser Discretionary
Fund, Job Introduction Scheme, Job Grants, Return to Work Credits, better-off
calculations and job search support. Job Broker staff said access was generally
unproblematic. Jobcentre Plus staff could also get in touch with Job Brokers on
behalf of their customers.
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Partners of participants

If someone eligible for NDDP has a partner, they are less likely to register for NDDP.
However, they are more likely to achieve a positive outcome if they do participate.

Partners of participants were more likely to be in work than partners of those in the
eligible population for NDDP. NDDP participant couples, therefore, appear to be
more orientated towards work than couples in the eligible population as a whole.
The evidence suggests that NDDP Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus staff should
consider involving the partner in discussions where partners are supporting
participants in getting work.

Conclusions

The conclusions comment on the two themes running through the report —
continuity and change, and ‘what works’. For the issues covered in the report,
change, rather than continuity, is the dominant motif for the programme. The
discussion highlights that the changes in the participants’ circumstances emphasise
the importance of regular adviser — initiated contacts with members of the client
group. In general, the research evidence for the period covered by this report (mid-
2001 to early 2004) is one of steady progress, in terms of outcomes and institutional
developments. So, for example, Job Brokers’ relationships with local Jobcentre Plus
offices have improved over time.

The research highlights a number of aspects to the organisation and management
of job broking that Job Brokers can put in place in order to improve their
effectiveness, such as reviewing how management information is used internally.



Introduction

1 Introduction

The New Deal for Disabled People (NDDP) is the major employment programme
available to people claiming incapacity benefits, and is an important part of the
Government's welfare-to-work strategy. NDDP provides a national network of Job
Brokers to help people with health conditions and disabilities move into secure
employment. A consortium, lead by the Centre for Research in Social Policy (CRSP),
has been commissioned by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) to
evaluate the programme.” The evaluation design incorporates a longitudinal
dimension, and this report synthesises the findings from the second wave of
fieldwork with NDDP participants, employers, members of the eligible population,
those delivering the programme (notably staff from Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus
offices), and from administrative data.

Findings from the first wave of fieldwork were summarised in Stafford et al., (2004).
This second synthesis report presents selected interim findings from the evaluation.
There are two recurrent themes running through this report: first, continuity and
change in the programme, the institutions delivering NDDP and in respondents’
views and experiences; and secondly, identifying what works in terms of securing
job entries and sustainable employment.

This chapter outlines NDDP and its development (Section 1.1) and the evaluation
framework (Section 1.2). Section 1.3 briefly outlines the sources and some conventions
and terminology used in this report.

' Other members of the consortium are: Abt Associates, Institute for Employment
Studies (IES), National Centre for Social Research (NatCen), Social Policy Research
Unit (SPRU), University of Nottingham and the Urban Institute.
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1.1 New Deal for Disabled People

NDDP aims to help people move from incapacity benefits into sustained employment.
The main features of the NDDP national extension are:

e it is voluntary. There is no compulsion for potential participants to participate
and no sanctions are imposed on those who choose not to take part or who
subsequently drop out;

e its target population is people on one of a number of incapacity benefits (see
Table 1.1);

e itis delivered through individual Job Broker organisations. Organisations awarded
contracts include voluntary and other not-for-profit bodies, commercial
companies, and public sector organisations. Many provide services in (formal
and/or informal) partnership with other organisations. Some have specialist
expertise in a specific disability whilst others are generalists; most have extensive
experience of working with the client group. They could bid to provide services
in a single local authority or cover a larger area - some have a regional or national
remit. More than one Job Broker may be providing a service in any given area.
The number of organisations providing Job Broker services has varied slightly,
although it has remained at around 657,

e Government funding for Job Brokers is outcome-related. Job Brokers received a
registration fee and roughly equal outcome payments for both job entries and
sustained employment.3 The amount of the job entry and sustained employment
payments varied between Job Brokers and was negotiated as part of the contract
procurement process with the Department.

There is a focus on sustained employment outcomes for participants.

2 The NDDP website, http://www.jobbrokersearch.gov.uk/ provides contact details
for local Job Broker organisations.

3 The DWP defines sustained employment as paid work that has lasted for up to
13 weeks.
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Table 1.1  NDDP qualifying benefits

The NDDP is available to people claiming one of the following ‘qualifying benefits':

incapacity benefit

Severe Disablement Allowance

Income Support with a Disability Premium

(Since October 2004) Pension Credit with a Disability Premium or doctor’s certificate

Income Support pending the result of an appeal against disallowance from incapacity benefit

Housing Benefit or Council Tax Benefit with a Disability Premium — provided participants are not
in paid work of 16 hours a week or more, or getting Jobseeker’s Allowance

Disability Living Allowance — provided participants are not in paid work of 16 hours a week or
more, or getting Jobseeker's Allowance

War Pension with an Unemployability Supplement
Industrial Injuries Disablement Benefit with an Unemployability Supplement
National Insurance credits on grounds of incapacity

Equivalent benefits to incapacity benefit being imported into Great Britain under European
Community Regulations on the co-ordination of social security and the terms of the European
Economic Area Agreement

NDDP as a programme has evolved over time (see Table 1.2). A set of NDDP pilots
were run from September 1998 (see Hillset al., (2001) and Loumidis etal., (2001) for
evaluation results), and the current national programme was introduced in July
2001. This version of the programme is due to come to an end in March 2007.

Table 1.2 Key milestones in development of NDDP

Date Milestone

1998/09 - 2001/02 NDDP pilots, comprising 24 Innovative Schemes and 12 Personal
Adviser Service pilots

November 2000 Prospectus and Invitation to Tender issued for ‘'NDDP National
Extension’, which introduced the Job Broker model

April 2001 NDDP contracts awarded to Job Brokers, was due to end
March 2004

July 2001 NDDP delivery started. During 2002 there were some

negotiations held with Job Brokers in order to improve national
coverage. A number of Job Brokers added new areas, and
Jobcentre Plus in-house brokers were set up in new regions

July 2003 Contract extension to March 2006 announced, with funding

changes and improvements to minimum requirements

August 2003 Existing Job Brokers invited to bid for contract extension in

current and new areas, at existing fee rates and subject to
accepting new minimum requirements, including minimum
performance standard to be achieved by March 2004. Contract
extensions effective from 1 October 2003, but some began later
as not signed until minimum performance was achieved. The
performance standard includes a registration to job entry
conversion minimum requirement of 25 per cent

October 2003 Pathways to Work pilot commences in three Jobcentre Plus

districts with NDDP a key element
Continued
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Table 1.2 Continued

Date Milestone

November 2003 Open procurement launched in 30 Jobcentre Plus districts to
improve coverage. This was open to new and existing providers,
and contract fee rates different from existing rates could be bid.
Four new providers join NDDP

February/March 2004 Contracts from November open procurement signed, to begin
April 2004. All contracts now run to April 2006

April 2004 Pathways to Work pilot extended to four Jobcentre Plus Districts

June 2004 Over-performance by Job Brokers identified as a potential risk to
budget and service delivery to March 2006

September 2004 Contract stocktake meetings held with all Job Broker
contractors to assess implications of over-performance by some
Job Brokers

November 2004 Extra £30m funding announced for 2005/06 only

December 2004 Limited procurement exercise held to support coverage and

January - March 2005

July 2005

continued contracts to March 2006. Providers could only bid for
Jobcentre Plus districts in regions where they held existing
contract, at current or reduced fee rates

Post tender discussions and/or repeat stocktake meeting to

agree basis for continuing provision of NDDP by Job Brokers to
March 2006

Government announces further extension of NDDP to
March 2007

Key milestonesinclude, in July 2003, the Government announcing improvements to
funding and new requirements for performance and service standards. Existing Job
Brokers were able to bid to continue their operation, provided they met new
standards of performance and service. This included the minimum requirement that
existing Job Brokers convert 25 per cent of registrations to job entries.* The main
changes to the programme were:

* Job Brokers, when registering new participants, must agree, with customers,
appropriate ‘back to work’ plans to support people wanting to move into work,
and must review and use these jointly with the participant. (In recognition of
this, the Job Brokers' registration fee was increased from £100 to £300 in October

2003.)

4 The 25 per cent minimum requirement was introduced in October 2003, and if
existing Job Brokers’ contracts were to be extended had to be achieved by March

2004 or earlier.
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e Sustained full-time employment was originally defined as when a participant
was in work for at least 26 weeks out of the first 39 weeks following job entry.
When a participant achieved sustainable employment the Job Broker could claim
an outcome-related payment; this was in addition to the job entry payment the
Job Broker would already have received.® Originally claimed for 26 weeks, from
October 2003, Job Brokers could claim the sustained outcome payment from 13
weeks’ employment. However, Job Brokers are required to continue to provide
ongoing support for a minimum of six months after someone has moved into
work.

e Afew existing Job Brokers decided not to tender to have their contracts extended,
whilst many extended their area of operation. Following the extension of the
procurement process with existing Job Brokers, a number of areas remained
with insufficient provision and in November 2003 an open procurement exercise
covering 30 Jobcentre Plus districts, was launched, to which any organisation
could bid. As a result, new contracts were awarded to three existing Job Brokers
and to four organisations who were new to NDDP.

The changes were designed to improve the programme for users and help Job
Brokers with their funding situation.

Some Job Brokers have been very successful in securing job outcomes for participants.
Indeed, towards the end of 2004 it was apparent that some Job Brokers were likely
to secure job entries and sustainable employment outcomes in excess of the
numbers outlined in their contracts with the DWP (Lupton, 2004). Jobcentre Plus
took stock with all Job Brokers of their performance and projections to the end of the
contract period, March 2006. On 2 December 2004 the Chancellor of the Exchequer
announced, in his Pre-Budget Speech, a further £30m for NDDP in 2005/06 (see HM
Treasury, 2004). To allocate this additional funding, the Department organised a
limited procurement exercise amongst existing Job Brokers, then agreed with all Job
Brokers a basis on which they will manage the remainder of their contracted delivery
within agreed contracted geographical and funding profiles.

Jobcentre Plus Personal Advisers have continued to inform customers of NDDP and
to make referrals to Job Brokers where agreed by the customer. The nature of this
role has also changed. At the time of the first synthesis report, Jobcentre Plus
required staff to be impartial and not promote one Job Broker over another, with the
expectation that equal amounts of information about each local Job Broker would
be imparted. By the time of the fieldwork for this second report, revised guidance
had been introduced which allowed advisers to identify features of Job Broker
services best suited to a customer’s needs, supported by detailed information (map
and pen picture) on local Job Brokers’ provision placed on the Job Broker search

> This is the definition of sustainable employment underpinning the analysis
presented in Chapter 5, as it applied to participants when the fieldwork was
being conducted.
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website (www.jobbrokersearch.gov.uk). Guidance was that the customer should
always make the final choice of Job Broker. However, following discussion of all local
Job Brokers, the adviser could help the customer make a full and informed choice by
matching their needs with services available, and could assist the customer in
deciding which Job Broker might be most suitable.

NDDP has also been affected by the introduction and roll-out of Jobcentre Plus,
which brings together the services of the former Employment Service and Benefits
Agency to provide a single point of delivery for jobs, benefits advice and support for
people of working age. The first 56 Jobcentre Plus Pathfinder offices were
established in 17 districts across the UK in October 2001, offering a fully integrated
work and benefits service. Jobcentre Plus was formally launched in April 2002, and
should be fully rolled-out by 2006.

A key feature of the new integrated way of working is the Work Focused Interview
(WFI). In the Jobcentre Plus process model (see Davies et al., 2003) new and repeat
claimants make initial contact by telephone with a Contact Centre, in which
information is sought and arrangements made for the customer to attend a WFI.
This takes place at a local Jobcentre Plus public office, after an appointment with a
Financial Assessor who checks the claim and answers any questions about financial
aspects. Customers then meet their Personal Adviser who explains Jobcentre Plus
services, identifies barriers to work and help that might be needed, and agrees
future contact and activity.

During the course of the evaluation staff and participants’ exposure to this
integrated office model has increased. Indeed, the qualitative research reported
here focused as far as possible on advisers within integrated offices who were
carrying out WFIs, (as well as interviews with Disability Employment Advisers
(DEAS)).

In addition, lessons learnt from the Pathways to Work pilots (or incapacity benefit
Reform pilots, see below) have lead to the introduction of specialist incapacity benefit
Personal Advisers in all integrated Jobcentre Plus offices (HM Treasury, 2004).
Furthermore, the 2004 Pre-Budget Report announced that all people claiming
incapacity benefits in integrated Jobcentre Plus offices will be required to complete an
action plan with an adviser and to attend a WFI eight weeks after the commencement
of their claim in order to help them consider returning to employment (see also DWP,
2005). The latter was implemented during 2005 (that is, outside the period of
fieldwork covered by this synthesis report) (DWP, 2005).

NDDP was one of the strategies adopted by the Government to provide active help
and encouragement to incapacity benefits’ recipients to enter, re-enter or remain in
employment. Other strategies included reform of the tax and benefit system, and



Introduction

13

the introduction of Permitted Work.® The Green Paper, Pathways to Work: Helping
People into Employment (DWP, 2002), put forward proposals for reform perceived
to provide a more coherent way of supporting people moving onto incapacity
benefits. Reforms based around increasing financial incentives to return to work, a
better support and referral framework via Jobcentre Plus, innovative rehabilitation
programmes and more support to people who have to move from incapacity
benefits to Jobseeker’'s Allowance, were introduced in three initial pilot areas in
October 2003, and extended to four more areas in April 2004.”

The new package of support within Jobcentre Plus within the pilot areas includes:
e mandatory WFls, eight weeks into a new claim for incapacity benefits;

* new specialist adviser teams of incapacity benefit Personal Advisers, DEAs and
occupational psychologists;

e linking the timing of the medical assessment process for new claims with the
WEFIs;

e interventions (Choices package) to support return to work, including existing
Jobcentre Plus services and programmes (including NDDP), and work-focused
condition management programmes (developed by Jobcentre Plus and local NHS
providers);

* a Return to Work Credit, of £40 per week for up to 52 weeks for people where
their gross earnings are less than £15,000; and

e improving employer and GP awareness of the consequences of sickness absence.

All incapacity benefits customers in the Pathways to Work pilot areas have equal
voluntary access to the Choices package, the Return to Work Credit and the Adviser
Discretion Fund. Jobcentre Plus staff in the pilot areas are also encouraged to build
on the existing range of provision available to help customers claiming incapacity
benefits, in relation to providing access to a comprehensive range of support.
Included here are NDDP Job Brokers, Work Preparation and WORKSTEP, and staff
are encouraged to look first to NDDP.

6 Permitted Work was introduced in April 2002 and replaced rules on therapeutic
work (Dewson et al., 2004). Under the Permitted Work Rules claimants of
incapacity benefits can try some work whilst receiving benefit with the aim of
helping them to progress to full-time work in the longer term. The rules allow
claimants to work up to 16 hours per week and earn no more than £78 per
week for 26 weeks. This period can then be extended with the agreement of a
Job Broker, DEA or Personal Advisers for another 26 weeks. The Rules also allow
claimants to earn up to £20 per week indefinitely. Some claimants working
under supervision can also earn up to the £78 per week limit indefinitely.

7 There is a separate, and extensive programme of evaluation of the Pathways to
Work pilots. See, for example, Corden et al. (2005).
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The introduction of the Pathways to Work pilot in 2003 meant that some of the
fieldwork was conducted in local areas in which Jobcentre Plus staff had new
responsibilities and roles, and some participants were taking part in mandatory
interviews designed to focus their thoughts on future employment.

For the fieldwork covered by this report, the Pathways to Work pilots covered new
incapacity benefit claimants and existing customers who volunteered to take part.
However, since February 2005 the mandatory work-focused regime in the seven
pilots has been extended to those claiming incapacity benefits for up to three years.
A Job Preparation Premium, worth £20 per week, has also been introduced to
encourage these long-term customers to take steps towards gaining employment.
In addition, the Pre-Budget Report 2004 announced the extension of the Pathways
to Work pilots to a further 14 Jobcentre Plus districts from October 2005 (HM
Treasury, 2004).

1.2  The evaluation framework

1.2.1 Aims of the evaluation

The evaluation of NDDP is a comprehensive research programme and in summary is
designed to establish the:

e experiences and views of NDDP stakeholders, including Job Brokers, participants,
the eligible population, employers and Jobcentre Plus staff;

e operational effectiveness, management and best practice aspects of the Job
Broker service;

e effectiveness of the Job Broker service in helping people into sustained
employment and the cost effectiveness with which this is achieved.

1.2.2 Evaluation design

The evaluation framework is multi-method, blending qualitative and quantitative
methods. It comprises the following components:

Documentary analysis and Survey of the
Survey of Job Brokers eligible population
Qualitative research with Survey of Registrants

participants, Job Broker staff
and Jobcentre Plus staff

Qualitative research Impact analysis
with employers

Survey of Employers Cost benefit analysis

NDDP evaluation database
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Separate, but complementary, reports are being produced for each component:

e The Survey of the Eligible Population is designed to obtain information about
those eligible for the programme. The survey aims to establish the characteristics
of this population, their work aspirations and their awareness of, attitudes towards
and involvement with NDDP. The survey interview, carried out in three separate
waves, is administered a few months after people were scheduled to have been
informed about NDDP, usually by letter. The sample is a probability sample drawn
from benefit records. The interviews are conducted by telephone and average
20 minutes. This synthesis report draws upon the findings from the third wave
of interviewing, fieldwork for which was conducted between 22 January and 21
April 2004. Results are presented separately for longer-term recipients (those in
receipt of a qualifying benefit before 28 July 2003) and for newer recipients
(those making a claim during the four weeks between 28 July and 23 August
2003). The latter is further divided into the ‘flow mandatory’ — that is, those that
had a Work Focused Interview - and the ‘flow voluntary’ — those not having a
mandatory interview. In the third wave, there were 658 longer-term recipients
and 1,626 newer recipients. (The first wave of interviewing comprised 1,168
interviews that took place between 12 August and 25 October 2002, and the
second wave comprised 1,303 interviews that took place between 8 May and
29 June 2003.)

e The Survey of Registrants is designed to obtain information about NDDP
participants’ characteristics, their experiences of, and views on, the programme
and of getting employment. The survey involves three cohorts of individuals
who have registered with NDDP: The first cohort is based on registrations made
in May and June 2002, and the second cohort is based on registrations in
September and October 2002. The third cohort is based on registrations made
in September and October 2004. The first and second cohorts had two rounds
of face-to-face interviews, or ‘waves’, including a short partner interview each
time. The first wave was four to five months after registration, and the second
wave was 13 to 14 months after registration. The timing of each wave for each
cohort is outlined in Table 1.3. The total number of interviews at Wave 2 was
4,082, which represented 78 per cent of those interviewed at Wave 1. The
sampling frame used was the DWPs’ NDDP Evaluation Database. The interviews
were conducted using Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing, and the mean
duration of interviews was one hour for Wave 1, and 40 minutes for Wave 2.
This report is based on findings using data from waves one and two of both
cohorts; the cohorts have been merged because the profile of participants in
each cohort is very similar, and a detailed analysis of data for Wave 1 by cohort
showed that there were very few differences between cohorts (Kazimirski et al.,
2004). As appropriate, the analysis in this report is sometimes comparative
(comparing Wave 2 results to Wave 1), and sometimes cumulative (combining
Wave 2 results with Wave 1) to cover the year after registration. The average
time between registration and the Wave 2 interview was actually 14 months,
but as the minimum time was 12 months, Wave 1 is referred to as ‘five months
after registration’, and Wave 2 is referred to as ‘one year after registration’.
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Table 1.3 Waves of interviews for Survey of Registrants

Cohort 1 Cohort 2
Months of registration May-June 2002 September-October 2002
Wave 1 timing? October-December 2002 February-April 2003
Wave 1 number of interviews 3,014 2,192
Wave 2 timing July-September 2003 November 2003-January 2004
Wave 2 number of interviews 2,400 1,682
Wave 2 overall response 80% 77%

1t The months shown are the main months of fieldwork — in each wave a small number of
interviews were conducted in the month after the ones shown.

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 1.1

e The Qualitative Research aims to explore the organisation, operation and impacts
of the Job Broker service from the perspective of key stakeholders, and uses a
range of qualitative research techniques to collect data from key actors associated
with Job Broker services. The research is being conducted in three waves. The
Wave 1 research (summer/autumn 2002) focused on 18 Job Brokers. A further
six Job Brokers were included in Wave 2 (winter 2003/spring 2004), to ensure
that the research included a sufficient number of Job Brokers who had achieved
higher job entry and sustained work levels. This report draws upon the findings
reported in the Wave 2 research, which consisted of:

— 23 in-depth interviews with Job Broker managers;
— 17 group discussions with Job Broker staff;

— 45 telephone interviews with participants selected from those who were
interviewed at Wave 1 (to focus on the longer-term outcomes of NDDP
participation);

— 45 face-to-face interviews with ‘new’ participants who had recently registered
for NDDP services;

— 23 in-depth interviews with DEAs, including repeat interviews with Wave 1
respondents where possible; and

— 14 group discussions with Jobcentre Plus advisers.
The fieldwork for Wave 3 is planned to be completed during 2005.

e The Qualitative Research with Employers is designed to assess employers’
awareness, understanding and experiences of NDDP and to explore if and how
these change over time. The research design consists of two waves of in-depth
face-to-face interviews with employers. Wave 1 involved interviews with 80
employers, and was conducted during spring and early summer 2002. Wave 2,
findings which are included in this report, comprised in-depth interviews with
50 employers, all of whom were known to have taken part in NDDP. These
employers were selected on the basis that they were nominated by Job Brokers
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as examples of those demonstrating good practice. In addition, the research
design ensured that the employers covered a range of geographical locations,
employer types in terms of size, sector, etc., and types of Job Broker. Fieldwork
for Wave 2 was conducted during late 2003 and January 2004.

e The Survey of Employers aims to provide a quantitative assessment of the nature
and scale of employer involvement with the programme. The survey is a
representative national survey of 1,428 employers who had recruited individuals
registered under the NDDP during the period July 2002 to July 2003. The main
stage of the survey fieldwork was held between January 2004 and June 2004.

e The Documentary Analysis and the Survey of Job Brokers seek to establish
information on the range and nature of individual Job Broker organisations, the
services they provide and supply details for the selection of Job Brokers for the
qualitative research and the cost study element of the cost benefit analysis (see
below).

— The Documentary Analysis is a content analysis of the tenders of the 64
organisations that successfully bid to deliver job broking services. The bids
were produced in response to the NDDP national extension prospectus and
Invitation to Tender issued in November 2000. As anticipated, there was
variation in the size and content of the submitted documents. For the analysis
in some instances incomplete, missing or inconsistent information was
supplemented using organisations’ Internet sites, the NDDP extranet website
and sources within the DWP. The documentary analysis is complemented by
the Survey of Job Brokers, which was used to collect more complete information
on selected aspects of Job Brokers’ operations.

— The Survey of Job Brokers is a postal questionnaire sent to Job Brokers operating
in summer 2002. The sample comprised Job Brokers included in the
documentary analysis and an updated list of providers supplied by the DWP.
In some cases, a single organisation with multiple sites was awarded one
contract by the Department, in other cases each site had a separate contract.
The questionnaires were sent to each contract holder (that is, each site with a
contract), hence, the sample size is greater than the total number of Job Brokers
delivering NDDP because some organisations have multiple contracts. In total,
95 Job Broker questionnaires were sent out, 76 questionnaires were returned,
giving a response rate of 80 per cent.

e The Impact Analysis is designed to assess the net additionality of the NDDP. The
evaluation team, in co-operation with the Department, has investigated the
feasibility of basing the impact analysis upon statistical analyses of survey and
administrative data, and a long-run impact analysis is being conducted.

e The Cost Benefit Analysis will provide an assessment of overall value for money
of the programme. It will be based on findings from a survey of the costs of
administering NDDP in 19 Job Brokers (which was completed in summer 2003),
other cost data provided by the Department and findings from the impact analysis
and the survey of registrants.
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Moreover, underpinning these evaluation components is the NDDP Evaluation
Database, which contains details of NDDP participants and is managed by the DWP.
The database contains information provided by Job Brokers on participants, as well
as data extracted from administrative records on benefits and access to other
programmes, etc. The database provides a sampling frame for the surveys of
registrantsand qualitative research referred to above. It also allows the programme’s
performance to be monitored and reported on. Analysis of the database is
incorporated in this synthesis, alongside the evaluation findings.

The DWP has already published a number of research reports prepared by the
consortium (see Table 1.4). In addition, the following elements of the evaluation are
ongoing and will be reported in due course:

e Survey of Registrants — the third cohort;
e qualitative research — third wave of interviewing;
e Survey of Employers; and

e the impact analysis and cost-benefit analysis.
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1.3 The second synthesis report

1.3.1 Sources used for this report

This second synthesis report highlights key findings from the evaluation based
mainly on Wave 2 fieldwork. It draws upon the reports of findings listed in Table 1.4,
in particular on the following components of the evaluation:

e Survey of the Eligible Population (Wave 3);
e Survey of Registrants (Waves 1 and 2 of Cohorts 1 and 2);
e gualitative research (Wave 2);

e qualitative research with employers (Wave 2).

In addition, the DWP has analysed NDDP registrations and employment outcomes
using the NDDP Evaluation Database, and findings from these analyses are included
in the report. The Department has also analysed the data on partners of NDDP
participants using the Survey of Registrants and this is reported in Chapter 7 of this
report.

This report updates the first synthesis report, which was published in August 2004
and covered the first 18 months of the nationally extended NDDP. The second
synthesis report covers the period up to spring 2004, approximately two and a half
years after the commencement of the programme. The aim of this report is not to
present conclusions on the success, or otherwise, of the programme. Its findings
should also be treated with some caution as they may, for instance, no longer reflect
current Job Brokers’ practices and participants’ experience. Nevertheless, this
second synthesis report does provide an insight into the development of NDDP.

1.3.2 Structure of the report

As this is the second synthesis report, Chapter 2 updates selected research findings
and shows that there has been both continuity and change in NDDP over time.
Chapter 3 briefly considers the number of registrations before outlining who
participates in NDDP. What works, in the sense of identifying the factors associated
with participants moving into paid work, is considered in Chapter 4, and those
linked with securing sustainable employment in Chapter 5. The evolution of the
programme, and how Job Brokers and their relationships with Jobcentre Plus have
developed are considered in Chapter 6. The partners of participants are considered
in Chapter 7. Some conclusions are presented in Chapter 8.

1.3.3 Conventions and terminology used

The synthesis report is based on four reports of findings, which are referenced
throughout this report. However, to aid the reader in identifying the source for a
reported finding the name of the component is given rather than the more
conventional authors’ names and year of publication. The component names used
and the associated reports are listed in Table 1.4.
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In addition, the people who registered with Job Brokers can be referred to in
different ways by stakeholders, for example, as claimants, clients or customers. In
this report, for reasons of consistency, people who have registered with Job Brokers
are referred to as ‘participants’. Although on a few occasions, to improve the
readability of the report, they are called clients or the client group. The term
‘customers’is used to refer to individuals using the services of Jobcentre Plus, whilst
‘claimants’ covers those who have made a claim for, and ‘recipients’ denotes people
in receipt of, a social security benefit.

In the tables presented in this report, percentages have been rounded and as a
consequence may not always sum to 100 per cent. The following conventions have
also been used:

[ ] indicates that the unweighted base is less than 50;

+ indicates that the percentage is less than 0.5 based on the weighted number of
cases.
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2 Continuity and change in
the New Deal for Disabled
People

The design for the evaluation of New Deal for Disabled People (NDDP) includes a
longitudinal dimension, and as a consequence it is possible to map changes in
respondents’ perspectives and experiences over the period of the study. The first
synthesis report (Stafford et al., 2004) covered findings from Wave 1 of the
qualitative and survey fieldwork that represents the first 18 months of the
programme. This second synthesis report covers developments up to, and including,
the fieldwork conducted mainly at Wave 2 (that is, up to spring 2004).

Table 2.1 maps the extent to which there has been continuity and change for
selective aspects of NDDP. The first column of the table is based on the Summary of
the first synthesis report, and the second column is a brief commentary showing the
relevant situation at Wave 2. The structure of the table is dictated by the Summary
for the first synthesis report, as this allows the extent to which there has been any
change to be gauged. The features of NDDP included in the table have been selected
on the basis that there are relevant findings in both synthesis reports.

As might be expected, the table demonstrates that some aspects of NDDP at Wave
2 were broadly similar to those previously observed at Wave 1. However, thereis also
evidence of change and progression — for example, of improved relationships
between Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus locally.

In this second synthesis report the theme of continuity and change is also taken up
in the discussions of who participates in NDDP (Section 3.2.2) and who secures
sustainable employment (Chapter 5).
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3 New Deal for Disabled
People participants

Summary

e There were 146,340 people registered on New Deal for Disabled People
(NDDP) by the end of March 2005.

e The overall rate of take-up of NDDP for the year ending January 2005 is 2.4
per cent of the population flowing onto qualifying benefits. The rate of
take-up is higher in Jobcentre Plus integrated offices and the Pathways to
Work pilot areas.

e Participants were more likely to be male, younger, and on benefits for a
shorter period of time than the incapacity benefit population. They were
also less likely to have a mental health condition, but more likely to have
musculoskeletal problems.

® |In general, participants were closer to the labour market than non-
participants:

— Participants were more likely to say that their health was fair, and less
likely to say it was (very) bad than were members of the eligible population.

— Participants’ health status tended to have less of an impact upon everyday
life than it did for members of the eligible population.

— Participants were more likely to have possessed a qualification, especially
at S/NVQ Levels 3 and 4, than members of the eligible population.

— Participants were more likely to be in, or looking for, work when
interviewed; although a similar proportion of recent claimants in the
eligible population who had had a Work Focused Interview (WFI) were
looking for employment.

Continued
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e The extent to which participants’ circumstances and views changed over
time varied:

— Participants reported type of health conditions or disabilities did not
change much over time.

— More participants reported an improvement in their perceived health
status than reported a deterioration. There was a corresponding reduction
in the extent to which respondents’ health conditions and disabilities
were seen to limit their normal everyday activities. For instance, whilst
seven per cent of participants reported no limitation on daily activities
five months after registration, this increased to 11 per cent one year
after registration.

— Over the two years prior to their registration for NDDP, many participants’
relationship with the labour market had changed significantly. The most
striking trends are in the proportion of respondents who were employees,
(26 per cent decreasing to six per cent), and the percentage looking for
paid work (12 per cent increasing to 21 per cent one month prior to
registration).

— For those participants not in employment, their perceived bridges and
barriers to work could change over time. Of the listed bridges and barriers
to work, there were six bridges (for example, being able work at home)
and five barriers (for instance, not feeling able to work regularly) where
30 or more per cent of respondents changed their views about whether

the bridges and barriers applied to them.

This chapter covers the number of registrations for NDDP, and the take-up of the
programme (Section 3.1). The participants’ key characteristics are outlined and
compared with the wider incapacity benefit population (Section 3.2.1). In addition,
any changes in participants’ circumstances and views are discussed (Section 3.2.2).

3.1 Registrations

People wishing to join NDDP must register with a Job Broker. There were 146,340
people registered on NDDP by the end of March 2005 (administrative analysis).®
Although the number of registrations per month varies (see Figure 3.1), a graph of
the cumulative monthly registrations since July 2001 shows that there has been a
steady build-up in the number of registrations over this period (Figure 3.2).
Nonetheless, there are marked dips in the number of registrations during December,
which can be partly attributed to the Christmas period, and during one of the
summer months (June to August), which may reflect the holiday period.

& The Department publishes figures on NDDP registrations and job entries in its
Statistical First Release series. Copies are available at http://www.dwp.gov.uk/
asd/nddp.asp.



New Deal for Disabled People participants

31

The number of registrations per quarter since July 2001 shows an increase in the
number of registrations up to the quarter ending June 2002, then some fluctuation
in the number of registrations, but an increase in the number of registrations from
March 2004 onwards. In the quarter ending June 2004, there were 18,465

registrations, compared to 11,562 in the previous quarter and 12,460 in the quarter
ending June 2003.

Figure 3.1 NDDP registrations per month, July 2001 — March 2005
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Source: DWP, NDDP Evaluation Database.

The number of registrations by Job Broker varies markedly. For the 56 Job Brokers
currently with a contract, the median number of registrationsis 1,004, ranging from
132 to 36,594 registrations. One-half of all registrations have been secured by the
six biggest Job Brokers. There are 28 Job Brokers each with over 1,000 registrations
and they account for 88 per cent of all the registrations between July 2001 and

March 2005. A wide variation in the number of registrations by Job Broker is to be
expected given that:

e the length of time some of the Job Brokers have operated varies (although many
have continued to operate throughout this period, a few have terminated their
contracts, and there are some who became providers of NDDP later on);

e the size of the area they serve and hence, their contract size and number of
potential participants differed;

* Job Brokers operating in districts where Jobcentre Plus has been rolled-out can
be expected, other things being equal, to have higher rates of registration than
those working elsewhere because new claimants of incapacity benefit will have
Work Focused Interviews (see also Section 3.1.2).
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e similarly, other things being equal, registrations may be higher for Job Brokers
operating in Pathways to Work pilot areas. In Jobcentre Plus districts where the
Pathways to Work pilots are in operation, NDDP is an important part of the
‘Choices’ package and Job Brokers can expect substantial increases in referrals
and registrations, especially as there is a mandatory Work Focus Interview regime
and mandatory preparation of customer action plans (although implementing
the plans is voluntary);

* Job Brokers had different registration practices. Some Job Brokers when the
programme commenced, sought to maximise their registrations, but any
participants who were subsequent de-registrations are not removed by the
Department from the administrative database, and hence are counted in the
figures reported here. Similarly, the introduction by the Department of a minimum
requirement for Job Brokers of converting 25 per cent of registrations to job
entries may have led some Job Brokers to register people only when confident
that the individual was close to entering employment (see also Section 6.2.4);

e there appear to be differences in the effectiveness of Job Brokers that may account
for some of the variation in number of registrations (see also Section 4.3.1).

Figure 3.2 Cumulative NDDP registrations per month,
July 2001 - March 2005
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3.1.1 Take-up of the New Deal for Disabled People

The rate of take-up of NDDP amongst those flowing onto the qualifying benefits has
increased over time (Figure 3.3). Whilst there are monthly fluctuations, the
underlying trend has been of an increase in the rate of take-up since September
2003. The overall take-up rate for the year ending January 2005 is 2.4 per cent of the
eligible recent claimant population (administrative analysis).’ Take-up rates also vary
depending upon whether a participant lives in a Pathways to Work pilot area or has
a Work Focused Interview (WFI). The take-up rate of NDDP is notably higher in the
Pathways to Work pilots; in January 2005 it was 5.5 per cent, compared to 3.3 per
cent in Jobcentre Plus integrated offices and one per cent in non-integrated offices
(see also DWP, 2005). As Jobcentre Plus is rolled-out nationally, more and more new

claimants of incapacity benefit will hear about NDDP from a Jobcentre Plus Personal
Adviser at a Work Focused Interview.

Figure 3.3 NDDP take up within six months of claim start by type
of Jobcentre Plus office
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Source: DWP, NDDP Evaluation Database.

% Take-up is defined as the percentage of qualifying claims that result in an NDDP
registration within six months of the start date of the claim.

19 A Work Focused Interview was mandatory in ONE pilot areas and Work Focused
Interview extensions offices, as well as Jobcentre Plus Pathfinder offices.
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3.2 Who participates in the New Deal for Disabled People?

The evidence from administrative and survey data is that participants in NDDP differ
in certain respects from the eligible population, that they are a diverse group and
that their circumstances can change over time.

3.2.1 Comparing participants with the incapacity benefit
population

NDDP participants are a heterogeneous client group in terms of their demographic
and socio-economic characteristics. Notwithstanding this diversity, they also differ
in @ number of important respects from the wider incapacity benefit population.
Moreover, the combined effect of the differences between participants and
members of the eligible population is that the former are comparatively more ‘job
ready’, in the sense that they are more likely to have characteristics associated with
increased chances of entering employment. This sub-section compares participants
and the incapacity benefit population using administrative data and then compares
the two populations using survey data from the evaluation.™

Administrative data shows that (administrative analysis):

e aslightly higher proportion of participants were male (63 per cent) compared to
the incapacity benefit population (59 per cent);

e participants were younger compared to the incapacity benefit population; 30
per cent were aged between 50 years and state pension age compared to 46
per cent of the incapacity benefit population;

e participants had, on average, claimed benefit for shorter periods of time, and
this could be an indication that they were less distant from the labour market
compared to the incapacity benefit population. A half (53 per cent) of NDDP
participants had, for their latest benefit claim, claimed an incapacity-related benefit
for less than two years, compared to a quarter (25 per cent) of the incapacity
benefit population (see Figure 3.4). Furthermore, whilst a quarter (24 per cent)
of participants had claimed for five or more years, a half (52 per cent) of the
eligible population had done so;

" The incapacity benefit population data only refers to people in receipt of incapacity
benefit and Severe Disablement Allowance, it does not include claimants of other
NDDP qualifying benefits. Most of those registering for NDDP are in receipt of
incapacity benefit. The incapacity benefit data are for February 2005, whilst
further details about the Surveys of Registrants and the Eligible Population are
given in Section 1.2.2.
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Figure 3.4 Claim duration times for NDDP participants and
eligible population
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e there are some differences in the main disability or health conditions of NDDP
participants and the incapacity benefit population as a whole. NDDP participants
were less likely to have a mental health condition, but more likely to have
musculoskeletal problems than the incapacity benefit population. Thirty-nine
per cent of the incapacity benefit client group had a mental health condition
compared to 31 per cent of participants. The second largest sub-group for the
incapacity benefit population was the fifth (19 per cent) with musculoskeletal
problems. NDDP participants are classified slightly differently but by combining
three related groups,' they constituted over a third (34 per cent) of the client
group. The largest sub-groups amongst the ‘musculoskeletal’ group were
problems with neck and back (14 per cent of NDDP participants) and problems
with legs and feet (12 per cent).

Tentative comparison of the surveys of the NDDP eligible population and of NDDP
registrants shows:"

12 Problems with arms/hands, legs/feet and back/neck.

'3 The comparison is tentative because the data were collected using different
sample designs and data collection methods.
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e when asked to assess their own health status at the time of their interviews,
participants were more likely to say that their health was fair, and less likely to
say it was (very) bad than were members of the eligible population. Over two-
fifths (44 per cent) of participants judged their health to be fair (Table 3.2). A
quarter viewed their health as bad or very bad (24 per cent). Whilst longer-term
claimants in the eligible population described their health as bad or very bad (55
per cent), around one-third of the more recent claimants reported bad or very
bad general health (claimants not having a WFI 36 per cent and those having a
WEFI 33 per cent) (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1 Eligible population: health status at time of interview

Longer-term Recent
claimants claimants
Did not
have WFI  Had WFI

% % %
Very good 2 9 9
Good 11 21 21
Fair 32 34 37
Bad 38 28 26
Very Bad 18 8 8
Base: All respondents
Weighted base 656 654 966
Unweighted base 655 654 966

Source: Survey of the Eligible Population, Wave 3, based on Figure 2.1.

Table 3.2 NDDP participants: self-assessment of general health at

Wave 1
Column per cent
All
%
Very good 8
Good 24
Fair 44
Bad 20
Very bad 4
Base: All respondents
Weighted base 4,070
Unweighted base 4,072

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, based on Table 2.7.
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e participants’ health status tended to have less of an impact upon everyday life
than it did for members of the eligible population. For all groups in the eligible
population most said their health condition affected their ability to ‘carry out
normal day to day activities’ ‘a great deal’ (67 per cent of longer-term claimants,
57 per cent of recent claimants not having an WFI and 50 per cent of those
having a WFI) (Table 3.3). In contrast, most participants (43 per cent) maintained
that their health condition somewhat affected their ability to engage in everyday
activities (Table 3.4). Although broadly similar proportions of participants and
recent claimants said it affected them just a little or not at all.

Table 3.3 Eligible population: extent of effect of health condition
on day-to-day activities

Longer-term Recent
claimants claimants
Did not
have WFI  Had WFI

% % %
Yes, a great deal 67 57 50
Yes, some 27 29 35
Yes, just a little 6 11 11
Not at all 1 3 4
Weighted base 638 579 875
Unweighted base 637 578 882

Source: Survey of the Eligible Population, Wave 3, based on Table 2.10.

Table 3.4 NDDP participants: extent of effect of health condition
on day-to-day activities, Wave 1

Column per cent
Weighted Unweighted

% base base

Yes, a great deal 37 1250 1,260

Yes, some 43 1,686 1,700
Yes, just a little 13 520 518
Not at all 7 429 424

3,885 3,902

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, based on Table 2.7.
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e Participants were more likely to have a qualification than members of the eligible
population. Of participants three-quarters (77 per cent) had an academic and/or
vocational qualification (Table 3.6). The proportions of the eligible population
with an academic and/or vocational qualification were 54 per cent for long-term
claimants and around 61 to 63 per cent for new claimants (Table 3.5). Again,
these findings may indicate that those registering for NDDP were more ‘job
ready’ than the wider incapacity benefit population.

Table 3.5 Eligible population: whether has academic or vocational

qualifications

Multiple response
Longer-term Recent
claimants claimants
Did not
have WFI  Had WFI

% % %
Has academic qualifications 42 51 48
Has vocational qualifications 29 38 37
Has no qualifications 46 37 39
Base: All respondents
Weighted base 658 657 969
Unweighted base 658 657 969

Source: Survey of the Eligible Population, Wave 3, Table 3.9.

Table 3.6 NDDP participants: whether have academic or vocational

qualifications

Column per cent
All
%
Vocational and academic 39
Academic only 22
Vocational only 16
No qualifications 24
Base: All respondents
Weighted base 4,075
Unweighted base 4,077

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, based on Table 2.2.
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e Moreover, in terms of highest qualifications, participants were more likely to
possess S/NVQ Levels 4 (Degrees) and 3 (A levels) than respondents in the eligible
population (Tables 3.7 and 3.8). For NDDP participants, the highest qualification
reported by around one-third of respondents was at S/NVQ Level 1 or 2 (32 per
cent), 16 per cent reported their highest qualification as S/NVQ Level 3, and a
further 22 per cent had qualifications at S/NVQ Level 4 or 5 (Table 3.7). Although
qualifications at S/NVQ Levels 1 and 2 were the most common for both
participants and the eligible population, around one in eight more participants
possessed a Level 3 or 4 qualification than in the eligible population. Once again,
this suggests that, at least, a significant minority of participants were closer to
the labour market compared to the eligible population.

Table 3.7 Eligible population: NVQ equivalents of highest
qualifications

Longer-term Recent
claimants claimants
Did not
have WFI  Had WFI

% % %
Did not have WFI% Had WFI%
S/NVQ level 5 (Higher degree) 2 2 1
S/NVQ level 4 (Degree or equivalent) 13 13 12
SINVQ level 3 (A level equivalent) 10 12 10
SINVQ level 2 (O level/GCSE Grade A-C equivalent) 17 24 24
SINVQ level 1 (GCSE Grades D-G) 6 7 7
Has qualification, level not known 7 5 6
No qualifications 46 37 39
Base: All respondents
Weighted base 658 656 969
Unweighted base 658 657 969

Source: Survey of the Eligible Population, Wave 3, Table 3.10.
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Table 3.8 NDDP participants: NVQ equivalents of highest
qualifications

Column per cent
All
%
SINVQ Level 1 6
S/NVQ Level 2 26
S/INVQ Level 3 16
SINVQ Level 4 20
S/NVQ Level 5
Unclassified level
No qualifications 24
Has qualification, does not know level +
Base: All respondents
Weighted base 4,069
Unweighted base 4,071

+ <0.5 per cent

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 2.4.

However, the Survey of Registrants also shows that a significant minority of
participants (16 per cent) said they had problems with basic skills compared with
members of the eligible population.

e There may also be differences in the two populations’ work expectations or
attachment to the labour market. Direct comparisons are problematic, not just
for the reasons previously given, but also because of different response categories
used in the surveys. Nonetheless, it appears that participants were more likely to
be in or looking for work when interviewed; although a similar proportion of
recent claimants in the eligible population who had had a WFI were looking for
employment (Tables 3.9 and 3.10).

Within the eligible population, longer-term claimants were further from the labour
market than those of the more recent claimant groups (Survey of the Eligible
Population). More than one in two of the longer-term claimants said they did not
expect to work in the future (56 per cent), in comparison to a still substantial one in
four of the recent claimants not having a WFl and one in five of the claimants having
a WFI (24 per cent and 20 per cent respectively). Similar proportions of respondents
in all sample groups expected to work in the future, although had not looked for
work in the 12 months before the survey interview (see Table 3.9).

Encouragingly, the proportion of longer-term claimants who had looked for work in
the last year or expected to work in the future (33 per cent) reflects the estimate of
the proportion of all benefit claimants who want work (over three-quarters of a
million out of 2.7 million; DWP, 2002).
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Oneyear after registration, over one-third of participants were in work at the time of
theinterview and a further third were currently looking for work (37 and 34 per cent,
respectively) (Table 3.10). Almost one-fifth expected to work in the future but were
not currently looking for work, around one-half of whom expected they would work
within a year. Over one in ten participants stated that they did not expect, or were
unsure about, working in the future.

Table 3.9 Eligible population: work expectations

Column per cent
Longer-term Recent
claimants claimants
Did not
have WFI  Had WFI

% % %
Currently in work 5 19 14
Looked for work in past 12 months 13 28 37
Expects to work in the future 20 26 25
Does not expect to work in future 56 24 20
Does not know 6 4 4
Base: All respondents
Weighted base 657 657 969
Unweighted base 657 657 969

Source: Survey of the Eligible Population, Wave 3, taken from Figure 3.1.

Table 3.10 NDDP participants: work expectations at Wave 1 and 2

Column per cent
Wave 1 Wave 2

% %
In work now 32 37
Currently looking for work 40 34
Expects work in future - but not looking 22 18
Does not expect/unsure about working in the future 6 12
Base:
Weighted base 4,075 4,082
Unweighted base 4,076 4,082

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, taken from Table 5.1.



42

New Deal for Disabled People participants

e The household characteristics of participants and members of the eligible
population were broadly similar. For example, in both the eligible and NDDP
populations around four out of ten lived with a partner, over a quarter lived
alone, and a further tenth lived with parents or relatives.

3.2.2 Participants’ changing circumstances and views

The longitudinal design of the Survey of Registrants means that it is possible to look
at changes in the respondents’ circumstances and views over time. This section
focuses on observed factors that did change over time. Whilst some characteristics
and views will have been stable over time, the research does show that Job Brokers
are not dealing with a static client group, and the implication is that they need to
remain in regular contact with participants and to be responsive and flexible in
planning and adapting their service provision.

Type of disability, and self-reported health status

From the survey it is possible to examine changes in participants’ disability, health
condition and health status and whether this affected everyday activities by
comparing individuals' responses at five months after registration (Wave 1) with
those given seven months later (Wave 2). Participants reported type of health
conditions or disabilities did not change much over time (Survey of Registrants). For
instance, only two per cent of respondents who had reported a health condition or
disability five months after registration reported a different condition or disability as
their main condition or disability seven months later.

Overall, more participants reported animprovement in their perceived health status
than reported a deterioration. (Here health status was measured on a five-point
scale from ‘very bad’ to ‘very good’, with ‘fair’ as a mid-point category). Between five
months and twelve months after registration, just under one-third (30 per cent) of
respondents reported an improvementin their general health, whilst just under one-
half (47 per cent) reported the same health status and less than one-quarter (23 per
cent) a deterioration. Thus, at five months after registration, 32 per cent of
respondents described their health as good or very good, this had increased to 35
per cent by 12 months after registration (Table 3.11). Of those self-assessing their
health status to be ‘very bad’ five months after registration, just one-quarter (26 per
cent) reported this to be the case 12 months after registration; whereas over one-
third (37 per cent) of those reporting ‘bad’ health at five months after registration
gave the same response seven months later, as did two-fifths of those with ‘very
good’ or ‘good’ health (41 and 42 per cent respectively).

'“ Based on the Survey of the Eligible Population, Wave 3 and the Survey of
Registrants, Cohort 1, Wave 1.
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Table 3.11 Changes in general self-perceived health

Column per cent

Self-perception of general health Wave 1

Self-perception of Very Very Total
general health Wave 2 good Good Fair Bad bad Wave2
Very good 41 17 4 2 2 10
Good 38 42 22 10 6 25
Fair 17 34 58 43 26 45
Bad 3 6 14 37 41 17
Very bad 1 1 2 9 26 4
Total Wave 1 (row per cent) 8 24 44 20 4

Base: All respondents not too ill/
distressed to continue

Weighted base 393 1,018 1,814 674 164 4,063
Unweighted base 392 1,019 1,823 666 164 4,064

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 7.1

There was a corresponding reduction in the extent to which respondents’ health
conditions and disabilities were seen to limit their normal everyday activities. For
instance, whilst seven per cent of participants reported no limitation on daily
activities five months after registration, this increased to 11 per cent one year after
registration (Table 3.12)." In particular, over one-third (36 per cent) of those who
reported ‘a great deal’ of limitations five months after registration reported a
decrease to just ‘'some’ limitations seven months later.

> The base for this analysis is all respondents with the same health condition or
disability at Waves 1 and 2.
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Table 3.12 Changes in limitations to daily activities

Column per cent

Limitations to daily activities Wave 1

Limitations to Yes, a Yes, Yes,just Not Total
daily activities Wave 2 greatdeal some alittle atall Wave2
Yes, a great deal 54 24 12 11 32
Yes, some 36 53 42 27 43
Yes, just a little 7 15 22 17 13
Not at all 3 8 24 44 11
Total Wave 1 (row per cent) 37 43 13 7

Base: All respondents with the
same health condition or disability

Weighted base 1,250 1,686 520 429 3,885
Unweighted base 1,260 1,700 518 424 3,902

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 7.2.

However, there were significant minorities of participants who found that their
health condition or disability increasingly limited their normal everyday activities. For
example, two-fifths of those with ‘just a little’ limitation at five months had ‘some’
limitations 12 months after registration (42 per cent), and over one-quarter had
deteriorated from no limitations to ‘some’ limitations over the same period (27 per
cent).

In total, around one-half of participants reported the same degree of limitations (48
per cent), just under one-third reported less limitations (30 per cent) and one-fifth
greater limitations (21 per cent).

This degree of change suggests that Job Broker advisers have to be flexible when
planning a participant’s return to work, or other activities.
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Economic activity

The survey collected information on participants’ economic activity over the two-
year period prior to registration. Figure 3.5 presents the overall picture of the
labour market activities of respondents who provided full information about their
labour market status over the period. The registration date occurred in month zero.
Month one represents the month prior to the registration month, month two
represents two months prior to the registration month, and so on, until month 24
that represents two years prior to the registration month.' It is possible that some
respondents in addition to the main activity they identified were claiming benefit or
had been ill or disabled at the time. By implication, the ‘benefit’ activity is an
underestimate of the proportion in receipt of benefit, and differences between the
various economically inactive categories should be interpreted with caution.

Two years prior to registration, respondents were split equally between being active
inthe labour marketin some way and beinginactive. Nearly one-third of respondents
were in some form of paid work —comprising 26 per centin employee work, two per
cent self-employed, one per cent in Permitted Work and one per cent in full-time
education and part-time paid work. A further 12 per cent were looking for work,
and four per cent were in education or training (as their main activity).

One-fifth of respondents (21 per cent) described themselves as having a health
condition or disability, and 13 per cent described their main activity as looking after
the home or the family. A further ten per cent were not participating in any of the
listed activities, having described themselves as claiming benefit.

Figure 3.5 shows how participants’ relationship with the labour market can
substantially change in the two years leading up to their registration. The most
striking trends between the start and end of the two-year period are in the

16 At the Wave 2 interview, respondents were asked about their activities over the
two years prior to registration. Their experience was collected by asking about
their current status at the Wave 2 interview (and the date that it started), and
then their previous status. The questions were repeated until the period between
the Wave 2 interview and two years prior to registration had been covered,
allowing for any known period of work collected at the Wave 1 interview. The
time period in Figure 3.6 is an extract of respondents’ experiences that relates to
the two years before registration. Two per cent of respondents have been omitted
from the analysis because full histories had not been given. In addition, less than
two per cent of the remaining analysis sample had missing dates imputed to fill
gaps in the histories. The figure does not attempt to link the experiences to the
labour market conditions of the time.

7 Note that the calendar month represented by each month in the figure differs
for each respondent. For example, if the respondent registered on 9 May 2002,
month one will be April 2002, and if the respondent registered on 16 October
2002, month one will be September 2002.
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proportion of respondents who were employees (26 per cent decreasing to six per
cent), and the percentage looking for paid work (12 per cent increasing to 21 per
cent one month prior to registration). The proportion in paid or unpaid work, or
looking for paid work decreased up to five months before registration then
remained stable until registration (46 per cent decreasing to 36 per cent). However,
in these last five months before registration the proportion working decreased each
month, being replaced with people looking for work. There were also slight
increases in the proportion of respondents who described their main activity as living
with a health condition/disability (21 per cent increasing to 24 per cent), and who
were claiming benefits (ten per centincreasing to 14 per cent). The changes in other
activities are small.

Over the period as a whole, one-third (35 per cent) of respondents had experience of
at least one month of paid work (defined as employee work, self-employment,
Permitted Work or part-time work while in education). Of the sub-group who had
paid work at some pointin the two years before registration, most had only one spell
of work (84 per cent). Of those who had worked, 38 per cent were working for less
than half of the time, 44 per cent were working for more than half of the time but
not all the time, and 18 per cent were working every month before registration.
Overall, a quarter of respondents had worked in the year before registration, 12 per
cent had worked between one to two years before registration, and 65 per cent had
not worked for at least two years.' The group that had experienced more than one
spell of paid work (up to four spells over the two years) tended to have spell lengths
of less than a year.

One-quarter of respondents had looked for work in the two years before registration.
Ninety-three per cent of the respondents who had looked for work had just one spell
where this was their main activity, and for half of those who had done just one spell
it lasted most of the two years before registration.

Seventeen per cent had been looking after the home or family as their main activity
at some point in the period, and almost all of these respondents (99 per cent) had
done just one single spell, which lasted most of the two years for around three-
quarters of cases.

'8 In comparison to the eligible population, this represents proximity to the labour
market which falls between that of longer-term claimants and recent claimants,
although the data are not fully comparable. Fourteen per cent of longer-term
claimants were either in work or had been in work in the previous 19-22 months
before interview, and 69 per cent of recent claimants were either in work or had
been in work in the previous 19-22 months before interview (Woodward et al.,
2003).
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At each interview, respondents who had no paid job were asked whether a series of
potential ‘bridges to work’ would enable them to work. It is thus possible to explore
the extent to which those who were in work at neither wave identified specific
bridges to work (which is discussed in Section 4.2.1); and, at the individual level, to
what degree bridges identified at Wave 1 remained in place at Wave 2 (see below).

Whilst the global figures for each bridge are similar at five and 12 month interviews
(see Section4.2.1), each bridge was cited by a substantial minority of respondents at
one but not at both waves. For all of the leading bridges this minority amounted to
close toonein three of the entire group. Forexample, 17 per cent of respondents felt
at Wave 1 but notat Wave 2, that being able to work at home would enable them to
undertake paid work (Table 3.13). Only slightly fewer (13 per cent) changed their
response in the opposite way. Thus, the net change of only three per cent on this
measure masks a ‘gross’ movement of 30 per cent. These underlying shifts were
found also in the less commonly cited bridges relating to support or special
equipment at work and transport.

Table 3.13 NDDP participants: bridges to work combinations at
Waves 1 and 2 for those working at neither interview

Row per cent
Bridgein Bridgein Bridgein Bridgein
both Wave 1 Wave 2 neither
waves only only wave
| knew | could return to my original
benefit if | needed to 54 19 12 15
| could decide how many hours | worked 47 19 13 21
| could work at home 41 17 13 28
| was able to take breaks when |
needed to during the day 38 18 14 30
Someone could support me at work
at least some of the time 21 20 10 48
Something else 18 21 16 45
Public transport was better 16 16 11 58
I had my own transport 15 16 12 57
I had access to affordable childcare’ 3 3 2 92
| had special equipment to do the job 10 11 7 72

Base: Respondents not in work at both waves

('36 and 27 per cent at Waves 1 and 2

respectively of those who had responsibility for children)
Weighted base: 2,235

Unweighted base: 2,223

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.36.
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Similarly, for barriers to work the levels of underlying change are significant (Table
3.14). For all seven leading barriers between 10 and 18 per cent of respondents
mentioned the factor at Wave 1 but not at Wave 2. Similar proportions changed
their responses in the opposite direction. In total, these ‘changers’ often matched or
outnumbered those who referred to a barrier both times. So it seems the perceived
obstacles faced by participants who remain out of work may change rapidly.

Table 3.14 NDDP participants: barriers to work combinations at
Waves 1 and 2 for those working at neither interview

Row per cent
Barrierin Barrierin Barrierin Barrierin
both Wave 1 Wave 2 neither
waves only only wave
There aren’t enough suitable jobs locally 42 18 16 23
| am not sure | would be able to
work regularly 38 16 16 30
Other people’s attitudes about my
health condition/disability make it
difficult for me to work 29 18 16 37
| cannot work because of my health
condition or disability 33 12 20 35
I haven't got enough qualifications and
experience to find the right work 30 14 16 40
| don't feel confident about working 23 14 15 48
I'm unlikely to get a job because of my age 23 10 10 57
I'm not sure I'd be better off in work
than on benefits 19 14 17 51
My doctor has told me not to go to work 18 11 15 56
| cannot work because of my
childcare responsibilities 2 1 2 95
| am caring for someone who has an
illness or disability 1 2 3 94

Base: Respondents not in work in both waves
Weighted base: 2,235
Unweighted base: 2,223

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.38.

These changes in respondents’ perceptions of bridges and barriers may reflect
changes in their health status, attitudes towards work and/or assessment of the
effect their health has on their ability to undertake everyday activities. Or changes in
perceived bridges and barriers might be due to respondents having gained useful
advice, information and/or support from Job Brokers (and possibly others). However,
the observed changes may also reflect a degree of randomness in how respondents
would answer the questions posed. In any event, the implication is that Job Brokers
have to be alert to short- and long-term changes in participants’ perceptions of the
barriers and bridges to work they face.
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Summary

e Of the 146,340 registrations between July 2001 and March 2005, 56,829
(39 per cent) resulted in a job entry.™ Whilst the Survey of Registrants reveals
that one year after registration, 47 per cent of participants had commenced
paid work (including Permitted Work).

e Most participants who entered work did so within the first few months of
registering with a Job Broker. Nearly one-half (46 per cent) of those who
had entered work had done so within one month of registration, seven out
of ten (70 per cent) had started work within three months, and nearly nine
out of ten (85 per cent) had started within six months. There was, however,
a small proportion (five per cent) who entered paid work after 12 or more
months.

e OQverall, the participants’ main bridges to work were, first, if they knew that
they could return to benefit if a job did not work out, and secondly, if they
could decide their own hours of work. Their main barriers to work were,
first, there were not enough suitable jobs available, and secondly, participants
were not sure they were able to work regularly.

e Factors that appear to be affecting movements into employment are listed
overleaf.

Continued

19 These figures represent Jobcentre Plus authorised Job Broker job entries and do
not include Jobcentre Plus NDDP job entries.
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Job Brokers’ characteristics and activities

Analysis of qualitative data shows that there is no single model of Job Broker
delivery associated with higher performances in securing job entries. However,
there is a suggestion of a link between effectiveness in obtaining job entries
and the following factors:

e strong organisational support and a high profile for the Job Broker service
within the parent organisation;

e availability of existing expertise with the client group and resources within
the organisation to provide a foundation and support for the Job Broker
service;

¢ higher outcome-related payments for job entries;

e strong proactive management of the NDDP contract, with more involvement
of managers in the service and active use of management information;

e close team working and strong team support (including help from
administrative staff);

e staff either worked on the Job Broker service exclusively or did not
differentiate between their job broking work and their work on other
contracts;

e a core adviser working with each participant throughout their contact with
the service, either providing all support or drawing on specialist staff to
complement their own role;

e an outward facing approach with proactive marketing, good links with
other external services, and strong relationships with Jobcentre Plus;

e possibly wider ranging and more in-depth support. Participants and staff
from Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus highly valued certain services. Providing
in-depth vocational guidance, job search support and assistance with job
applications seemed to be particularly important. What underlies these
services is that they helped to develop the confidence of participants;

® a more proactive approach to maintaining contact with participants.
Participants valued regular contact with their Job Broker adviser, and feeling
that they were progressing at the right pace — that the process was not too
slow nor pressurised.

Whilst some high performing Job Brokers in their registration practices targeted
people more closely to the labour markets, on the whole they were not more
selective in whom they registered than other Job Brokers. Indeed, there seemed
to be more use of targeted registrations by the poorer performing Job Brokers.
Moreover, to be effective in securing job entries, Job Brokers did not need to
develop close and extensive links with employers. Indeed, most contacts with
employers were ‘client-led’, a response to a specific vacancy. In many cases
the participant made the initial contact with the employer.

Continued
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Participants’ characteristics

Multivariate analysis of the Survey of Registrants, which helps to identify factors
that independently explain movements into employment, shows:

e women were slightly more likely to have found work than men;

e white respondents were much more likely to have entered work than
respondents from other ethnic groups;

e participants aged 50 or over were slightly more likely than the younger
participants to have entered work;

e those with no problems with English or mathematics were more likely to
have entered work compared to those with problems with English or
mathematics;

* respondents with a positive attitude towards work (at Wave 1) were more
likely to have entered work at one year after registration than those with a
neutral or negative attitude towards work;

e participants with a musculoskeletal condition were more likely to gain
employment compared to those with other types of disability or health
condition;

e participants at five months after registration who rated their health as (very)
good or who said their health condition had no or little impact upon everyday
activities, were more likely to be in paid work than other participants;

e participants with a partner 12 months after registration were more likely to
enter work;

e respondents in work one month before registration were highly likely to be
in work post-registration.

In addition, the qualitative research reveals that lack of access to transport,
poor local public transport networks and lack of a driving licence were seen as
having an adverse impact on participants’ progress to work. Furthermore,
where respondents were caring for dependants, this was a factor that
influenced participants’ work-related progress.

Region

The Survey of Registrants suggests that compared to those living in the South
West, participants in London, the North West, the West Midlands, the East of
England and the South East were less likely to enter work:

e The majority of participants (71 per cent) entered full-time employee work.
More participants (25 per cent) entered routine, unskilled occupations than
any other occupational group. Two-thirds of participants worked 16 or
more hours per week. The median gross pay per hour for employee work
was £5.

Continued
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This chapter focuses on ‘what works’ in terms of highlighting the factors
associated with participants’ movements into employment (defined as employee
work, Permitted Work and self-employment) (Section 4.3). However, the
chapter begins by outlining the number of jobs secured by participants and
the time taken by participants to move into work (Section 4.1). Participants’
perceived bridges and barriers to work are briefly discussed (Section 4.2). The
types of paid work participants enter are also summarised (Section 4.4).

Job entries are not the only possible outcomes from NDDP. The next chapter
focuses on sustainable employment outcomes.

4.1 Participants’ job entries

4.1.1 Number of job entries

Of the 146,340 people who had registered with NDDP between July 2001 and
March 2005, 56,829 (39 per cent) had found jobs by March 2005 according to Job
Brokers’ records (administrative analysis). As would be expected, the number of job
entries has gradually built up over time as the programme has evolved (see Figure
4.1). Since July 2001, the mean number of job entries has been 1,263 per month.
There are, as with registrations (Section 3.1), notable dips in the numbers of job
entries during the December of each year, which can be attributed to the Christmas
period. Likewise, there tends to be reductions in the number of job entries around
the Easter period and at some point over the summer holidays. (Although there was
no corresponding fall in numbers in April 2002.)

The Survey of Registrants reveals that one year after registration, 47 per cent of
participants had commenced paid work (including Permitted Work).
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Figure 4.1 Job entries by month, July 2001 — March 2005
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Source: DWP, NDDP Evaluation Database.

4.1.2 Time taken from registration to first job entry

Most participants who entered work did so within the first few months of registering
with a Job Broker. Administrative data shows that nearly one-half (46 per cent) of
those who had entered work had done so within one month of registration, seven
out of ten (70 per cent) had started work within three months, and nearly nine out
of ten (85 per cent) had started within six months. There was, however, a small
proportion (five per cent) who entered paid work after 12 or more months.

The survey data also shows that most participants entered paid work within the first
few months of registration, albeit at a slightly slower rate. Figure 4.2 shows the
cumulative entry into work by week since registration, illustrating the slowing down
of job entry over time — the convex shape of this curve is typical of labour market
programmes (although the high rate of job entries at 52 weeks is less common).
Almost one-third (32 per cent) of those who had entered work had done so within
one month of registration (Survey of Registrants). Indeed, 14 per cent had entered
work within one week of registration; and some of these would have been in work
or were about to accept a position when they registered (qualitative research).?°

20 There are a number of possible reasons why a few participants appear to be in
employment when they registered for NDDP. They could have sought help from
Job Brokers because they were in part-time work, were on sickness absence but

still with a contract of employment or were wanting to extend their Permitted
Work for six months.
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Over half (55 per cent) had started work within three months, and three-quarters
(76 per cent) had started within six months (Survey of Registrants). The overwhelming
majority has commenced work within one year — only six per cent took longer than
12 months.

Figure 4.2 Time taken to enter first post-registration job
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Base: All registrants who entered a post-registration job — 1,907 (weighted),
1,903 (unweighted.
Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Figure 4.1.

There were some associations between participants’ characteristics and the time
taken to enter first post-registration job. Those with educational qualifications
tended to take longer to enter their first post-registration job, for example, of those
with qualifications entering a post-registration job, 19 per cent commenced
employment between six months and one year after registration compared to 15
per cent of those without any qualifications. Perhaps a few more of those with
qualifications were willing to spend longer finding higher-skilled jobs that suited
their experience; or perhaps it became relatively more difficult for some of those
without qualifications to secure work after this length of registration. However,
participants with basic skills problems were more likely to take over a year to enter
their first post-registration job than those without (ten per cent and six per cent
respectively). Respondents with no problems with basic skills were more likely to
start work within six months (but not within one month) than those with these
problems (45 per cent compared to 36 per cent).
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Although entering work is associated with better health (see Section 4.3.2), this is
only reflected to a limited extent when looking at the time taken to enter work.
Those whose health at five and 12 months after registration remained bad or very
bad but who nevertheless entered work, were in fact more likely to do so within one
month of registration than those whose health remained good or very good (42 per
cent compared to 31 per cent). Possibly those who continued to suffer bad health
were less likely to persist in looking for work if they were not successful early on. In
contrast, those whose health remained good or very good were more likely to take
over a year to enter their first post-registration job than those whose health
remained bad or very bad (seven per cent compared to two per cent).

Similarly, those whose health improved to fair, good or very good, tended to take
slightly longer to enter work than those whose health declined. So whilst around
one-half (50 per cent) of those whose health had declined to fair, bad or very bad
had entered work within one and six months of registration, over one-third (39 per
cent) of those whose health improved to fair, good or very good had done so.
Indeed, 22 per cent of those whose health improved entered work between six and
12 months after registration, whilst only 15 per cent of those whose health declined
entered work in this time. This suggests that more entries into work occurred around
the time of better health (early on for those who started off in good health but
whose health later declined, and later for those who started off in poor health but
whose health improved).

The times taken to enter work were largely unrelated to household type; although
lone parents were the least likely to enter their first job over six months but less than
one year after registration. There were no relationships between the time taken to
enter work and gender or age.

4.2  Participants’ perceived bridges and barriers to work

That participants’ perceived bridges and barriers to work can change over time was
highlighted in Section 3.2.2. This sub-section focuses on the aggregate findings for
bridges and barriers to work; and is based on analysis of the Survey of Registrants.?’

4.2.1 Bridges to work

Overall, there was some stability in the bridges identified at both waves of
interviewing (Table 4.1). At Wave 1, three-quarters (74 per cent) of the respondents
(notin employment at either wave) said that they would be able to work if they knew
they could return to their original benefit if necessary. This level had fallen a little by
a year after registration, yet two-thirds (66 per cent) still cited this factor as a bridge
to work. This seems to imply a (continuing) relatively low level of awareness or
understanding of, or confidence in, the 52-week benefit linking rule which provides

21 Respondents who were not in paid employment were asked at each interview to
identify from lists of possible bridges and barriers to work, all of those that
applied to them.
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some protection against reduced benefit entitlement (see also Ashworth et al.,
2004).

This pattern — slightly fewer but still substantial volumes of responses at Wave 2 —
was repeated for other bridges to work. Indeed, the proportions of the respondent
group citing the next three most common bridges — deciding on number of hours of
work, working at home and taking breaks when necessary — remained above one in
two.

Table 4.1 Bridges to work at Waves 1 and 2 for those working at
neither interview

Cell per cent
Wave 1 Wave 2

% %
| knew | could return to my original benefit if | needed to 74 66
| could decide how many hours | worked 67 60
| could work at home 58 55
| was able to take breaks when | needed to during the day 57 52
Someone could support me at work at least some of the time 42 31
Something else 39 34
Public transport was better 32 26
| had my own transport 31 29
I had access to affordable childcare’ 6 5
| had special equipment to do the job 21 17

Base: Respondents not in work at both waves

(' 36 and 27 per cent respectively of those who had
responsibility for children)

Weighted base: 2,235

Unweighted base: 2,223

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.35.

The two-wave design also enables analysis of whether the identification of bridges
by those out of work at Wave 1 is related to work outcomes observed at Wave 2.
Thatis, does referring to a bridge five months after registration indicate an increased
or reduced chance of having started work seven months later? One bridge has a
strong association of this kind: substantially fewer of those who indicated that
having someone to provide support in the workplace would enable them to work
actually were in work at Wave 2 (14 per cent compared to 23 per cent of others).
Thus, while this bridge might identify a means of supporting some respondents into
work, it perhaps also identifies a potential need which may be more difficult or costly
to address. Similarly, those who cited returning to their original benefit at Wave 1
were somewhat less likely to be in work at Wave 2 (18 per cent compared to 24 per
cent). Again, this perhaps reflects a degree of anxiety or vulnerability that hinders
work transitions.
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4.2.2 Barriers to work

As with bridges to work, gross changes between Waves 1 and 2 were negligible
(Table 4.2). In both waves, six in ten of those out of work on both occasions felt that
lack of suitable, local jobs was a barrier. In addition, around half cited each of four
further barriers:

e | am not sure | would be able to work regularly;

e other people’s attitudes about my health condition/disability make it difficult for
me to work;

e | cannot work because of my health condition or disability; and

e | haven't got enough qualifications and experience to find the right work.

Another set of four barriers were referred to on each occasion by roughly one in
three respondents out of work on both occasions:

e | don’t feel confident about working;
e I'm unlikely to get a job because of my age;
¢ |'m not sure I'd be better off in work than on benefits; and

e my doctor has told me not to go to work.

Table4.2 Barriers to work among those not working at either
interview: Wave 1 and Wave 2 frequencies

Cell per cent
Wave 1 Wave 2

% %
There aren’t enough suitable jobs locally 60 59
| am not sure | would be able to work regularly 54 54
Other people’s attitudes about my health condition/disability make
it difficult for me to work 47 45
| cannot work because of my health condition or disability 46 53
| haven’t got enough qualifications and experience to find the right work 44 47
| don't feel confident about working 37 38
I'm unlikely to get a job because of my age 33 33
I'm not sure I'd be better off in work than on benefits 33 35
My doctor has told me not to go to work 29 34
| cannot work because of my childcare responsibilities’ 3 4
| am caring for someone who has an iliness or disability 3 4

Base: Respondents not in work at both waves
(' 23 per cent at each wave among those who
had responsibility for children)

Weighted base: 2,235

Unweighted base: 2,223

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.36.
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All of the top five barriers, except 'l cannot work because of my health condition or
disability’, have overall similar percentages for Waves 1 and 2. The increase for ‘'my
health condition or disability’ barrier, from 46 per cent to 53 per cent, might reflect
that some of those closer to the labour market at Wave 1 had moved into
employment, so that of those out of work proportionally more gave this as a barrier
at Wave 2.

In addition, barriers, in contrast to bridges, tend to be more closely associated with
outcomes. For the following four barriers, those citing any one at Wave 1 were
found to have Wave 2 job entry rates seven to 11 per cent lower than others:

e | am not sure | would be able to work regularly;
e | cannot work because of my illness or disability;
e | don't feel confident about working; and

¢ |I'm not sure I'd be better off in work than on benefits.

The cumulative effect of barriers was also evident. Of those reporting no or only one
barrier at Wave 1, 33 per cent were in paid work at Wave 2. This proportion then
declines sharply, such that only half as many (18 per cent) of those with four or five
Wave 1 barriers were in work when interviewed again. In general, tackling barriers
to work seems a promising strategy for increasing job entries. Although it is
important to remember that these are self-reported barriers, and to some extent will
reflect participants’ perceptions as well as actual barriers. This is in line with the
qualitative research which suggests that measures to increase participants’ self-
confidence are effective (see Section 4.3.1).

4.3 Factors associated with movements into work

The research to date provides some indication of the factors that may affect
participants’ movements into work. These factors can be considered under the
following three broad headings and are considered in turn below:

e Job Brokers' characteristics and activities;
e participants’ characteristics; and

® region.

4.3.1 Job Brokers’ characteristics and activities

Early findings from the evaluation established that the services provided by Job
Brokers vary (Stafford et al., 2004). The number of registrations and hence, job
entries by Job Broker also vary widely. The qualitative research has sought to draw
out the features of Job Broker service organisation and practice which are associated
with effective performance, defined in terms of proportion of registrations which
resultin a job entry, and the proportion of job entries which result in a sustained job
payment. This involved classifying the 23 Job Brokers in the qualitative research into
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four groups based on their relative performance, taking into account differences in
their client profile and then exploring reasons for their performance.??

The four performance groups are:

e higher performers — comprising Job Brokers who were in the highest performing
third in terms of job entries, and in either the higher or the middle group in
terms of sustainability of work. Two were organisations that worked intensively
with participants and specialised in one type of impairment, with participants
generally likely to face more barriers to work. The remainder served people who
were closer to work;

e middle performers — these were Job Brokers in the middle group in terms of job
entries and either the high or middle group in terms of sustainable jobs, or with
high job entry rates but low sustainability rates. All worked with participants
who might be expected to be closer to work;

e varied performers — a small group of Job Brokers in the lower group in terms of
job entries, but with high sustainable job entry rates, who worked with clients
who might be expected to be further from work. These Job Brokers all provided
a particularly in-depth service that was designed to meet the needs of participants
who faced more barriers to work, and would need more contact with the service
to move towards or into work. Although their job entry rates are relatively low
this might be expected given the nature of their client groups, and high
sustainability rates were achieved with those who did move into work; and

e lower performers — Job Brokers with generally lower performance levels
encompassing:

— middle job entry rates and low sustainability rates;
— low job entry rates and low or middle sustainability rates; or

— low job entries and high sustainability rates but with a closer to work client
profile which distinguished them from the third group described above.

The lower performers’ performance compared less well with the three preceding
groups even taking into account the fact that some worked with participants who
might be expected to face more barriers to work.

The analysis undertaken does not distinguish between individual organisations that
form part of a consortium or partnership to deliver Job Broker services. Data are
available only at the level of the partnership as a whole, so where the in-depth study
had involved one partner only, it was not possible to match the performance data
with that specific job organisation. Further, it was not possible to reflect differences
in local areas, in terms of labour markets or the provision of relevant services, in the
analysis. It is also important to note that the number of sustained jobs, job entries
and, less often, registrations was below 100 for some Job Brokers, and sometimes

22 Further details of the approach used are outlined in Chapter 7 of Lewis et al.,
(2005).
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below 50. This means that quite small changes in the number of participants, job
entries or sustained jobs could change the group to which an individual Job Broker
was allocated. The allocation of Job Brokers between groups was, however, agreed
across the research team.

Theresultantanalysis is tentative; the differences between those Job Brokers judged
to be high performers and the rest were often nuances rather than clear-cut
distinctions, and there could also be exceptions to the more general finding within
each group. Moreover, there was no single model of delivery that could be identified
that was a recipe for success; rather, the analysis suggests that the following areas
may be associated with Job Brokers helping participants into work.

Nature of the parent organisation and the role of the NDDP contract

There does appear to be some association between effective performance and both
strong organisational support for the Job Broker service and availability of existing
expertise and resources within the organisation on which to build. Although the
associations are not clear-cut, three factors appear to be influential:

e The profile of the Job Broker contract within the organisation

Among the more effective performers, some Job Broker managers and staff
commented on the high profile of the Job Broker contract within the organisation
as a whole. They highlighted, for example, the high proportion of the work of
the organisation that it represented, describing it as an important or prestigious
contract, talking about it being seen as a successful part of the organisation’s
activity, or one that made valued financial or other contributions to the
organisation. In contrast, among the Job Brokers with middling or lower
performance levels, there were comments about job broking being only a small
part of the organisation’s activity, not being widely valued or seen as prestigious,
or about management questioning the continuation of the service.

e The organisation’s prior experience

Learning from past experience appears to have increased performance. There
were some organisations where provision of a service aimed directly at disabled
people was a new direction, and possibly as a result none of these organisations
were among the higher performing Job Brokers.

In addition, four Job Brokers in the study sample which had operated during the
earlier Personal Adviser Service phase of NDDP (see Chapter 1) were all among
the highest performing Job Brokers, and the two Jobcentre Plus Job Brokers
were in the highest and middle performance groups. Notwithstanding these Job
Brokers' prior experience of NDDP, it is likely that it is their experience of the
client group that is relevant here. This is because the analysis of the Survey of
Registrants shows that respondents who were registered with organisations
involved with the pilots were not significantly more likely to enter work than
those of other Job Brokers.
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e The degree of integration or access to other services/resources within
the organisation

Job Brokers differed in how far advisers could make use of other services or
resources within the organisation to augment their own work with NDDP
participants. Where advisers were able to draw on other internal provision and/
or on more intensive programmes of support that could be used to prepare
people for NDDP, the organisation tended to be one of the better performing
Job Brokers. The picture was more mixed amongst those with medium and lower
performance, some had access to other services and resources, whilst others did
not.

The qualitative analysis also shows that public, private and voluntary sector
organisations were found across all the performance groups, implying that there is
no strong association between sector and effectiveness.

Furthermore, the analysis of the Survey of Registrants data suggests that people
who registered with Job Brokers providing a generic service were more likely to enter
work than those registered with one focused on a particular type of disability or
health condition. This might be because specialist Job Brokers register people
further from the labour market.

Funding arrangements

There is some evidence of the higher performers having better funded contracts;
although there were also Job Brokers with high job entry and sustainable job levels
that were on lower payment contracts.

The management of the NDDP contract

There are indications that proactive management of the Job Broker contract is
associated with effectiveness. There were three aspects to the management of the
NDDP contract that appear to be influential:

e The extent of selection of people for registration

The highest performing Job Brokers were not on the whole more selective in
their registration practices, although some were, and some had other programmes
that could be used for early intensive work before registration for NDDP. But
there were also more effective Job Brokers that seemed not to target or select
and which did not operate other contracts alongside job broking. There seemed
to be more use of targeting registrations among the Job Brokers with less effective
performance rates, some of whom also used other contracts before registering
individuals. In some cases this reflected the push to achieve 25 per cent job entry
rates in order to retain the Job Broking contract (see Section 1.1), but in others
it was a practice of longer standing. However, among those with high
sustainability rates working with relatively disadvantaged clients, selection in
registration had either been avoided or was a more recent, and not a warmly
embraced, approach.
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e The use of management information to monitor and review the service

Almost all the strongest performing Job Brokers were making active use of
management information. They described circulating information about
performance across the team, comparing the performance of different teams,
having team or individual targets, regularly reviewing performance and adapting
the service in the light of it, and using management information systems to
chase progress. Although the picture among Job Brokers with lower performance
levels was mixed, overall they spoke less about using management data, or
described it as a recent change in their approach often prompted by concern
about meeting the 25 per cent job entry minimum requirement.

e The role of the manager in the job broking service

There appeared to be differences between Job Broker organisations in how directly
involved the manager was in the local Job Broker service, how large a part of
their role it was, and how much detailed knowledge they had of the practices of
their team. For several of the Job Broker managers with lowest performance
levels, the management of the Job Broker contract was only a small part of their
work, while this was the case for only one of the most effective Job Brokers.
There is likely to be some circularity here: the more effective the service, the
more it is likely to be seen as an important aspect of a manager’s roles.

The organisation of staffing

How staff working on the NDDP contract were organised appears to have affected
performance in three ways:

e Extent of team working

There did seem to be a pronounced emphasis on the experience and value of close
team working among the better performing Job Brokers who, with only one
exception, described themselves as having strong teams. The closeness of the team
was sometimes commented on by both managers and staff, who described good
support for team members from within the team, sharing of information and
discussion of ideas and ways forward. Among the better performing Job Brokers
were also some who emphasised the important role played by administrative staff in
the team. The picture was more mixed among other Job Brokers. Although some
described strong team relationships in the way that the more effective Job Brokers
had, others did not comment on team support, and there were also some where
managers or staff felt they did not work particularly closely as a team, or where they
said they did not feel they shared good practice or information enough.

e The scope of the adviser’s job

Effectiveness appeared to be linked with staff either working on the Job Broker
contract exclusively, or working across different contracts but not differentiating
between the Job Broker contract and their other work. The situation amongst other
Job Brokers was more mixed — some Job Broker teams were dedicated staff; others
worked across more than one differentiated contract, and others did not differentiate
between job broking and the other contracts on which staff worked.
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e Whether staff had generic or specialist roles

The highest performers made less use of specialist staff: they either used generic
staffing patterns so that an individual worked with a participant throughout
their contact with the service, or designated only in-work support for a specialist
role, or in one case, a core adviser worked with each participant throughout the
process, drawing upon specialist staff when required. Again, the picture was
more mixed among other Job Brokers with both completely generic, generic
plus in-work support specialists, and wider specialist staffing structures.

Links with Jobcentre Plus and other organisations

In general, the more effective Job Brokers were more outward facing with proactive
and extensive marketing of their services, good links with other external services,
and strong links with Jobcentre Plus.

All the best performing Job Brokers did extensive marketing. They used multiple
strategies and either had access to specialist advice, or had made marketing a
designated part of all or some Job Broker staff’s responsibilities. These Job Brokers
had a wider range of sources of participants and seemed to be less reliant, from the
accounts of managers and staff, on Jobcentre Plus for referrals. In contrast, there
was rather more emphasis among the Job Brokers with poorer performance levels
on registrations being generated through Jobcentre Plus and letters from the
Department to incapacity benefits claimants.

The Job Brokers with better performance levels also tended to have had good
relationships with at least some Jobcentre Plus staff, although like others they
sometimes found differences between, and within, Jobcentre Plus offices.?* There
was also more emphasis here on proactive approaches to Jobcentre Plus offices,
with managers and staff describing having initiated presentations to Jobcentre Plus
staff, setting up meetings, attending each other’s regular meetings, using Jobcentre
Plus premises to see participants or otherwise maintaining a visibility in Jobcentre
Plus offices. Amongst the other Job Brokers there were some who similarly
described good relationships and proactive approaches, but others said their links
were poor and described little or no activity on the part of Job Brokers to build
relationships.

Central to good relations between Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus was how well Job
Broker advisers provided feedback to Jobcentre Plus staff about customers referred
to them, and understood the Jobcentre Plus outcome target system. There was a
difference in the extent to which Job Broker advisers were explicit about the
significance of outcomes targets for Jobcentre Plus staff and provided feedback to
staff about participants’ job entries. Although across the performance groups there
were Job Brokers with very good systems for feedback, and Job Brokers who seemed
to have little or no awareness of Jobcentre Plus targets, giving regular feedback and
understanding the significance of targets was more pronounced among the best
performing Job Brokers.

23 Job Brokers’ relations with Jobcentre Plus are discussed in Section 6.2.
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In terms of relationships with non-Jobcentre Plus external organisations, there was
greater emphasis amongst the better performing Job Brokers on the importance of
good links with other service providers. They commented on the high quality of their
own services with other organisations providing, for example, career guidance,
training or placements; voluntary sector disability organisations; and mental health,
learning disability or other care support networks. Again, the picture was more
mixed among other Job Brokers. There were examples of Job Brokers who described
their links with other services as very strong, but others described few or no
organisations with whom they had good relationships. Those that were mentioned
were mostly local colleges or impairment-specific voluntary sector organisations.

Provision of pre-work services*

Whilst the associations between services delivered and Job Brokers’ performance
are complex, there are three aspects of service provision that can be highlighted: the
range of services provided, the nature of the adviser’s contacts with participants,
and advisers’ contacts with employers.

Range of services provided

Job Brokers vary in the services provided (Stafford et al., 2004) and in the emphasis
or focus of the services delivered. Three types of Job Broker were identified in the
qualitative research:

e those whose services focused on the immediate barriers to employment. Where
more personal barriers, such as lack of confidence, were addressed, this was in
an unstructured way and took the form of informal support from the individual’s
adviser;

e those with a broader focus that addressed both the immediate and more personal
barriers. While the former were addressed in a similar way to the previous group,
the more personal or underlying barriers were dealt with in a more structured
and formalised manner. Programmes and courses were specifically developed to
help build participants’ confidence and develop increased motivation for entering
work;

e those who also addressed both sets of barriers, but through providing a particularly
in-depth service. Sometimes this was within the supported employment model
and it involved working with participants with more enduring impairments or
conditions with a greater impact on working who were generally perceived to
be further away from work, for example, those with mental health conditions or
with learning difficulties.

In terms of the performance groups, all three types of service were apparent among
the highest performing group and among the middle group, with no obvious bias.

24 Provision of in-work services and sustaining employment is discussed in the next
chapter.
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The Job Brokers with lower entry levels but higher sustainability rates who worked
with participants likely to be further from work (the ‘varied performers’) all provided
abroaderand more in-depth service. Among the Job Brokers with lower performance
levels, there was more focus on immediate labour market barriers.

In addition, the provision of specific services appears to be related to performance.
The "performance group’ analysis suggests the following associations:

* Vocational guidance — There was more explicit emphasis on vocational guidance
among the highest performance group. Among those participants who said
they had moved into work with the help of the Job Broker service, some attributed
this, at least in part, to the provision of vocational guidance. Even where they
thought that they would eventually have found work by themselves, they felt
that the support received by the Job Broker service had accelerated the process
or resulted in getting a job that was preferable or more appropriate than might
otherwise have been achieved. This type of support had helped them develop a
clearer idea about the type of work they were aiming for. Whilst among
participants who had not moved forwards despite using the Job Broker service,
people reported that they either had limited (if any) discussions with the adviser
about the type of work they could do, or already had some ideas about what
work they wanted and the advisers did not explore this further.

Job Brokers varied in the extent to which, and how, they provided this kind of
guidance. Some delivered it in a structured way and saw it as a central part of
their service, while others provided it in a less formal manner. Some carried out
forms of ‘vocational profiling” which explored participants’ likes and dislikes and
used this to build up a picture of what job they would like to do and explore new
areas. Other Job Brokers provided access to a specialist vocational guidance service,
either internally or externally. Specialist staff mentioned by Job Brokers included
an occupational psychologist and a careers adviser, other Job Brokers used the
Adult Directions computer package with participants to provide guidance. Where
vocational guidance was provided less formally, advisers talked to participants
about what they would like to do and made suggestions, based on participants’
capabilities, about what they might do.

The Survey of Registrants shows that the overwhelming majority of participants
received some form of vocational guidance. Over the year since registration, 80
per cent of respondents who had been in contact with their Job Broker had
discussed the ‘work they might do’ and 74 per cent had talked about their
‘previous work or other experience’. It is possible that what distinguishes the
higher performing Job Brokers from other organisations is the emphasis they
place on delivering vocational guidance.

* In-house training or funding for external training — There was much less
emphasis on providing in-house training or funding for external training among
the poorest performing group of Job Brokers. Some participants who had said
they had moved into or towards work with the support of the service, had
undertaken courses that were provided by the Job Broker, and which they felt
had helped prepare them for returning to work. These courses covered subjects
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such as applying for a job, assertiveness and anger management. These were
felt to have helped build their confidence and develop skills that would help
them cope with returning to the work environment and to deal with any possible
anxiety that might arise. These participants had been out of the labour market
for some time (up to 16 years) or had a mental health condition. More job
specific training had also been received by some participants which had helped
them obtain a specific certificate or qualification that enabled them to do a
certain job, or in areas such as ICT training and health and safety. The Job Broker
had contributed to the financial cost of undertaking the training, without which
participants felt it would have been very difficult for them to participate. However,
in other cases where (access to) training was provided, it was not always perceived
by participants to be appropriate to their needs. This was the case where people
already had a fairly clear idea of what they wanted to do or already had the
relevant skills and were able to move forward towards or into work without
undertaking training.

While some Job Brokers saw themselves as having a role to play in providing
(access to) training, others did not. The latter saw it as incompatible with a
funding or contractual regime that focused on job entry outcomes. Providing
access to short training courses that were specifically aimed at developing work-
related skills (e.g. ICT skills, driving) was seen as valuable by some Job Broker
staff. Some Job Brokers also provided training in-house (e.g. ICT skills, basic
skills training, doing job interviews). The Survey of Registrants shows that of
those respondents who had been in contact with their Job Broker since
registration, just over a half (53 per cent) had discussed the training or
qualifications they might need.

Tackling low confidence and other personal barriers — There was much less
emphasis on confidence and other personal barriers, among the poorest
performing group. Where participants spoke about having developed confidence
in the course of their contact with the Job Broker, this tended to be more of an
overall outcome from having accessed the various components of the service
and the nature of their relationship with their adviser, than a specific separate
component of the service. Although advisers mentioned more specific elements
of the service they felt helped build participants’ confidence, including paying
for participants’ gym membership, courses in personal effectiveness and
assertiveness training. Among those who had moved into or towards work with
the help of the Job Broker service an increase in confidence was often mentioned,
which had been brought about through a variety of ways, including the adviser’s
encouragement and ‘belief’ in them and their ability to get work, mixing with
other people of similar circumstances in small group settings, or simply as a
result of making an appointment and attending the Job Broker meetings. Specific
elements of the service that participants reported as increasing their confidence
were job interview preparation techniques such as mock interviews. Such increases
in confidence were reported as particularly important for those who had not
worked for some time and contributed to them feeling generally more positive
and less daunted by the prospect of moving into work.
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e The use of financial payments to clients either as incentives or to cover
costs such as clothing and equipment — Not all the best performing Job
Brokers used them, but it was here that the use of more extensive and higher
payments was concentrated. Among the medium performers there was a mixture
of Job Broker services which used incentives and those that did not, but there
was little use of them among the poorer performers whose access to direct
financial support for participants was mostly through either internal or Jobcentre
Plus discretionary funds. Where participants had been unaware of tax credits
prior to contacting the Job Broker, finding out about them sometimes strongly
supported their decision to take a job. Where people had previously, but
unsuccessfully, sought advice about tax credits and other in-work benefits they
might have been eligible for, they welcomed this advice from the Job Broker. In
some cases this had lessened concerns that they had about starting work and
losing benefits.

Some participants received direct financial support from their Job Brokers, which
they sometimes saw as instrumental in helping them to move towards or into
work. This included grants to assist in training, paying for a medical assessment
and HGV driving licence application, or payments when people started work
such as covering benefits or wages before the first pay packet or assistance with
mortgage payments during the early stages of entry to work. There were also
examples of participants receiving a small grant (around £100) from the Job
Broker when they moved into work. While the grant was felt to be very useful
while they were waiting for their first wages, it did not appear to be directly
associated with their decision to take a job. Generally, participants gave more
salience to these financial incentives where there had been fairly minimal support
into job entry, for example where a participant had already secured a job interview
at the time of engagement with the Job Broker service. Where participants had
received more intensive support, whilst the financial incentive was appreciated
as useful, it was a less important aspect of the provision, with more emphasis
placed on the impact of the practical or motivational support received.

Job Brokers varied in the extent to which they provided advice on tax credits and
did better-off calculations. While some felt confident about their ability to provide
such advice, others felt less qualified to do so and referred clients on to relevant
services. Despite this, Job Broker staff saw the provision of, or access to, financial
advice as an important feature of the service. However, the Survey of Registrants
reveals that of those respondents contacting their Job Broker during the year
after registration, only one-tenth discussed ‘benefits/financial aid’, but two-fifths
(43 per cent) did discuss what they could ‘expect to earn’ in employment.

Although not revealed in the ‘performance group’ analysis, both advisers and
participants identified the following services as having helped people move towards
or into work:

e Undertaking voluntary work or work placement — Some participants and
staff thought that providing opportunities for undertaking voluntary work or
work placements were useful tasters for different types of work, as well as
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providing the opportunity for the participant to find their feet in a job, build
confidence or generally adjust to being in work. Access to these opportunities
was provided by some Job Brokers but not others. Where respondents had done
an unpaid work placement, this had occasionally led to further work with that
employer, either as Permitted Work or paid employment. Where Job Brokers did
not provide opportunities for participants to undertake voluntary work or secure
work placements, some participants identified this as a gap in the services.

However, most participants did not engage in voluntary work. Nine per cent of
participants had started voluntary work five months after registration and this
increased to 12 per cent at 12 months after registration (Survey of Registrants).

Job search support - Among both those who had moved into work and those
who had moved towards work, job search support received from their Job Broker
was reported to have been beneficial (qualitative research). Help that participants
highlighted as particularly beneficial included accompanying them to the
Jobcentre Plus office, providing guidance on using the internet to search for
jobs, providing specific website addresses for job vacancies or more generally
providing an environment for conducting job searches (such as a job club, or
somewhere with Internet access and local papers). Some people also reported
that the Job Broker had identified the job for them by bringing their attention to
a vacancy that they might not have considered previously. Nevertheless, there
were instances where people felt that they had been given inappropriate details
of vacancies. In some cases this was because the job was unsuitable, while in
others it was because they were out of date or were too far away to travel to.

One year after registration, three-fifths of respondents who were in contact
with their Job Broker had had discussions with them about getting a job (39 per
cent had not) (Table 4.3; Survey of Registrants).?> The most common topic of
discussion was about where to look for suitable vacancies (53 per cent).

Job Broker staff varied in what they perceived to be the appropriate level of
involvement they should have in a participant’s job search (Qualitative Research).
Some offered guidance and support but felt the onus should be on the participant
to carry out the job search. Other Job Broker staff took a more active role by
providing participants with a list of suitable vacancies; but this was said to be
time-consuming which prevented some Job Brokers from doing it.

2

ul

Proportionally more participants (94 per cent) had discussed work or training
issues with their Job Broker, but not all participants had talked about the process
of getting a job.
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Table 4.3 Discussions about getting a job

Multiple response
Wave 1 Wave2 Cumulative

% % %
Where to look for suitable vacancies 50 23 53
How to complete a job application 32 15 34
How to prepare for job interviews 28 14 31
Advice on how to present yourself at a job interview 22 11 24
None of these 41 70 39
Base: All registrants who had been in contact
with their Job Broker since registering
Weighted base 3,532 2,199 3,691
Unweighted base 3,557 2,228 3,710

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 3.8.

¢ Help with applying for jobs — Participants expressed concerns about what to

put an application form, particularly with regard to health and gaps in employment
history (qualitative research). Respondents who had moved towards or into work
since contacting the Job Broker service, included those who had sought and
received help in completing job application forms and thought that this had
increased their chances of being offered interviews. Indeed, some felt that this
resulted in the offer of a job interview, which they would have not otherwise
obtained. Other examples of help in applying for jobs included advice in writing
a covering letter to employers, running ‘mock’ interviews, and creating different
versions of a CV to suit different types of jobs.

Some Job Brokers reported that they provided participants with extensive help
when completing application forms, while others took a less active role. The
Survey of Registrants reveals that around one-third had discussed how to complete
a job application (34 per cent) or how to prepare for job interviews (31 per cent)
(Table 4.3). A slightly smaller proportion, around one-quarter of registrants had
discussions with their Job Broker about how to present themselves during an
interview (24 per cent).

As with the job search support they offered, Job Broker staff varied in what they
perceived to be the appropriate level of involvement they should have in helping
people apply for a job (Qualitative Research). Some gave the same reasons
mentioned above for why the onus should be on the participant to complete the
application form.
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e Advice about Permitted Work — There were instances where participants
reported that Job Broker advice about Permitted Work had led them to taking
up work that they may not have originally considered, by alleviating concerns
that they may have had about losing benefits and being worse off if they took
up a job (qualitative research). Job Brokers did not focus on facilitation of Permitted
Work as a key part of their service and not all provided it. Where it was provided,
Job Broker staff mentioned difficulties in finding employers who were willing to
accept people on Permitted Work. Nonetheless, a fifth (19 per cent) of participants
entering all types of work had obtained Permitted Work as their first post-
registration job (Survey of Registrants).

The nature of the adviser’s contacts with participants

Across the four performance groups, advisers and managers stressed the importance
of maintaining contact with participants. It was rare for advisers or managers to be
self-critical of the level of contact or to say that participants often initiate contact or
that they focus more of their activities on participants who contact them, but where
this did occur it was among the medium or poorer performing Job Brokers.

Certainly, amongst those who had either moved into or towards work with the help
of the Job Broker service, participants placed a lot of emphasis on the value of the
relationship they had developed with their adviser. Participants cited the importance
of maintaining regular contact with the Job Brokerin helping them to move forward:
where they had not moved forward, contact with the adviser was often either not
regular, or not maintained. Amongst those who had moved forward, contact with
an adviser was often reported in positive terms, and had been instrumental in
increasing respondents’ confidence and ‘pride’, and subsequent self-belief and
motivation to find work.

On the other hand, there were instances where contact with the participant had
declined, or had been very irregular. People sometimes found it difficult to take the
initiative in maintaining contact, particularly if they were anxious or unconfident and
if they felt that the Job Broker was ‘not bothered’ (qualitative research). The Survey
of Registrants shows that if the 27 per cent of respondents who de-registered over
the year following registration are excluded, 58 per cent of registrants had contact
before and after the five month Wave 1 interview, 29 per cent only had contact in
the first period and four per cent only in the second, and nine per cent of registrants
had no contact with the Job Broker throughout the year after registration (n=2,902).
Where this dwindling contact occurred, people reported being demotivated and
demoralised (qualitative research).

It was also important that the pace of work with an adviser was right for the
participant. Not feeling ‘rushed’ or ‘pushed into anything’ was associated with
raising confidence and self-esteem. Participants within this group included those
who had progressed with the Job Broker, including those moving into work. Other
participants felt that the pace of the service was not suited to their needs. These
concerns were generally because they felt that the emphasis on paid work at the
outset was too premature for them.
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Whilst advisers caseloads can vary between Job Brokers (see Section 6.2.1), the
‘performance group’ analysis did not reveal any clear pattern between caseload size
and performance.

Advisers’ contacts with employers

Job Brokers described most of their contacts with employers as ‘client led” and there
were some doubts about the efficacy of other approaches such as setting up
arrangements for notification of vacancies or more general marketing and awareness-
raising activity. The number of Job Brokers who placed emphasis on the proactive
development of relationships with employers, rather than a client-led approach,
was relatively small. However, none of those placing most emphasis on proactive
approaches were among the highest performing Job Brokers; those that appeared
to be more active here, or who were planning to become more active, were all in the
medium or lower performance groups.

From the employers’ perspective, there were a number of reasons which they felt
had provided the initial impetus for contact between their organisation and a Job
Broker (qualitative research with employers). These were:

e Broker initiated: Client-led, a response to a specific vacancy — Some
employers reported that initial contact was made because of a specific vacancy
that the adviser or participant had seen, and felt could be suitable. Initial contact
was usually with reference to a specific vacancy; less frequently it was an ‘on
spec.” contact regarding a participant. Job Brokers focused mainly on filling
vacancies and recruitment, and employers were most usually reactive, whether
this was regarding vacancies or support, following job entry. In some instances,
this type of contact was an isolated event, but in others, it was the start of
interaction on a more regular basis. There was considerable variety, and some
uncertainty, amongst employers about how and why such a one-off contact
had led to a more established relationship. The professional competence of the
Broker, the willingness of the Broker to initiate further contact, the extent to
which the employer actually sought to employ people with health conditions
and disabilities were all mentioned. However, the key factor underpinning the
prospects for future relationships was the suitability of the potential recruit for
the position in question. In effect, the more the Job Broker acted as a good
source of suitable and reliable applicants for vacancies, the less likely the employer
was to be put off by worries about the individual’s health condition or disability,
and the more likely they were to put themselves out to find ways of
accommodating an impairment and to take part in a developing relationship
with the Job Broker.

» Broker initiated: general NDDP marketing — There were instances when Job
Brokers had made contact with employers, to build links generally, and raise
employers’ awareness of the services they offered. This was often followed later
by ongoing contact, or contact made for more specific reasons, for example,
with regard to a particular vacancy or participant. There were also examples of
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employers being contacted by Job Brokers initially to discuss the types of vacancies
they might have, with a view to building up a relationship in the future, or with
a particular customer in mind.

e Employer-led contact — Although typically the Job Broker had made the initial
contact, there were a few examples where employers had made the first contact,
either to seek advice on a specific matter, or to make links more generally with
the Job Broking organisation. These approaches did not appear to be prompted
by NDDP; in fact, it was more likely to be to tap into the range of potential
community-based services offered by the Job Broker, rather than being as a
result of any particular programme with which they were involved. There were
occasional instances where employers had been introduced to the Job Broker
through other agencies with which they were already involved, for example,
Business Link.

Although all of the employers in the qualitative research are known to have recruited
an NDDP participant, some employers stated they had not taken anyone on under
NDDP, many did mention that they had been in contact with a Job Broker, especially
when prompted with the Job Broker name. However, this contact appeared to be
minimal in some cases, and many employers could recall only one specific, and
usually isolated, occasion.

It terms of the impact of the Job Broker service on employers’ recruitment and
selection decisions, it seems that in some cases at least, NDDP had been a critical
factor. Employers reported that they felt these appointments would not have been
made without the interventions of the Job Broker. The role that Job Broker advisers
can have in increasing the confidence of participants also emerged as a key issue
here (see previous discussion). Other employers felt that the mediating role of Job
Brokers had played an important part in ensuring the success of the placements, and
in some cases, in ensuring the employees were retained within the organisation.

Not all participants recruited through the programme had necessarily worked out,
but this had not generally created bad feeling or a reluctance to recruit again
through the Job Brokers. Virtually all of the employers who were ‘aware’ of the
programme said that they would be willing to use the programme in the future.

It is more difficult to assess the direct impact that NDDP had on employers where the
Job Brokers focused their attentions on participants and had no contact with the
employers who recruit them. However, it is possible that the impact of NDDP on
these employers was that as a result of the programme, they recruited someone
who, without the support of a Job Broker, may have found it more difficult to secure
employment.

The qualitative research with employers demonstrates that even for the relatively
low level and fairly unskilled jobs to which they had recruited among NDDP
participants, employers often had quite extensive lists of selection criteria, involving
a mix of educational attainment, vocational skills, work experience, and personal
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characteristics. These might be explicit or implicit, or a mix of both, and the list might
be longer or shorter according to the formality brought to the selection process by
the employer, and the level of skill/seniority that the vacant post entailed. A key
condition that Job Brokers needed to meet, both for the one-off ‘hidden-hand’
placement under NDDP, and for any more extensive relationship, was to understand
these selection criteria, and to have applied them to the jobseeking participant
before submitting them for the vacancy.

Leaving aside those employers who positively sought to employ disabled people and
people with health conditions, it was the presentation of individuals with the right
skills, qualifications, experience and personal characteristics to get and do the job in
question, which ultimately formed the basis for an ongoing relationship between
employer and Job Broker. Their ability to help with any needs the potential recruit
might have on account of their disability was certainly also valuable, but entirely
irrelevant if the former requirements were not met.

4.3.2 Participants’ characteristics

The previous section drew upon the qualitative research with staff and participants
and to a lesser extent on the qualitative research with employers and the Survey of
Registrants. This section, which outlines the personal characteristics of participants
associated with movementsinto their first post-registration job, is primarily based on
the analysis of the Survey of Registrants.

The analysis suggests that the following respondents were more likely to enter paid
work (defined as employee work, self-employment and Permitted Work):2¢

e Women - Women were slightly more likely to have found work than men (49
per cent compared to 45 per cent). This is despite men being more likely than
women to have either worked or looked for work in the two years prior to
registration, and for more men than women to have registered for NDDP.

e White respondents — White respondents (48 per cent) were much more likely
than Black respondents (31 per cent), Asian respondents (33 per cent) and
respondents from other ethnic groups (38 per cent) to have entered work.

e The 50-59 year old age group — Those aged 50 or over were slightly more
likely than the younger participants to have entered work (49 per cent compared
to 46 per cent). This might seem slightly surprising, given that those aged 50 or
over were more likely not to have qualifications (and hence, be further from the
labour market) and, more generally, a high proportion of the sub-group were

2

(9]

These findings are based on a multivariate analysis of participants’ movements
into first post-registration work, where work is defined in terms of types of work
that qualify for an outcome payment for Job Brokers. The logistic regression
model used is presented in Appendix A. The percentages quoted in the text are
taken from cross-tabulations of those in paid work with the relevant variable.
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economically inactive. However, the proportion of working age people aged 50
and over who are economically inactive has declined in recent years (from 31 per
cent in the mid-1990s to 28 per cent from October 2003 onwards) and the
employment rate for older working age people is increasing (National Statistics,
2004). Older registrants, therefore, might be benefiting from more general labour
market trends, despite their lack of qualifications.

e Those without basic skills problems — Those with no problems with English
or Maths were more likely to have entered work (49 per cent) compared to
those with problems with English or Maths (34 per cent).

e Those with a positive attitude towards work — Respondents’ attitudes
towards work were associated with their likelihood of entering work. One-half
(50 per cent) of those with a positive attitude towards work (at Wave 1) had
entered work at one year after registration, whereas 39 per cent of those with a
neutral or negative attitude had entered work.

e Those with a main musculoskeletal condition — Participants with a
musculoskeletal condition were more likely to gain employment compared to
those with other types of disability or health condition.

e Participants at five months after registration who rated their health as
fair or (very) good or who said their health condition had no or little
impact upon everyday activities

For example, over one-half (55 per cent) of participants whose health remained
good or very good had entered work since registration, whilst just over one-quarter
(27 per cent) of those whose health remained bad or very bad had done so. The
qualitative research also shows that a key factor influencing whether or not people
were able to move forward was their health. Some participants said their health had
deteriorated to the extent that they were not able to consider working, and had
withdrawn from the Job Broker service. Equally, however, improvements in health
could accelerate progress towards work.

e Those who had a partner one year after registration — Participants with a
partner 12 months after registration were more likely to enter work. Whether
the respondent had responsibility for children was not statistically significant
once other possible factors are taken into account. Indeed, a cross-tabulation of
household type by job entry shows that single people without children were the
least likely to enter work. Partners possibly provide additional support to
participants that enables them to take work. (Partners of participants are discussed
further in Chapter 7.)



What works? Job entries

77

e Those who had been in work one month before registration?” —
Respondents who were closer to the labour market, in the sense of having been
in work one month before registration were highly likely to be in work post-
registration.

In addition, the qualitative research reveals that lack of access to transport, poor
local public transport networks and lack of a driving licence were seen as having an
adverse impact on participants’ progress to work. Furthermore, where respondents
were caring for dependants, this was a factor that influenced participants’ work-
related progress.

4.3.3 Region

The Survey of Registrants also suggests that the region within which respondents
lived was important. Compared to those living in the South West, participants in
London, the North West, the West Midlands, the East of England and the South East
were less likely to enter work. The reasons for this particular combination of regions
are unclear. It might reflect differences in labour demand for the types of jobs
participants entered (see Section 4.4), for instance, more seasonal employment
being available in the South West. Alternatively, it might reflect regional differences
in the effectiveness of Job Brokers, for example, advisers in the South West might
have made more use of a particular effective service, such as financial incentives (see
Section 4.3.1), than those in the other regions. Unfortunately, there are no available
data on the extent to which there are regional variations in the use of service by Job
Brokers.

4.4 Types of jobs participants obtained

This section describes the types of jobs NDDP participants obtained and draws upon
survey and administrative data.

4.4.1 Typeofjob

The administrative data reveals that over nine out of ten of the participants obtaining
a job were employees, with most in full-time employment, and seven per cent were
in self-employment, again most working full-time (Figure 4.3). Moreover, the Survey
of Registrants reveals that of participants entering paid work, 19 per cent entered
Permitted Work as their first post-registration job. The restriction on the number of
hours worked under Permitted Work to up to 16 hours per week, means that those
participants doing Permitted Work are working part-time.

27 This factor was not included in the statistical analysis presented in Appendix A,
rather it emerges from a multinomial analysis run to investigate which types of
respondents had work and intermediate outcomes. The relevant work outcome
model is presented in Appendix B.
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Figure 4.3 Type of employment

5 0/0 2

%

D Self-employed full-time
[ ] self-employed part-time

- Full-time employee

- Part-time employee

2%

Base: All registrants who entered a post-registration job — 1,907 (weighted),
1,903 (unweighted).
Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Figure 4.1.

The Survey of Registrants further shows that there was an association between type
of first post-registration job and age. A greater proportion of 16 to 29 year olds than
all other groups entered an employee job (Table 4.4). In contrast, those aged 16 to
29 were less likely to have entered self-employment than all the older age groups.
Sixteen to 29 year olds were also significantly less likely than both those aged 40 to
49 and those aged over 60 to have entered Permitted Work (14 per cent compared
to 20 per cent of 40 to 49 year olds; and 29 per cent of those aged 60 or over).

Table 4.4 Type of first post-registration job by age

Column per cent
16 to 30 to 40 to 50 to

29 39 49 59 60+

% % % % %
Employee 83 72 69 71 60
Self employed 3 9 11 11 11
Permitted Work 14 19 20 18 29
Base: All registrants who entered a
post-registration job
Weighted base 297 408 569 568 62
Unweighted base 271 385 581 610 56

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.3.
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The extent to which a respondent’s health condition or disability affected their daily
activities (as measured at both five months and one year after registration) appeared
to be correlated with the type of post-registration work the respondent entered.
Those whose health condition limited them a great deal at both time points, were
less likely to enter an employee job as their first post-registration job than those
whose health condition did not limit them at all (60 per cent compared to 81 per
cent). The opposite pattern was found for self-employment, such that 15 per cent of
those whose health condition or disability limited them a great deal and six per cent
of those whose health condition did not limit them at all at both time points, entered
this kind of work. This suggests that the greater flexibility of self-employment makes
work more accessible to those with a more limiting health condition or disability.
Indeed, those in self-employment were more likely to work at home, which does
avoid some of the issues around travelling to work, access to a workplace and
inflexibility of working conditions. Those whose health condition or disability limited
them a great deal were also more likely to enter Permitted Work than those who
were not limited (25 per cent compared to 13 per cent). This reflects the aims of
Permitted Work, which include allowing people who may not be able to sustain full-
time work to maintain contact with the labour market.

4.4.2 Occupational group and nature of work

Registrants entered all the major occupational groups in significant numbers (Table
4.5). Overall, though, significantly more participants (25 per cent) entered elementary
occupations (or routine, unskilled occupations) than entered any other group.?® This
was not the case for those who had become self-employed with 41 per cent entering
the managerial/professional/technical sector, and 22 per cent the skilled trade
sector.

For all occupation sectors, apart from managerial/professional/technical, the
proportion of men and women entering differed substantially. Women were more
likely to enter the administrative and secretarial sector (20 per cent compared to
eight per cent), the personal service sector (17 per cent compared to six per cent) and
the sales and customer service sector (22 per cent compared to 12 per cent). In
contrast, men were more likely to enter a skilled trade (12 per cent compared to two
per cent), an elementary occupation (29 per cent compared to 18 per cent), or the
process, plant and machine sector (19 per cent compared to four per cent). This
distribution reflects the gendered nature of occupations within the U.K.

28 This pattern contrasts with that among the wider population of long-term disabled
people in employment. The Disability Rights Commission reports in its Disability
Briefing (January 2004) that on the basis of the Labour Force Survey, Summer
2003, 14 per cent of this population worked in Elementary occupations.



80

What works? Job entries

Table 4.5 Occupational group by type of work

Column per cent
Employee Self- Permitted All types
work employed Work of work
% % % %
Managerial/professional/technical 13 41 14 16
Administrative and secretarial 14 4 12 13
Skilled trade 7 22 6 8
Personal services 10 7 14 11
Sales and customer service 17 6 17 16
Process, plant and machine 14 15 9 13
Elementary 26 6 29 25
Base: All registrants who entered a
post-registration job and who provided
information about their first job
Weighted base 1,303 171 332 1,807
Unweighted base 1,290 169 339 1,798

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.20.

The type of first post-registration job entered also varied by whether the respondent
had any qualifications. Almost one-fifth (19 per cent) of participants with qualifications
entered the managerial/professional/technical sector whereas less than one in
twenty (four per cent) of those with no qualifications entered this sector. Those with
qualifications were also more likely to enter an administrative or secretarial job (14
per cent compared to five cent). Those with no qualifications were more likely to
enter the process, plant and machine sector (20 per cent compared to 12 per cent)
and the elementary sector (39 per cent compared to 21 per cent).

4.4.3 Hours worked

Two-thirds of respondents (68 per cent) who entered employment worked 16 hours
or more per week when they began their first post-registration job, including one-
quarter (24 per cent) who worked 38 hours or more. Around a quarter worked
between eight and 15 hours per week (23 per cent), for which Job Brokers would
have been entitled to a half payment of the outcome fees for participants entering
‘part-time” work. Just under one in ten were working less than eight hours per week
(nine per cent), for which Job Brokers would not have received an outcome
payment.

The number of hours worked by those in self-employment was even more varied
than this overall pattern, with 17 per cent working less than eight hours and 28 per
cent working 38 hours or more.
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The overall hours worked figures for NDDP are arguably skewed downwards by
those undertaking Permitted Work. As expected, the overwhelming majority (82 per
cent) of those in Permitted Work were working for under 16 hours (because this is a
requirement of the scheme). The use of Permitted Work means that it is unlikely that
the hours worked by NDDP participants will resemble the distributions for customers
of mainstream employment programmes. For those saying they were in Permitted
Work and working 16 or more hours, this suggests either some confusion exists
around employment terminology, or respondents’ self-reported hours possibly
being greater than what might have been reported by their employers, this is likely
to reflect the well-known tendency of survey respondents to report longer working
hours than would their employers.

As in the labour market more generally, male respondents were substantially more
likely to work 38 hours or more per week than female respondents (34 per cent
compared to 10 per cent; Table 4.6). Women were more likely to work about half
that number of hours (23 per cent of women worked 16-21 hours compared to 13
per cent of men), or indeed, less than 16 hours a week.

Table 4.6 Hours per week worked at start of first post-registration

job by gender
Column per cent
Men Women
% %

Less than 8 hours 7 12
8-15 hours 21 27
16-21 hours 13 23
22-37 hours 26 29
38 hours or more 34 10
Base: All registrants who entered a post-reqgistration

Job and who provided information about their first job

Weighted base 1,095 705
Unweighted base 1,090 702

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.15.

Hours worked also varied by age of participant. Those aged 50 and over were less
likely to work 38 hours or more per week (21 per cent compared to 26 per cent) and
more likely to work eight to 15 hours than the 16 to 49 age group (29 per cent
compared to 21 per cent).
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4.4.4 Earnings

Using the Survey of Registrants, median earnings can be calculated for those that
entered employee or Permitted Work as their first post-registration job (Table 4.7).
Asinherentin the rules, those in Permitted Work earned less, with £56 gross pay per
week, £50 net pay, and £4.50 per hour (gross).?° Average pay for those in employee
work was £ 158 gross pay per week (£130 net), and £5 per hour (gross).

Table 4.7 Median earnings per week at start of first post-
registration job (entered employee or permitted work?°)

Medianf
Employee Permitted
Work Work
£ £
Gross pay per week (median) 158.00 56.00
Net pay per week (median) 130.00 50.00
Gross pay per hour (median) 5.00 4.50

Base: All registrants who entered an employee or
Permitted Work post-registration job and who provided
information about their first job

Weighted base
Unweighted base

1,090-1,215 251-286
1,075-1,200 255-292

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.19.

Differences in weekly pay reflected the differences in hours worked; for example,

men and younger respondents were higher earners.

29 The maximum earnings allowed was £67.50 a week (Permitted Work Higher

Limit) at the time of the survey fieldwork.

30 Self-employed respondents are not included due to the small base and different

method of measuring income.
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5 What works? Sustainable
jobs

Summary

e The participants’ work histories from registration until one year later shows
that the proportion whose main activity was in paid work (employee,
Permitted Work, or self-employment) or looking for work increased from
39 per cent in the registration month to 52 per cent one year after
registration.

e Three-quarters of participants (74 per cent) who had started work had just
one spell of employment between registration and one year later, while
one-fifth had two spells (22 per cent), four per cent had three spells, and
one per cent had four or more spells.

e Administrative data reveal that of those participants entering work by January
2005, 63 per cent (or 31,640 participants) achieved sustainable employment
(defined as employment lasting 13 or more weeks).

e The majority of participants (70 per cent) in employment had not experienced
any changes to their pay, hours or level of responsibility. The most likely
change was an increase in pay, with 17 per cent having had a pay rise.

e The Survey of Registrants shows that one year after registration, a half of
participants who had started paid work since registering on New Deal for
Disabled People (NDDP) were still in their initial job. The factors undermining
or supporting participants remaining in employment were:

— Participants’ health status: Giving up work for health or disability reasons
was the principal reason for jobs finishing; with 43 per cent of those
whose job had ended (or 21 per cent of those entering a first post-
registration job) identifying their health as playing some part in the job
ending.

Continued
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— Age of participant: Older participants, that is, those aged 50 to 59 were
more likely to be in the same job one year after registration (53 per cent)
than those aged 16 to 29 (43 per cent).

— Some jobs were temporary and had come to a natural end; 23 per cent
of participants whose first post-registration job had ended by Wave 2
said it had terminated for this reason. Participants who had undertaken
Permitted Work were more likely to cite this as a reason.

— Thejob could be unsuitable for the participant in terms of hours worked,
the nature of the work and/or the individual’s unrealistic expectations
about what they could do.

— Participants were more likely to stay in work if they were satisfied with
the job. Participants valued developing positive relationships with
colleagues and working in a friendly environment. In the Survey of
Registrants when participants were asked what they most liked about
their first post-registration job the most frequently mentioned aspect
was the company, or getting out of the house (44 per cent).

— Job retention was aided where employers were supportive and flexible
in terms of making adaptations to the working environment and
conditions of work.

— Financial advice from Job Brokers and the in-work tax credits participants
received both promoted job retention.

— Job Brokers providing a more proactive in-work service (which could
involve use of management information to monitor progress, and adviser
initiated regular and personal contacts with participants who were in-
work) achieved higher sustainability rates. Some of the more effective
Job Brokers involved administrative staff or designated adviser staff in
provision of in-work services.

e By Wave 2, just under a half (48 per cent) of participants starting a post-
registration job or whose pre-registration job had changed received some
form of in-work support (for example, nine per cent had the use of a
temporary helper or job coach). The qualitative research reveals that Job
Brokers' arrangements for delivering in-work support differed. However,
not all participants in employment sought in-work services from Job Brokers
even if they could have benefited from the support, for example, because
they might not want their employer to know of their connection with NDDP.

The principal aim of NDDP is to help participants secure sustainable employment.
This chapter considers ‘what works’ in promoting employment sustainability by
identifying the factors that support or undermine a participant retaining their first
job following registration on NDDP (Section 5.5). The focus is on the ending of
respondents’ first post-registration job because the Survey of Registrants provides
more data on this initial employment, even though there are participants who had
had more than one job by the time of the Wave 2 survey interview. The context for
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this is first set through outlining the participants’ work histories since registration
(Section 5.1), the number of post-registration jobs entered (Section 5.2), the
duration of first post-registration jobs (Section 5.3), and changes within jobs since
registrations. The chapter also discusses the provision of in-work support by Job
Brokers (Section 5.6).

5.1 Participants’ work histories since registration

The time taken by participants to enter work was discussed in Section 4.1.2.
Reflecting the time taken to enter work, the proportion of participants either in paid
work (defined as employee work, Permitted Work, or self-employment) or looking
for work increased from 39 per cent in the month of registration to 52 per cent one
year after registration (Figure 5.1). For the registration month, this economically
active group comprised 17 per cent who were in paid work (with 12 per cent in
employee work, four per cent in Permitted Work, and one per cent in self-
employment) and 22 per cent who were looking for work.

Five months after registration, the proportion in employee work had risen from 12
per cent to 22 per cent, and one year after registration was 26 per cent. This is the
same state of affairs as for two years before registration (see Section 3.2.2), where
the proportion in employee work was also 26 per cent. Nevertheless, the overall
participation in the labour market was slightly higher three years on. One year after
registration, three per cent of participants were in self-employment and six per cent
in Permitted Work, bringing the proportion in paid work up to 36 per cent
(compared to 30 per cent two years before registration), and 15 per cent were
looking for work (compared to 12 per cent two years before registration).

Grouping activities, ten per cent of participants were doing one of the following
other activities in the registration month: voluntary work; education or training;
supported work; work placement; a Government programme. For all these activities,
the proportion for whom it was their main activity stayed constant throughout the
year after registration.

There was a small number of respondents in the sample who did a single activity
from registration until the Wave 2 interview. Six per cent were in employee work
only (including education and part-time work), one per cent were self-employed
only and two per cent were in Permitted Work only. Very few people were in
supported or placement work only. A further eight per cent of respondents were
looking for work throughout the period. A larger proportion of respondents (23 per
cent) were inactive in the labour market from registration until their Wave 2
interview.
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31 Labour market activity over the two year period prior to registration in shown in Figure 3.5.
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5.2 Number of post-registration jobs

Three-quarters of participants (74 per cent) who had started work had just one spell
of employment between registration and one year later, while one-fifth had two
spells (22 per cent), four per cent had three spells, and one per cent had four or more
spells (Survey of Registrants).?’

Those who had started self-employment or Permitted Work were more likely to have
had only one spell of this type of work (96 per cent and 89 per cent respectively in
comparison to 75 per cent of employee work) (Table 5.1).

Table 5.1 Number of post-registration jobs

Column per cent
Employee Self- Permitted
work employed Work
% % %
1 75 96 89
2 21 4 9
3 3 1
4 or more
Base: All registrants who had done that type of work
Weighted base 1,454 157 401
Unweighted base 1,444 156 410

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Figure 4.3.

5.3 Length of employment spells and sustainability of first
post-registration job

A key objective of NDDP is to promote sustainable employment. Administrative data
shows that of those participants entering work by January 2005, 63 per cent (or
31,640 participants) achieved sustainable employment (defined as employment
lasting for 13 or more weeks). This is probably an underestimate as Job Brokers are
unlikely to maintain contact with all participants achieving sustainable employment.
The analysis of the Survey of Registrants’ data shows that by the Wave 2 interview,
thatis, around one year after registration, half of participants who had started work

31 In a small number of cases, the type of work for the first post-registration job as
provided in the work history (Wave 2 interview), if started before the Wave 1
interview, did not match the type of work provided at the Wave 1 interview. The
number of spells is based on analysis of the work history module only (unlike the
rest of the chapter which prioritises the Wave 1 data for type of work).
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were still in their initial job (Table 5.2). However, those in self-employment were
more likely to have sustained this job, with over six out of ten still in the same job.
Although Permitted Work is time-limited and intended (at least for some who
undertake it) to be a stepping stone to more substantial work, those in Permitted
Work were not significantly more likely than employees to have finished this spell of
work by one year after registration. This is probably because NDDP participants
qualify for a 52-week period of Permitted Work, a point that may not have been
reached at the time of the second survey interview.

Table 5.2 Whether still in first post-registration job one year after
registration

Column per cent
Employee Self- Permitted All types
work employed Work of work
% % % %
Yes 50 62 46 50
No 50 38 54 50
Base: All registrants who entered
a post-registration job
Weighted base 1,307 170 333 1,809
Unweighted base 1,293 168 340 1,801

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.31.

Moreover, of those participants that had started a post-registration job and were still
inthat job at Wave 2, three-quarters (76 per cent) had reached at least the 26 weeks
definition of sustained employment within the first year after registration (Figure
5.2).%

32 Here, sustainable work is defined as employment that lasts for a minimum of 26
weeks over a 39-week period since job entry and it applies to first jobs only. This
definition applies to the period of the survey fieldwork. However, since October
2003, as part of a package of funding improvements, Job Brokers have been
able to claim the sustained outcome fee at 13 weeks, although they have
continued to be required to offer in-work support for 26 weeks. In addition, this
is an estimate, as exact dates were not collected for jobs starting after the Wave
1 interview.
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Figure 5.2 Length of first post-registration job spell so far

(if still in it)
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Base: All registrants who were still in their first post-registration job at Wave 2
and who provided information about length of spell.
Weighted base: 879
Unweighted base: 885
Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Figure 4.4.

For those whose first post-registration job had ended by the Wave 2 interview, two-
thirds (65 per cent) had left their jobs within the first six months (Figure 5.3).
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Figure 5.3 Length of first job spell (if ended)
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Base: All registrants whose first post-registration job had ended by Wave 2
and who provided information about length of spell.
Weighted base: 855
Unweighted base: 843
Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Figure 4.5.

5.4 Changes within jobs and progression

Having employment that is sustainable is only one aspect of job quality. Other
dimensions are progression in terms of pay and responsibilities. Respondents in the
Survey of Registrants were asked if there had been any changes in their first post-
registration job in terms of pay, hours and responsibilities since they had started the
job (those whose first post-registration job had ended were asked if there had been
changes throughout the period of their job).

The majority of participants (70 per cent) had not experienced any change to their
job (Table 5.3). The most likely change was an increase in pay, with 17 per cent
having had a pay rise. This proportion, however, went down to nine per cent of
those in self-employment and 13 per cent of those in Permitted Work (compared to
19 per cent of employees). For those participants who had increased their pay, their
median gross pay increased from £171to £212 aweek, while their net pay increased
from £140 to £164 a week.*

3 Sample sizes for decrease in pay were too small for analysis.
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To some extent, the increases in pay reflect increases in hours worked, although this
is not the whole explanation, since increases in pay seem to be greater than changes
in hours. The proportion experiencing an increase in hours worked, 13 per cent, is
slightly less than the proportion with a pay rise (17 per cent). This suggests that most
of those receiving a pay increase did so, at least in part, through working longer
hours, but some will have gained an increase without working more hours. This is
especially true of employees, where the 19 per cent having a pay increase is
accompanied by only 13 per cent working more hours. For those in Permitted Work
the proportion with changes in pay are similar to those for changes in hours worked.
In contrast, some of those in self-employment worked longer hours (20 per cent
compared to 13 per cent of each of the two other groups) but a much smaller
proportion experienced a pay increase (nine per cent). Indeed, the self-employed
were more likely to experience a pay decrease than the other two groups (ten per
cent compared to just two to three per cent of the other two types of work).

Table 5.3 Changes within first post-registration job by type of

work
Multiple response
Employee Self- Permitted All types
work employed Work of work
% % % %
Hours increased 13 20 13 13
Hours decreased 4 8 5 5
Responsibilities changed 12 7 7 11
Pay increased 19 9 13 17
Pay decreased 2 10 3 3
No changes 68 69 75 70
Base: All registrants who entered a
post-registration job and who provided
information about changes to their first job
Weighted base 1,321 169 332 1,823
Unweighted base 1,311 168 340 1,819

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.28.

Those in employee work were the most likely to have changed their responsibilities
— 12 per cent compared to seven per cent of those in the other two types of work.

Those whose responsibilities had changed were asked whether the amount of
responsibility they had at the time of the interview (or at the end of the job if the job
had ended) was more, less or the same as when they had started the job. Nine out of
ten had increased responsibility (89 per cent), while five per cent had reduced
responsibilities and for seven per cent their responsibilities stayed the same.
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Table 5.4 summarises the type of changes experienced by participants who had
started work, by grouping respondents according to whether they experienced
increases or decreases for each type of change. The first group consists of individuals
whose pay, hours or responsibility increased without being accompanied by a
decrease in any one of these factors. The second group consists of those whose pay,
hours or responsibility decreased without being accompanied by an increase in one
of the factors. This summary shows more clearly that the majority of changes
experienced by participants who had started work represented an upward move in
the labour market. One-quarter of participants (24 per cent) had experienced
increases in hours, pay or responsibilities during their first post-registration job,
while just five per cent experienced decreases in hours, pay or responsibility.

Table 54 Summary of changes by type of work

Multiple response
Employee Self- Permitted All types
work employed Work of work
% % % %
Hours/pay/responsibility increases
(no hour/pay decrease) 26 19 18 24
Hours/pay/responsibility decreases
(no hour/pay increase) 4 8 5 5
Other combination of changes 2 4
No changes 68 69 75 70
Base: All registrants who entered a
post-registration job and who provided
information about changes to their first job
Weighted base 1,322 169 332 1,823
Unweighted base 1,311 168 340 1,819

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.29.

Those who had been in contact with their Job Broker since the Wave 1 interview
were asked about whether the Job Broker had helped with these changes (unless
the changes were not wanted; and 34 per cent said they did not want the changes).
Out of those who wanted the changes, just 15 per cent received help from their Job
Broker with these changes.

5.5 Factors undermining or supporting participants
remaining in employment
Both the qualitative research and the Survey of Registrants identify a number of

factors that helped participants stay in work, or conversely lead to an exit from
employment.
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5.5.1 Participants’ health status

Giving up work for health or disability reasons was the principal reason for jobs
finishing. When asked 27 per cent of participants whose first post-registration job
had ended gave their health or disability as the main cause (Table 5.5). Those who
had not mentioned health as a reason for a job finishing (and whose job had not
come to a natural end) were asked if health had played a part, and a further 16 per
cent identified health as a reason. This means 43 per cent of those whose job had
ended identified health as playing some part in the job ending.

Table 5.5 Main reason for a job finishing

Column per cent

All types of work
%

Gave up for health/disability reasons? 27
Natural end (temporary/seasonal/casual/fixed-term contract) 23
Resigned or decided to leave 16
Company went out of business/made redundant 9
Started a new job 8
Dismissed or sacked

Gave up for family or personal reasons 2
Other 10

Base: All registrants whose first post-registration job had ended
Weighted base 893
Unweighted base 878

2 The survey data cannot distinguish between those who give up entirely of their own volition
from those who may, to some extent, have been ‘forced’ to give up, for example due to
discrimination or inflexible practices at their workplace.

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.34.

Moreover, an analysis of whether a participant remained in the same job one year
after registration showed:

e those whose health remained bad or very bad were substantially less likely to
have stayed in the same job (31 per cent compared to around half of all other
groups). However, those whose health declined were not less likely to stay in
their job than those whose health remained good, or improved; similarly

e those whose health condition or disability continued not to limit them in the
conduct of everyday activities (55 per cent) were more likely to still be in their
first post-registration job than those whose health condition or disability limited
them a great deal (41 per cent).
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People had left jobs when they had become too physically demanding for them or
where they became ‘stressed” by work (qualitative research). Difficulties in travelling
to work could also exacerbate health problems. For example, one person had
reluctantly left a job because she could not manage the combination of high
volumes of work and a long walk and bus journey to and from work. She had not
been informed of the availability of any assistance with transport prior to starting
work.

Some participants whose contract had not been renewed or who had been laid off
felt that this may have been linked to their health. For example, one participant was
sacked on the grounds of his sickness record and failure to reach targets, both of
which he disputed.

Job Broker staff reported that some participants’ health conditions deteriorated
after entering work or that secondary health problems had arisen. Some advisers
had participants who had left their jobs as a result of these health problems. Some
Job Broker staff said that if they were aware of the problems they would offer to
approach the employer on the participant’s behalf to negotiate some time off or
renegotiate the conditions of the job. They also described helping some participants
to obtain special equipment through Access to Work. However, providing this
support was difficult or impossible where employers were unaware of the person’s
involvement with NDDP.

5.5.2 Age of participant

Older participants, thatis, those aged 50 to 59 were more likely to be in the same job
one year after registration (53 per cent) than those aged 16 to 29 (43 per cent).

5.5.3 Jobs ending naturally

The Survey of Registrants suggests that a natural end to a job, such as a fixed-term
contract ending, was the next most common reason. Twenty-three per cent of
participants whose first post-registration had ended by Wave 2 said it had
terminated for this reason (Table 5.4). Participants who had undertaken Permitted
Work were more likely to say their job had come to a natural end.

5.5.4 Suitability of the job and type of work

The suitability of the job and the type of work undertaken could affect job retention
in the following three ways (qualitative research):

e Hours of work — Some participants who did full-time work found it difficult to
cope with long hours, particularly if it involved shift work, overtime, or a long
travelling time. Participants appeared not to have anticipated these difficulties
before taking the job, and it was not clear whether they had discussed them
with Job Brokers. When people had attempted to negotiate a reduction or
adjustment in hours with their employer, the employer was unwilling to amend
their hours of work.
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e The work involved — Examples include where employers asked people to do
jobs or tasks that they were not qualified or experienced enough to do (for
example, certain types of care work), or tasks that they had not expected to be
asked to do (for example, cleaning toilets). Often, these difficulties were not
apparent or did not occur until after the early weeks in work and thus, it may
have been difficult for a Job Broker or participant to predict them. The demands
work placed on people were also relevant, for example, heavy physical work
could take its toll on people and lead them to leaving a job. Conversely, where
job tasks were within what people felt they were able to cope with, they were
more likely to stay in work.

e Participants’ unrealistic expectations — As already mentioned (Section 4.3.1),
Job Broker organisations provided job matching and vocational guidance to
varying degrees as part of their service. In part, these services were to help manage
participants’ expectations and guide them toward what were considered realistic
employment goals and so sustainable jobs. Some Job Broker staff expressed
concerns about participants having unrealistic expectations of the kind of work
they were able to do and recognised that not being able to sustain a job would
have a negative impact on their confidence. Although they said they tried to
help a participant to see the ways in which a vacancy might not be optimal, they
recognised that ultimately, participants made their own choices. If participants
found vacancies themselves the Job Broker might not be aware of them until
after the participants had decided to or had actually applied. Discussing possible
vocational directions with participants and carrying out job matching were seen
as time-consuming, although Job Brokers said that investing time and effort at
this stage reduced the need for further support at a later stage. Work placements
and job ‘tasters’ were also seen as helpful for participants to develop an
understanding of the realities of a particular type of work.

5.5.5 Job satisfaction

Jobsatisfaction was a reason for staying in work, and developing positive relationships
with colleagues and working in a friendly environment were important aspects
(qualitative research). People also valued doing ‘something” and being out of the
house, even if they had not been able to stay in work. Interestingly, in the Survey of
Registrants when participants were asked what they most liked about their first
post-registration job the most frequently mentioned aspect was the company, or
getting out of the house (44 per cent)(Table 5.6). Those in Permitted Work were the
most likely to appreciate this factor, and those in self-employment the least likely, as
would be expected given that more of these people work at home.

It was also important to some people that their work both contributed something
and had an intrinsic value (qualitative research). Overall, in the survey over a tenth
(12 per cent) said what they liked most about their jobs was doing something
interesting and stimulating (Survey of Registrants).
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However, perhaps reflecting their higher salaries, those in employee work were
more likely to mention money as the aspect they liked most (13 per cent compared
to five to six per cent of the other two groups). In contrast, those in self-employment
were twice as likely to cite using their skills (12 per cent compared to five to six per
cent of the other two groups). Moreover, one-fifth (22 per cent) of those in self-
employment mentioned having flexibility or freedom, compared to just eight per
cent of those in employee work and five per cent in Permitted Work. Just five per
cent of participants who had started a job could not identify anything they liked
about it.

Job satisfaction generally helped to increase confidence although it could take time
for people’s confidence to be built up (qualitative research). However, where people
had been less satisfied with their job, for example because it was unsuitable (as
discussed already) or because of difficult workplace relationships, confidence had
not generally increased and they could be disappointed with their apparent lack of
progress. Encouragingly, just over one-third of respondents in employee work said
there was nothing they disliked about their job (32 per cent: Table 5.7) — amongst
those in self-employment and Permitted Work these proportions rose to 42 per cent
and 44 per cent respectively.

The condition of their workplace was the most important aspect of their jobs that
respondents disliked, although this was mentioned by just around one in eight.
Other dislikes varied widely (see Table 5.7).

Table 5.6 Likes about the job, by type of work

Multiple response
Employee Self- Permitted All types
work employed Work of work

% % % %
The company/getting out of the house 43 28 52 44
Interesting/stimulating 12 12 11 12
Money 13 5 6 11
Rewarding 10 15 14 11
The flexibility/freedom 8 22 5 9
The boost in confidence/self-respect 7 8 8 7
The focus to my life 7 8 8 7
Using my skills 5 12 6 6
Contact with people 2 1 2 2
Learning/gaining experience + + 1 +
Other (positive) 14 12 10 13
Nothing 5 2 4 5
Base: All registrants who entered a
post-registration job and who provided
information about their first job
Weighted base 1,306 170 333 1,808
Unweighted base 1,293 168 340 1,801

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.26.
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Table 5.7 Dislikes about the job, by type of work

Multiple response
Employee Self- Permitted All types
work employed Work of work

% % % %
Nothing 32 42 44 35
Workplace conditions 12 8 10 12
Type of hours 7 4 6 7
Not making use of my skills 6 2 6 6
My health condition makes it difficult 5 7 5 5
Not enough money 6 7 2 5
Travelling 4 4 3 4
Too many hours 3 5 1 3
My manager(s) 2 1 2 2
The stress/hard work 2 1 2 2
Everything 2 1 1 2
Not enough hours 1 1 3 1
My colleagues 2 1 1 1
Other (negative) 19 22 18 19
Base: All registrants who entered a
post-registration job and who provided
information about their first job
Weighted base 1,305 171 333 1,807
Unweighted base 1,292 168 340 1,800

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 4.27.

5.5.6 Employment environment, working conditions and employer
behaviour

The support and flexibility of employers influenced job sustainability (qualitative
research). Employers could support the likelihood of job retention by, for example,
gradually increasing the hours at the request of the participant to enable them to
adapt to the job, being flexible in the hours worked over a period of ill-health, and
generally being understanding about the consequences or implications of a health
condition.

By contrast, where employment had ended, or appeared to be at risk of ending,
people reported specific difficulties with employers increasing the number of hours
they were expected to work and increasing their workload without apparent
consideration of the impact it may have on the employee. Few people said they had
raised these issues with their employer and even fewer said they had asked a Job
Broker to help.

However, Job Brokers said that participants did sometimes contact them when they
found that their job or work environment had become unsuitable. In some cases
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employers appeared to have changed the terms or conditions of the job and while
participants could do the original job, they found the new role too much. Where
participants wanted it, Job Brokers offered to act as an advocate and negotiate with
the employer, or advised participants on how they might respond. However,
amongst the participants interviewed in the qualitative research, there were only a
few instances where the Job Broker had been in touch with employers.

5.5.7 Financial issues

Financial issues did not generally emerge as a very strong factor affecting job
retention, although the increase in income from working was certainly valued
(qualitative research) (see also Section 5.5.4 and Table 5.6). However, this could lead
to people feeling under pressure to stay in work, and to work full-time hours,
because of financial commitments, and some felt quite concerned about this. This
was typically the case where the participant was the main earner in their household
and less so where there were other earners in the home or where they lived at home
with parents. Similarly, a decline inincome once someone was in work could lead to
doubts about staying in employment.

There was also concern about the financial impact of the Permitted Work period
ending. For example, one participant had returned to professional work using
Permitted Work but was concerned that, once the period ended, she would be
unable to find other work that paid enough for her to come off benefits, and was
worried she would end up in a worse position than while she was doing Permitted
Work.

Financial advice from Job Brokers and the in-work tax credits participants received
were both important in promoting job retention (qualitative research) (see also
Section 4.3.1). Three-quarters of participants who were in contact with their Job
Broker discussed financial/benefits-related issues in the year following registration
(Survey of Registrants). The most common areas of discussion regarding financial/
benefit-related issues concerned how starting work could impact on the benefits
and tax credits participants claimed (61 per cent) and about the in-work benefits/tax
credits that can be claimed whilst in work (50 per cent).

Pre-employment concerns about being better or worse off once in work were
common among participants (qualitative research). The fact that financial issues did
not generally emerge as an influence on leaving jobs suggests that financial support
needs were largely addressed by tax credits and other in-work financial support, and
by the help of Job Brokers in setting them up and resolving any issues.

People also occasionally received a payment from the Job Broker when they had
stayed in work for 13 weeks, which they found helpful.
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5.5.8 Job Brokers services

The qualitative research shows that there was diversity in the priority given to
providing in-work support, in whether Job Brokers were proactive or reactive in
making contact with participants who were in work and whether they had a
standardised approach to this, and in what help they provided. The previously
discussed ‘performance group’ analysis of the qualitative data (see Section 4.3.1),
also shows that all of the Job Brokers who were providing a more proactive or
extensive service — involving regular and standardised contact, personal contact
rather than just by letter, contact initiated by the adviser rather than just in response
to the participant, and generally, a broad awareness of the types of problems that
participants face in work —were achieving high or medium sustainability rates. Some
of these Job Brokers involved administrative staff, or designated adviser staff, in
making contact with participants and thought this had helped to free up time for this
aspect of the service. None of those achieving low sustainability rates described this
proactive or standardised approach to in-work support.

However, there were some Job Brokers who had high sustainability rates but who
appeared not to place much emphasis on in-work support, did not have standardised
procedures and talked about it being difficult to make time to maintain contact with
participants once they had started work. It may be that the quality of job matching
here explains their high sustainability rates. It is also important to note that the
numbers of people in sustained jobs was very low for some Job Brokers and the
distinctions drawn between the performance groups inevitably crude. The picture is
mixed, but there is some evidence that suggests that more proactive, tightly
managed and resourced services are linked with higher sustainability rates. There is
likely to be a circular dynamic here. A Job Broker service that is more effective at
maintaining contact with participants in work is in a better position to provide the
support that might be important to sustaining work. But it also increases the
likelihood of the Job Broker obtaining the evidence required for sustained job
payments, irrespective of whether in-work support was needed, and thus, securing
more funding for service development.

The ‘performance group’ analysis also shows that Job Brokers using management
information systems to manage their caseloads had higher sustainability rates.
Moreover, as already mentioned, the better performing Job Brokers either had
completely generic staff roles, or designated only in-work support for a specialist
role, with the exception of one where specialist roles were designed to complement
the support provided by core advisers who maintained contact with participants
throughout.

5.6 In-work support

Of participants in contact with their Job Broker since registration, 55 per cent had
discussed the provision of in-work support (Survey of Registrants). The topics most
often discussed were training while in work (30 per cent), help or support to keep a
job (26 per cent) and provision of adaptations or equipment at work (23 per cent). In
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addition, one in five had discussed help with transport to work (20 per cent), and a
smaller proportion had discussed the use of a personal assistant (16 per cent) or job
coach (15 per cent).

Survey respondents who had started a post-registration job or whose pre-registration
job had changed after registration, were asked about any in-work support they
needed and what support, if any, was provided. This support could comprise further
advice or support from the Job Broker and/or help with a particular service. During
the year after registration around one in ten participants said they needed help with
travel to, orin, work (13 per cent), the use of special adaptations or aids (ten per cent)
or the use of a personal assistant/support worker (eight per cent). Of course, not all
participants would have encountered problems for which the Job Broker might have
been a useful source of support. However, there were participants who encountered
the type of problems which Job Brokers say they can help participants with, but who
did not make contact with their Job Broker and who were sometimes unable to
resolve the problem themselves (qualitative research). There were also people who
felt, on reflection, that contact with the Job Broker might have been helpful. For
example, one participant’s temporary job was not extended, and she said that she
would have welcomed the intervention of the Job Broker to explore the reasons why
and to try to negotiate a contract extension but did not make contact herself. There
were also examples of participants who had had several periods of short-term
unsatisfactory employment and might, thus, have benefited from more ongoing or
intensive Job Broker support. Similarly, where participants were coming to the end
of their Permitted Work period, they rarely spoke of contacting the Job Broker
service about what to do next.

In terms of actual in-work services provided, just under half (48 per cent) of those
who started a post-registration job or whose pre-registration job changed received
at least one of the following forms of in-work support (Survey of Registrants):

e one-third received further in-work advice or support after registration;

e one in ten received help with travel to, or in, work;

e one in ten had the use of a temporary helper or job coach (nine per cent);

e one in fourteen used adaptations or aids (seven per cent);

e one in seventeen had a personal assistant or support worker (six per cent); and

e one in a hundred had a Job Introduction Scheme incentive payment made to
their employer (one per cent).

Where Job Brokers gave in-work support the highest priority their services involved
job coaching and intensive in-work contact with both employers and participants,
and it was expected that all or most participants would receive this help (qualitative
research). Other Job Brokers had a proactive approach but the level of support was
less intensive. Designated staff (either generic or specialist advisers) contacted
participants on a regular basis to help identify any needs that may arise and provide
the relevant support. In some organisations there were standardised procedures for
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keepingin touch. Some agreed with participants before they entered work the form
(telephone, letter, email or face-to-face) and frequency of contact the participants
wanted, others had expectations of the frequency of contact, and some monitored
in-work contacts very carefully to ensure that contact was always being made as
required. Having specialist staff take responsibility for in-work contact was seen as
helpful, both because those staff could give it a high priority and because it freed
other staff to focus on pre-work support. In other cases making contact was left to
the judgement of individual advisers, but advisers saw in-work support as a priority.
The types of support provided included job coaching, providing access to an
occupational psychologist, visits to the participant and more general telephone
contact. Some were willing to visit employers, but others did not directly intervene
between employer and employee, seeing this as the responsibility of the participant,
although they did provide participants with support and advice about how to handle
discussions with the employer. In-work contact was seen as important not only to
address issues that arose in the workplace but also to help with the collection of
evidence of sustained work.

Employers confirmed this picture (employer qualitative research). There were a few
cases where there was quite frequent contact of a more general nature, to check
that things were going smoothly for the participant in their new job. Here, Job
Brokers could operate in a mediating role between participant and employer during
the settling-in period, with the Job Broker being seen as a ‘safe’ person with whom
the participant could discuss any concerns they had.

However, infrequent contact from the Job Broker was not usually viewed negatively
by employers. Sometimes they only felt they needed to check that all was going well,
and a courtesy call or occasional informal feedback sessions were sufficient. In such
cases, employers knew they could contact the Job Broker for more help if they
needed to, but had not felt it was necessary as the recruit was settling in well
enough. Some employers mentioned that their own internal procedures should
ensure that the employee was settled into the role, and that they had access to
sources of internal support, to which they would first turn if any difficulties did arise.
Yet they were also supportive of any visits made by a Job Broker to the participant
once they were in post, and felt that this was beneficial to the individual in terms of
reassurance that they were adapting well to their role, and were confident that they
had an independent source of help and support if they needed it.

Job Brokers who provided in-work support also said they sometimes signposted
participants on to other relevant services if they could not meet their needs
themselves or if the participant needed more in-work support than had been
expected (qualitative research). This included referrals to WORKSTEP, to health care
specialists or to other relevant services such as counselling.

Many employers of NDDP participants said that the assistance from Job Brokers
tended to be concentrated around the period when the participant started work,
and this usually dropped off over time as recruits became more established and
settled in their jobs (employer qualitative research).
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Most participants had their perceived needs for some form of in-work support met;
three-quarters of participants needing support with travel, adaptations or aids, or
the use of a personal assistant or support worker were able to get this (ranging
between 76 and 78 per cent: Table 5.8; Survey of Registrants). Job Brokers’
contracts did not oblige them to provide these services, although clearly some did
and some also referred participants to other relevant organisations (see above).

Table 5.8 Whether in-work support needed was provided

Row per cent
Not
Provided provided Weighted Unweighted
% % % %
Help with travel to, or in, work 76 24 304 297
Use of adaptations or aids 76 24 222 231
Use of personal assistant/support worker 78 22 173 173

Base: All registrants who needed particular type of in-work support.

Source: Survey of Registrants, Cohorts 1 and 2, Table 3.14.

Moreover, there were also cases in which employers felt that Job Brokers could have
done more to help settle people in, and this was particularly highlighted where those
recruited through the programme did not work out (employer qualitative research).
It seems that the employers did not necessarily know about all the contact between
the Job Broker and the individual. Occasionally, employers felt that the Job Broker
did not provide enough accessible support to the customer or the employer once
they had made the placement.

A multivariate analysis of the personal and Job Broker characteristics associated with
receiving in-work support shows that taking other factors into account (Survey of
Registrants) (Appendix C):

e women were more likely to have received in-work support than men;

e participants aged 25-49 were more likely to be recipients than those aged 50
and over;

e compared with those who lived in London, those in the East Midlands were less
likely to receive in-work support;

e participants whose Job Broker provided a generic with specialist/specialist service
were more likely to receive in-work support than those whose Job Broker provided
a generic only service;

e participants with a learning disability were more likely to receive in-work support
than those without;

e those whose health condition or disability limited their daily activities to a great
extent throughout the year were more likely to receive in-work support than
those whose daily activities were not at all affected.
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The qualitative research also suggests a number of reasons why participants did not
access support from Job Brokers. For some participants, by the time problems arose
it was some time since they had been in touch with the Job Broker, particularly if they
were no longer in contact at the time they actually found the job. Some had had
relatively little contact with their Job Broker, and this was particularly the case where
they had approached the Job Broker only for an extension of Permitted Work. By
contrast, where people did look for or receive more extensive in-work support, they
had generally had relatively high levels of contact and support before starting work.

More generally, the notion of receiving in-work support services from a Job Broker
was often not particularly salient to participants. Frequently participants did not
have particular reasons for not making contact: it simply did not appear to have
occurred to them. This may have been because participants associated Job Brokers
with pre-work support rather than support that extended into employment.

Generally, people welcomed the offers of follow-up contact at the time they were
made. They appreciated the fact that the Job Broker ‘took an interest’ in them, and
were encouraged, and occasionally pleasantly surprised, by the Job Broker’s
contact. Some recalled receiving occasional telephone calls or letters or a Christmas
card from the Job Broker to check how everything was progressing, and a reminder
that the Job Broker was there if they were needed. Nevertheless, the onus was very
much on participants themselves to seek help if they needed it. If the problem was
not current at that time they did not always think to go back to the Job Broker when
it later arose.

There were also more specific reasons for not accepting offers of help or contacting
Job Brokers. Some people were concerned that it would draw attention to their
impairment or illness if they asked a Job Broker to intervene directly with the
employer, or that it would stigmatise them, particularly if the employer or colleagues
were not aware of their condition. Other people said they would not have contacted
a Job Broker because they felt able to resolve the situation themselves, or they
wanted to be able to stand on their own two feet and thought it was important to be
able to be independent in work. Some people felt there would be little that the Job
Broker could do, said they did not have the self-confidence to ask for help, or were
reluctant to return because they had had unsatisfactory experiences of the Job
Broker service.

Other people did not get in touch with the Job Broker because they chose to access
support from elsewhere, generally returning to a service that they felt had been
more instrumental in them getting the job. Such support was typically in place for
some time prior to NDDP registration, and was on occasion part of a general ‘care
plan’.

Moreover, some Job Brokers appeared to provide very little in the way of in-work
support or contact. Some reported that they were unable to provide more support
because of finite resources (both financial and personnel) and the need to
concentrate resources on achieving the Department’s 25 per cent minimum
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requirement (see Section 1.1 for further details); others said it was not necessary
since the participants they worked with generally had little need for support once in
work. Here, advisers assumed participants would get in touch if they needed to or
had contacted participants themselves ‘on rare occasions’ to see if their help was
required. But generally such contact as took place was primarily to secure evidence
of sustained work. There were also concerns that it would be ‘intrusive’ to contact
participants once they were in work, at least beyond an early courtesy call or letter.

Job Brokers also noted some particular constraints on contacting employers. Some
Job Brokers had not made contact with employers because of the participants’
decision not to disclose their involvement with NDDP, as they did not want their
employer to know about their disability. Job Brokers felt that this was particularly an
issue for participants with mental health conditions, who were concerned about the
stigma associated with mental illness and about assumptions about its impact on
their ability to do the job. Job Brokers who worked within the supported employment
model said that employers would always know of the participant’s condition and of
the Job Broker’sinvolvement and saw this as critical to the way they worked. In these
cases the Job Brokers’ involvement in providing in-work support in collaboration
with the participant and employer was seen as key. Others actively encouraged
participants to be open about their involvement with NDDP to their employer. They
feltit would be beneficial that the employer should know about the help Job Brokers
could provide and that it was impossible for them to intervene or to act as an
advocate for the participant if the employer did not know of their role.
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6 Changing institutional
context

Summary

e The Job Brokers as institutions have continued to evolve, there have been
developments in the:

organisation of Job Broker services;

marketing and participants’ routes to services;

services provided; and

funding and contractual arrangements.

e Relationships between Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus locally appeared to
have improved. Job Brokers tended to say that local Jobcentre Plus staff
had a better understanding of the job broking service.

e Job Brokers’ use of Jobcentre Plus programmes varied considerably, in both
range of provision and number of participants. Jobcentre Plus services used
included: Work Preparation, Work Based Learning for Adults, WORKSTEP,
the Adviser Discretionary Fund, Job Introduction Scheme, Job Grants, Return
to Work Credits, better-off calculations and job search support. Job Broker
staff said access was generally unproblematic. Jobcentre Plus staff could
get in touch with Job Brokers on behalf of their customers.

This chapter covers developments within the Job Brokers (Section 6.1) and Job
Brokers' relationships with Jobcentre Plus at the local level (Section 6.2). These
developments take place against a background of changes to the New Deal
for Disabled People (NDDP) programme itself, which were outlined in Section
1.1.
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6.1 Developments within Job Brokers

The Job Brokers as institutions have continued to evolve. The longitudinal design of
the qualitative research means that it is possible to explore changes in Job Brokers
over time.3* Developments identified within the Job Brokers related to the:

organisation of Job Broker services;
marketing and participants’ routes to services;
services provided; and

funding and contractual arrangements.

6.1.1 Organisation of Job Broker services

There had been changes in the organisation of Job Broker services:

The profile of the Job Broker service within the wider organisation. In some
organisations the profile of NDDP had risen and organisational commitment to
it was thought by managers to be firmer, influenced, it was said, by rising numbers
of participants and by improved financial performance. In others, however, the
profile of the service had decreased, with a reduction in staff, reports of weakened
organisational commitment to the Job Broker service, and sometimes the decision
not to bid for a contract extension (see below).

There were instances where NDDP activity had become more integrated with
the other services delivered by the organisation. This was demonstrated in
integration at a management level, use of other services or activities within the
organisation to support the Job Broker team’s work with participants, and use
of other services or contracts for early work with potential NDDP participants
prior to registration.

There were changes in some staffing numbers and responsibilities. There were
reports of expanded management teams and of managers reducing or moving
away from having their own caseloads so they could concentrate on managing
the Job Broker team. Some organisations reported expanded staffing within Job
Broker teams, while others, as noted above, had reduced staffing levels.

There were still organisations with staff dedicated to NDDP and others where
staff combined job broking with similar activities or contracts. There had been
some shifts, in both directions, between dedicated and non-dedicated staff, but
neither was consistently thought to be a more effective way of organising staffing.

3 At Wave 2 the qualitative research involved revisiting the 18 Job Brokers who

took part in Wave 1 as well as six organisations new to the sample.
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e Similarly, there was a mix of organisations using generic and specialist staff for
NDDP with changes —in both directions, but generally with more use of specialist
staff roles. In particular, more services were making a distinction between job
searching support and earlier work with participants up to the point of job
readiness; and between pre-work support and in-work support. The greater use
of staff specialising in in-work support was sometimes prompted by the time
required to keep in touch with participants in work, and particularly to gather
evidence of sustained work.

e Caseloads for several Job Brokers had risen, and sometimes they were considerably
higher. At Wave 1 the caseloads varied with the highest being 70-100 cases
assigned to individual full-time Job Broker advisers, a level that was felt to be too
high. These caseloads at Wave 2 could have increased to around 150 and higher.
The new Job Brokers interviewed at Wave 2 only also reported rising caseloads.
Such high levels were generally seen as difficult to manage and as undermining
the quality of the service provided to participants. It also led to focusing on
participants who were already job ready or likely to become so more quickly.
Participants also sometimes observed that they felt their Job Broker adviser was
overloaded with work, and reported dwindling contact which may have arisen
from Job Brokers’ practices in managing heavy caseloads. However, not all the
cases managed by advisers were actively involved in the programme, that is, not
all of those registered on NDDP were looking for work (although participants
could be doing other activities with the Job Broker), or contact with an adviser
may have dwindled for a variety of reasons.

6.1.2 Marketing and participants’ routes to services

Potential participants continued to have access to NDDP via a wide range of routes,
namely Jobcentre Plus staff; Department for Work and Pensions’ letters sent at
intervals to people on incapacity benefits to tell them about services to help people
who want to move into work; Job Brokers’ own marketing or promotion; word of
mouth; local community groups and services which for some Job Broker organisations
included health, mental health and learning disability services or the probation
service; and networks and "partnerships’ with other local service providers. The key
change here was the increased role of referrals from Jobcentre Plus reported by
some Job Brokers.

6.1.3 The services provided

Thereis, in broad terms, a fairamount of similarity in the main types of help provided
by the Job Broker services, although there are differences in emphasis, breadth and
in the ways in which different kinds of help are given. The range of services provided
were: advice about vocational direction and whether work is an appropriate
objective; in-house training or support with accessing external training; work
experience and placements; advice about the financial implications of working and
help with tax credit applications; advice about job search approaches and information
about vacancies; help with interviews, CVs and job applications; financial support
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on entry into work; and in-work support. As already mentioned (Section 4.3.1),
some Job Broker organisations appear to focus their activity around the more
immediate labour market barriers such as vocational direction, financial support and
job search skills. Others placed more emphasis on barriers such as confidence and
self-esteem or on other personal capacity building activities and provided structured
help to address these through, for example, in-house courses or specialist services. A
third group provide particularly intensive in-depth help sometimes using the
supported employment model.

The following changes were reported to the services provided and to delivery
approaches:

e Outcome-related funding and contractual arrangements had, by the time of the
Wave 2 fieldwork, led a number of Job Brokers to focus more on participants
who were closer to work. This was demonstrated in their registration practices,
with more active consideration of the likely support needs of participants, more
active consideration of whether other services provided by the organisation might
be more appropriate, more signposting of appropriate external services, and in
some cases, delays in recording a participant as being registered while support
was given through the Job Broker service. The Job Broker services varied in terms
of who they perceived their service was well placed to work with and could best
help to get into work, in terms of participants’ job readiness.

In addition, services were to varying extents influenced by the Department’s
minimum requirement for job entries of 25 per cent of all registered participants
(see Section 1.1). Contracts with those organisations that had not reached this
level were not extended beyond March 2004. This was for some organisations
an additional factor to consider very carefully in decisions about registration. In
its simplest terms, where Job Broker staff felt the service provided by their particular
organisation could help people overcome the barriers they faced in getting into
work, they felt well placed to work with them.

An increased focus on participants who were closer to work was also
demonstrated in the nature of the service provided (see further below). There
were also reports of more active prioritising between participants, with services
prioritising spending time on participants who were job ready or likely to become
so more quickly.

e There was wider use of targets set for Job Brokers’ adviser staff, and in one case
a bonus payment scheme, for the number of job entries achieved. Targets were
set for either individual staff or the team as a whole, or sometimes both. Some
staff found them helpful, encouraging a constructive focus on helping participants
to achieve work and boosting staff motivation and morale. Other Job Brokers
paid little attention to them and did not seem to have strong views about them
either way. A third group found them unhelpful and felt they risked putting
pressure on staff to encourage participants into work which might not be in
their best interests — a pressure that they tried to withstand.



Changing institutional context

109

e As well as making more use of other internal provision, there was much use of
external services too, both Jobcentre Plus provision and provision by other local
organisations. This was thought to reflect advisers’ greater knowledge of local
provision, financial pressures (see further below), the need to find supplementary
sources of help for participants who were further from work, and an increased
flow of participants which meant that Job Brokers were able to develop more
active relationships with other providers.

e There was an increased use of direct and indirect financial support for participants,
both from the resources of Job Broker organisations and from external sources
mainly in the form of the Jobcentre Plus Adviser Discretionary Fund. The level of
payment varied from around £25 to £200 for job entry, with a further payment
at 13 weeks of sustained work.

e There were changes to the types of services provided. Some organisations now
provided new services or types of help, such as in-house courses or, in the case
of one Job Broker, a range of approaches to building confidence and self-esteem
such as gym membership and vouchers for hairdressing. Others were reducing
their use of some kinds of help such as work experience placements and training
and other broader support, because they felt they were not significant in helping
participants to get jobs, that the costs outweighed the gains to the organisation,
and reflecting the decision to focus more on participants who were closer to
work.

Action Plans were introduced by the Department as a condition for payment of
a higher registration fee (compare with Section 1.1), although some services
had already been using them. There appeared to be some variation among
organisations in the amount of detail recorded and in how Action Plans were
used: some advisers appeared not to use them actively in their work with
participants, but others reviewed them regularly with the participant and used
them as a case management aid. There were also different views about their
value. They were seen as useful to set and monitor goals, as a joint record of
what has been agreed between adviser and participant, and as a transparent
check on the service provided. However, other advisers felt that they did not add
anything useful, and that they were just another administrative burden. Moreover,
there was only limited recollection of Action Plans among participants.

More Job Brokers were providing better-off calculations using IBIS software, and
there were comments from staff about feeling more confident in doing so.

6.1.4 Funding and contractual arrangements

Compared to Wave 1 more Job Brokers reported that the service was breaking even
or was self-funding, or that it was beginning to generate small surpluses. Some
services were still being subsidised by the Job Broker organisation. Their response to
this was mixed. Sometimes it was a stable arrangement that seemed not to cause
particular concern if the provision of the Job Broker service was seen to meet the
organisation’s objectives in other ways. For other organisations, however, it meant
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that the future of the Job Broker service was uncertain, or had led to the decision to
withdraw from providing the service. Nonetheless, the perception of a number of
managers was that the financial performance of the Job Broker service had
improved since Wave 1.

As already mentioned the funding regime had led some Job Brokers to become
more focused on people who were closer to work. This trend was also strongly
influenced by a sharpening focus in the Department’s contract management on the
ratio of participants who entered work, and by the introduction of the 25 per cent
conversion rate requirement (compare with Section 1.1.). Job Broker staff and
managers reported more use of other internal services to prepare participants for
registration on NDDP. Funding had sometimes constrained staffing complements,
resulting in waiting lists for registration and higher caseloads, which in turn had
consequences for the level of participant contact and the time staff had available for
activities such as job matching. There were also reports of constraints on the
resources available for marketing the service to either potential participants or
employers.

However, some representatives said the funding regime had not influenced the
design and delivery of the service at all. There were organisations that had not
changed their registration practices and were continuing to make the service
available very widely, and organisations that continued to provide a very in-depth
service to clients including an emphasis on training, placements and confidence
building.

Nonetheless, the Job Broker staff and managers continued to be broadly in
agreement with the principle of having some outcome funding for the Job Broker
service, and there was some support for the encouragement it gave to focusing on
outcomes if it improved the quality of service to participants. However, the funding
structure was felt to place all the risk on the shoulders of providers, to increase the
time required in managing the contract and the stress this involved, and to make it
more difficult, because of funding uncertainties, to work in partnership with other
organisations. For many organisations the Job Broker contract was manageable only
because other activities were funded in what were seen as more secure, and less
‘commercial’, ways and this was seen as important for financial stability and also to
preserve the ethos and client-focus of the organisation.

6.2 Job Broker relationships with Jobcentre Plus locally

Job Brokers generally reported feeling that Jobcentre Plus staff at the local level had
a better understanding of their services than previously. This was generally felt to be
the result of more communication between the two services, and particularly the
result of their own organisation’s efforts to engage with Jobcentre Plus staff. It may
also reflect the efforts of Jobcentre Plus to encourage local relationships, and the
provision of information on each Job Broker that Jobcentre Plus staff could access
through a website. However, some Job Broker staff reported that there remained



Changing institutional context

111

some confusion about the role of NDDP and of Job Broker services. For instance, one
Job Broker felt that local Jobcentre Plus staff were sometimes particularly unclear
about where the ‘in-house’ Job Broker service sat.

Job Broker staff also felt that local Jobcentre Plus staff often did not know, in detail,
what the Job Broker services provided. Whilst Disability Employment Adviser (DEAS)
had more detailed information about what Job Brokers did than other Jobcentre
Plus staff and the Wave 2 DEAs’ understanding of Job Broker services was generally
better than that of Wave 1 respondents, their familiarity with the full range of local
Job Brokers was sometimes patchy, especially among less well-established DEAs. In
part, this is because DEAs interviewed at Wave 2 generally had more Job Brokers
operating in their area than those interviewed at Wave 1.

The overall picture in Wave 2 discussions with Work Focused Interview (WFI) advisers
was of broader awareness and deeper understanding about Job Brokers and their
roles than were found in Wave 1. In Wave 2, WFI advisers were generally more
confident about naming local Job Brokers, more knowledgeable about some of the
differences between Job Brokers, and had more understanding about the ways in
which some of them worked. However, some WFI advisers working in areas where
there were larger numbers of Job Brokers (eight or nine) were no longer trying to
retain knowledge about all. These staff chose instead to deal mainly with a small
number of Job Brokers from their list, usually including those who made regular
visits to the Jobcentre Plus office.

Local Jobcentre Plus staff believed that staff belonging to Jobcentre Plus broker
organisations, and Job Broker staff who were previously Employment Service
employees, had a good working knowledge about the range of services available to
incapacity benefits recipients at Jobcentre Plus and about the way Jobcentre Plus
staff were currently working. One perceived advantage of such working knowledge
was the readiness of some in-house brokers and ex-Employment Service staff to
provide information about participants forinsertion on the Jobcentre Plus computer
system, to help staff achieve formal ‘outcomes’. There was some frustration that
other Job Brokers did not understand how they could work with Jobcentre Plus staff
in this way so that both could achieve outcomes, although some DEAs reported
excellent co-operation in this respect.

Some DEAs believed that Job Brokers who provided Work Preparation or WORKSTEP
programmes had a better understanding of how DEAs worked than Job Brokers
who had historically provided only mainstream programmes. The appropriateness
of referrals from Job Brokers for Jobcentre Plus services was seen as an indicator of
their understanding.

Similarly, some WFI advisers were unsure how far Job Brokers who were not part of
Jobcentre Plus understood what they did, although there was a feeling that Job
Brokers who visited Jobcentre Plus were better equipped in this respect. There was
concern that customers could miss out if Job Brokers did not understand the range
of services Jobcentre Plus offered and failed to refer people back when appropriate,
for example, to use the Adviser Discretionary Fund.
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Local Jobcentre Plus staff described varied approaches to signposting Job Broker
services to participants. These differences in approach reflected the offices’ different
stages in Jobcentre Plus roll-out and whether they were included in the Pathways to
Work pilots. There were also differences in approach related to preferences in ways
of working of individual staff. In general, staff working in offices which were part of
the Pathways to Work pilot described an approach which was clearly strongly work-
focused, guiding all customers towards thinking about a job goal at an early stage in
discussion. Staff working in non-pilot offices generally expected to be less directive
and they talked about their approach more in terms of trying to raise interest among
customers than in trying to encourage strong commitment.

There was some selectivity about who was told about the services based on
assessments of the participant’s interest in work and whether Jobcentre Plus
provision was appropriate, and some WFI advisers referred potential participants to
DEAs rather than signposting Job Broker services themselves. DEAs tended to see
Job Broker services as being more appropriate for people who were relatively work
ready, as judged by short periods out of work, already preparing CVs, or appearing
‘motivated to work’. There were strong, but not universally held, views that people
interested in work but needing alonger time to prepare for a move into employment
were better served by DEASs.

There were also differences among Job Brokers in the types of people they described
Jobcentre Plus staff signposting to the service. Some reported that staff tended to
refer people who were relatively close to work. This was generally welcomed, and
sometimes said to be the result of explicit discussion with Job Broker staff. Although,
in general, Job Broker staff felt that Jobcentre Plus staff did refer appropriate people
to them, there were also comments about people who were seen as unsuitable, that
is, people who were very distant from work or forwhom work was not clearly a goal,
such as those who wanted training only. Some managers and staff felt that, on
reflection, they should have been clearer that they wanted Jobcentre Plus to refer
people who were closer to work. There was a view that Jobcentre Plus frontline staff
were less adept at identifying appropriate people than DEAs. There were also
comments about people coming forward who it was felt had been coerced or
pressurised into doing so. It was also suspected that there were many more people
seen by Jobcentre Plus for whom the Job Broker service might be relevant but who
were not coming forward.

Local Jobcentre Plus staff generally provided a broad explanation and some
information about specific elements of Job Broker provision. A range of printed
information was being given to customers at initial WFI. This included packs centrally
provided by the Department and literature and locally produced information sheets.
More detailed discussions would depend on levels of interest among individuals,
how much staff knew about the services and their views on the quality of local
services. A small number of generic WFl advisers said they were not confident about
explaining Job Broker services because they did not have full knowledge.
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DEAs wished to explain to customers what they themselves could offer and, unless
people expressly asked, talking about Job Broker services was not a primary concern.
They tended either to give a general description or to emphasise elements they felt
might suit their customers, such as back-to-work grants, ICT training or confidence-
building courses.

There was a wide spectrum in how WFI advisers advised customers about choosing
a Job Broker, if they were interested in going ahead. Not all knew of the changed
guidance around supporting participants’ choice of Job Broker (Section 1.1) and
there were different approaches, some giving subtle or more direct indications
about which might be best for the individual and particularly including those which
they regarded positively, which provided services they felt were most relevant to the
potential participant, which were better at giving feedback to DEAs, or which were
on-site.

Some DEAs said they were scrupulous in talking about all Job Brokers covering the
area. Others avoided mentioning certain Job Brokers if they were dissatisfied with
the quality of their service, if a Job Broker was based outside the locality and was
assumed to be less accessible to potential participants, or if they had little or no
information about them. Some DEAs thought they should limit their explanations
strictly to factual information on the services offered by all Job Brokers. Some DEAs
who believed they were not allowed to point out differences among Job Brokers,
offered subtle pointers to influence customer choice such as identifying Job Brokers
who came into the office where they had confidence in such brokers, talking about
‘only a small organisation” where they had negative views of it, and pointing out Job
Brokers who were less keen on serving people with mental health problems. Other
DEAs believed the guidance allowed them to ‘give a bit more of a recommendation’
of available Job Brokers and to point out those that gave a good service. It was clear
that in some circumstances, DEAs were more directive and pointed customers to
specific Job Brokers. One strong influence on which Job Brokers DEAs emphasised
or suggested to people was whether the Job Broker fed back to the DEA on what
was happening with participants, as it could be hard to enthuse about a Job Broker
if there was no feedback. DEAs sometimes favoured Job Brokers who told them
about job entries so that they could claim ‘points’ towards their targets.

Job Brokers’ use of Jobcentre Plus programmes varied considerably, in both range of
provision and number of participants. Job Brokers described accessing various
Jobcentre Plus services: Work Preparation; Work Based Learning for Adults;
WORKSTEP; the Adviser Discretionary Fund; Job Introduction Scheme; Job Grants;
Return to Work Credits; better-off calculations; and job search support. Job Broker
staff said access was generally unproblematic. Occasional mentions of difficulties
included forms mislaid in Jobcentre Plus offices, slow response on financial issues
andfinding it hard to get details of jobs identified on the website. Problems reported
by Jobcentre Plus staff related mainly to the time involved in dealing with requests,
particularly the time needed to help with on-line tax credit applications and some
better-off calculations. It was particularly unhelpful when Job Brokers provided
insufficient or wrong information, which made the process even lengthier.
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Requests for access to programmes and services were not all one-way. Some
Jobcentre Plus staff described getting in touch with Job Brokers on behalf of people
with whom they were working themselves, in particular for funding not available
through the Adviser Discretionary Fund or Work-based Learning for Adults, and also
for help in contacting particular employers and for help for someone wanting to
make use of the Permitted Work rules.

There were some instances of Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus staff pooling expertise
or working together with a participant and this was seen as beneficial all round.

The qualitative research identified factors that promoted and hindered effective
relationships between Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus locally. The positive influences
on relationships between Job Brokers and local Jobcentre Plus staff that were noted
were:

e Direct personal contact between Job Broker and Jobcentre Plus staff increased
awareness and understanding of one another’s services, and influenced
opportunities for incapacity benefit recipients to access Job Broker services and
to take advantage of Jobcentre Plus services. Meetings were said to improve
communication, trust and confidence. In this respect, there was generally strong
support among WFI advisers, and some DEAs, for having a Job Broker presence
in their office. Compared with Wave 1, there appeared to be more personal
contact and an increasing presence of Job Brokers in Jobcentre Plus offices.

e Demonstration of quality of Job Broker services was important in building and
maintaining working relationships, especially if Jobcentre Plus staff were to
suggest to their customers that they contact a particular Job Broker.

e Job Broker staff felt that the structural changes associated with the roll-out of
the Jobcentre Plus model and, in some areas, the Pathways to Work pilots, led to
Jobcentre Plus staff being better informed about Job Broker services and more
open to working with Job Brokers.

e Jobcentre Plus targets for working with people on incapacity benefits meant
that getting timely and reliable feedback from Job Brokers about customers
referred to them by Jobcentre Plus was important so that staff were kept up to
date and so that they could claim relevant ‘points’ where participants had obtained
a job. Relationships could be further strengthened when Job Brokers understood
the Jobcentre Plus ‘marker’ system. However, among Job Brokers interviewed,
there was somewhat varied understanding of the importance of feedback in
relation to Jobcentre Plus targets. Nevertheless, more generally, both Job Brokers
and DEAs said that there had been a growing mutual understanding of how
Jobcentre Plus and Job Broker staff could help each other to achieve job entries,
encouraged by Jobcentre Plus targets. Certainly the salience of targets, and their
effects on working relationships, were more pronounced in Wave 2 than 18
months previously.
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To some extent factors thought to constrain effective working relationships
represented the opposite of the positive factors described already. For example,
relations were strained when participants who felt neglected by Job Brokers
complained to the DEA who had promoted the Job Broker service to them. The lack
of feedback about what happened to individual customers seemed a major
constraint on working well with Job Brokers for some Jobcentre Plus staff, both
because of professional concern for customers and missed opportunities to help
towards targets. Other factors felt to constrain relationships were as follows:

e Job Brokers felt DEAs sometimes saw them as competitors. Amongst DEAs the
fear that Job Brokers would take over their role, and hostile attitudes were much
less pronounced at Wave 2 than at Wave 1. This was, in part, because DEAs
increasingly saw how the two services could help each other to achieve outcomes,
and increased workloads among DEAs meant some felt it would have been
impossible to help every incapacity benefit recipient coming to them if Job Brokers
had not existed.

e Some Jobcentre Plus staff had negative attitudes towards Job Broker services,
for example, suspicions of profit-making organisations, and beliefs that Job
Brokers were less skilled but better rewarded for the same work as that done by
incapacity benefit Personal Advisers or DEAs.

e Job Brokers were not always proactive or responsive in providing staff with
information about their services.

e As already mentioned, Jobcentre Plus staff were not all familiar with the full
range of Job Brokers serving their area and that they could become discouraged
from trying to obtain information about services if Job Brokers did not respond
to requests for promotional material. Moreover, staff turnover on both sides
meant that relationships had to be continually rebuilt.

Among Job Brokers, and some DEAs, over-rigid interpretations of the requirement
for impartiality were felt to constrain effective signposting of customers to Job
Broker services (compare with Section 1.1).






Partners 117

/ Partners

Summary

e |f someone eligible for New Deal for Disabled People (NDDP) has a partner,
they are less likely to register for NDDP.

e However, they are more likely to achieve a positive outcome if they do
participate.

e Partners of participants tend to be more like the working age population as
a whole in terms of their propensity to be in work, compared to partners of
those in the eligible population for NDDP.

e NDDP participant couples, therefore, appear to be more orientated towards
work than couples in the eligible population as a whole.

e The evidence suggests that NDDP Job Brokers and Jobcentre Plus staff should
consider involving the partner in discussions where partners are supporting
participants in getting work.

This chapter covers findings from an analysis of characteristics of partners of
people who registered with the NDDP. The chapter contains:

e background to the survey, the data and the analysis;

e analysis of partner and participant characteristics.

7.1 Background

7.1.1 Introduction

A substantial proportion (44 per cent) of NDDP participants live with a spouse or
partner. Previous research indicates that living in a couple household can have
considerable implications for a benefit recipient’s orientation to the labour market
and attitudes to work (see for example Hasluck and Green, 2005). This chapter
explores the characteristics, experiences and attitudes of partners of NDDP
participants, and participants with partners. Where appropriate, it compares
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characteristics of partners of participants with the NDDP eligible population and
working age couples.

The scope of this analysis is limited to initial exploration using frequencies and bi-
variate cross-tabulations. However, the chapter concludes by discussing implications
these initial findings may have for policy and indicating some areas for further
analysis.

7.1.2 Survey of registrants and partners

This chapter analyses data from the Survey of Registrants. The survey contained two
cohorts, with two waves of interviews with each cohort (see Section 1.1.2). The first
was conducted from October 2002, and the other three months later. The current
analysis utilises Wave 1 data for each cohort.

Where NDDP participants surveyed had a partner, a short questionnaire was
administered to their partner, or if this was not possible, to the participant on their
partner’s behalf. The aim of having a partner questionnaire was to ensure that the
implications of living with a partner for entitlement to in-work benefits and decisions
about work were considered.

There were a total of 2,208 partner interviews within Wave 1 across the two cohorts.
Forty-four per cent of participantsinterviewed had a partner. The partner questionnaire
covered:

e demographic and employment related characteristics;
e attitudes to work;

e experiences of work.

Partner interviews were carried out (either in person or by proxy) for 97 per cent of
participants who said they had a partner.

NDDP is voluntary, and therefore, NDDP participants are a self-selecting group. Only
two per cent of those eligible for NDDP* volunteered to take part, choosing to seek
help with gettingajob. NDDP participants are therefore asmall and unrepresentative
sub-sample of the NDDP eligible population. Earlier research by Stafford et al.,
(2004) also showed that participants were younger than the eligible population as a
whole, and had, on average, claimed benefit for a shorter period of time, further
illustrating the differences between participants and the eligible population for
NDDP. This means it is impossible to generalise from this analysis to the whole
population of partners of those eligible for NDDP.

3 See Table 1.1 for details of eligibility.
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For a more decisive insight into the relationship between having a partner and
participation in NDDP the analysis would have needed to cover all those in the
eligible population with and without partners. Unfortunately, the very limited
information collected about the partner in the Survey of the Eligible Population
meant that this was not possible. However, this analysis is valuable in giving an
indication of the characteristics of the partners of NDDP participants and in
exploring how those characteristics may relate to participants’ own characteristics
and decision to join NDDP or enter work.

7.2 In person and proxy comparison

Sixty-two per cent(1,377) of the partnerinterviews were carried out directly with the
partner, whilst 38 per cent(831) were carried out with the participant as a proxy. The
existence of proxy interviews highlights potential issues of bias and validity in the
data. If the proxy interview data is removed, this may introduce additional bias into
the results. For example, if proxy interviews were more likely to be conducted where
partners had a particular characteristic, excluding these interviews from the analysis
would have a negative impact on the representativeness of the remaining sample.
However, if the proxy answers given by the participant are inaccurate, the validity of
the results could be compromised. Therefore, it is necessary to compare the
responses to determine whether the proxy data should be used.

A comparison of partner and proxy responses revealed that a number of factors
were similar for partner and proxy interviews. These included: age, whether the
couple have children, ethnicity, and whether they have passed any exams. However,
there were differences in evidence for factors relating to the amount of time
someone spends at home. Those interviewed in person were much more likely to
look after the home and family, to have caring responsibilities, or have a health
condition that limits their ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities. Those
interviewed by proxy were much more likely to be in paid work, much more likely to
be male, and more likely to own their own home. This confirms that excluding proxy
interviews is likely to result in a sample which under-represents partners in paid
work, and so introduces additional bias to the sample.

Where the participant responded by proxy, they were only asked factual questions
(for example age), answers to which were likely to be known by the participant. As
thisis the case, there was more danger of increased bias if these results were left out,
than of error through inaccuracy by the participant. The proxy results were,
therefore, kept in the analysis.

7.3 NDDP participants with a partner

NDDP participants are less likely to have a partner than those in the eligible
population asawhole (44 per cent compared to 49 per cent). Thisillustrates one key
difference between the groups. If someone eligible for NDDP has a partner, they are
less likely to register for NDDP. However, as mentioned later in this section, they are
more likely to achieve a positive outcome if they do participate.
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7.3.1 Gender

Overall, the NDDP participant population comprised more males than females (62
per cent male, 38 per cent female). This imbalance is even more marked than in the
eligible population (55 per cent male, 45 per cent female), indicating that eligible
men are more likely to participate in NDDP than eligible women. This appears to
apply fairly equally to those with and without a partner.

Figure 7.1 Gender of NDDP eligible population and participants -
with and without partners
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with without partners partners
partners partners
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Sources: Registrants data (Cohort 1 and 2, Wave 1) — Unweighted base =
2,212 Eligible Population (Wave 1) — Unweighted base = 861.

7.3.2 Children

NDDP participants with partners are less likely to have responsibility for dependent
children3® (38 per cent) than people in the working age population as a whole*” (46
per cent). They are also slightly less likely to have responsibility for dependent
children than people in the eligible population with partners (41 per cent).

% 16 or under.
37 Family Resources Survey, 2002/03.
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7.3.3 Therole of partners

Analysis of survey data about the NDDP eligible population (Ashworth et al.,
2004:170) showed that having a partner seemed to have a strong association with
participants’ experiences of NDDP and in the outcomes they achieve.

Having a partner increased the participant’s chances of entering work; those with
partners and dependent children were 1.5 times more likely to start work, and those
with partners and no children were 1.6 times more likely. Possible reasons for this
include support provided by the partner, such as help with finding paid work (e.g.
discussing job applications), and support when they had started work (e.g. by
providing transport).

7.4  Characteristics of partners of participants

7.4.1 Age

Male partners in participant couples follow a broadly similar age distribution to all
men in working age couples (Family Resources Survey (FRS) 2002/3), but they are
more likely to be middle aged (36-55). Sixty-three per cent of male partners are in
this age bracket, compared to 53 per cent of men in working age couples as a whole.
Male partners are also less likely to be in the older, pre-retirement age group (14 per
cent are aged 56-64, compared to 21 per cent of males in all working age couples),
which may help to explain why they may be more interested in work.

Female partners were also more likely to be middle aged (36-55) than women in
working age couples as a whole. Sixty-four per cent were in this age bracket,
compared to 53 per cent of women in all working age couples.
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Figure 7.2

Age distribution of male partners of participants and
working age couples

Percentages

35
30

o o U1 o Ul

16-25

26-35

36-45

Male partners

46-55

56-64

65
and over

D Partners of registrants - FRS — working age couples

Sources: Registrants data (Cohort 1 and 2, Wave 1) — Unweighted base = 747
FRS (2003/04), males in w/age couples (one or both is of working
age) — Unweighted base = 13,487.
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Figure 7.3 Age distribution of female partners of participants
and working age couples
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D Partners of registrants . FRS — working age couples

Sources: Registrants data (Cohort 1 and 2, Wave 1) — Unweighted base =
1,457 FRS (2003/04), females in w/age couples — Unweighted base = 13,487.

7.4.2 Health and disability

Around a third (31 per cent) of partners of NDDP participants reported a limiting
health condition or disability. Female partners were more likely (33 per cent) to have
a limiting health condition or disability than male partners (27 per cent).

Partners of participants are more likely to have a limiting health condition or
disability than people in working age couples generally (see Figure 7.4).
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Figure 7.4 Health and disability of partners of participants

O
o

u O N o
o O o o
| | | |

N
o
|

Percentages

— N W
o O o O
| | |

Has limiting health No limiting health
condition/disability condition/disability

D Partners of participants . FRS — working age couples

Sources: Registrants data (Cohort 1 and 2, Wave 1) — Unweighted base =
2,201 FRS (2003/04), w/age couples — Unweighted base = 13,487.

This echoes findings of Labour Force Survey (LFS) analysis carried out by the Policy
Studies Institute (Bonjour and Dorsett, 2002), which found that couples tend to
have similar characteristics, including health-related ones.

Limiting health conditions or disabilities appear to be related to the ability of a
partnertowork; 75 per cent of those without a limiting health condition or disability
were in work, compared to 43 per cent of those with one.

7.4.3 Education

Around a third of NDDP partners have no qualifications at all (32 per cent). Sixty-
eight per cent of partners, therefore, have at least one qualification. Some groups
are more likely to have at least one qualification:

e those in work (74 per cent);
e those in good health® (72 per cent);

e men (75 per cent).

38 Those who do not report a health condition or disability that limits their ability to
carry out normal day-to-day activities.
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There is again a tendency for participants and partners to be similar in their
characteristics. If the partner had no qualifications, the participant was more likely to
have no qualifications.

7.4.4 Caring responsibilities

A quarter (26 per cent) of all partners of participants cared for a sick or disabled
adult.3® Women were more likely to have caring responsibilities (28 per cent) than
men (22 per cent). This is a relatively high proportion compared to working age
couples as a whole, in which 13 per cent of women and only eight per cent of men
have caring responsibilities (FRS, 2002/03). This is not surprising; indeed, one might
have expected an even higher proportion, given that they are all partners of people
claiming benefits on the grounds of incapacity. It is of course possible that those
participating in NDDP have less severe health problems or disabilities than the NDDP
eligible population as a whole, as suggested in Chapter 3.

Caring responsibilities in themselves did not affect the likelihood of a partner being
in work. However, caring for more than 20 hours per week did affect the likelihood
of being in work, with 57 per cent of those caring for more than 20 hours per week
being in work, compared to 66 per cent of those who were caring for less than 20
hours per week. Fifty-seven per cent is arguably still a high percentage in work
considering the extent of their caring responsibilities, perhaps indicating a high
attachment to the labour market.

The status of the partners is, in this case, interdependent. Where a partner is caring
for the participant, if the participant finds work this might reduce the extent of their
caring responsibilities, and perhaps make it easier for the partner to work.

7.4.5 Work

Partners of participants tend to be more like the working age population as a whole
in terms of their propensity to be in work, compared to partners of those in the
eligible population for NDDP. Male partners were almost as likely (80 per cent) to be
in paid work as men in working age couples (83 per cent), as Figure 7.5 shows. They
were also much more likely to be in paid work than male partners in the NDDP
eligible population as a whole. Female partners, however, were much less likely to
be in paid work (57 per cent) than women in working age couples (70 per cent). One
possible explanation for this is that male disability or ill-health could have more
impact on the work of households where traditional views are held regarding
genderroles. Forexample, the female may avoid potential conflict by deciding not to
take on the ‘'male’ breadwinnerrole in situations where the male is less able to work.
However, female partners of participants were still closer, in terms of the proportions
in paid work, to working age couples than to the NDDP eligible population as a
whole.

3 Percentage is of those partners who said they spent any time caring for a sick or
disabled adult.
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Figure 7.5 Whether in paid work, by gender

Sources: NDDP eligible population. — Unweighted base = m (263), f (359)

f (1,460) FRS (2002/03), w/age couples — Unweighted base = 13,487.
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Four possible explanations for the relatively high proportion of partners of participants
in work are:

couples tend to share characteristics. \When someone has registered for NDDP
they have expressed an interest in getting work, and therefore it is more likely
that their partner will be oriented towards the labour market, and therefore
working;

financial incentives to work are greater where one partner is already working,
as the household is more likely to end up better off when the other partner
enters work. This may be one reason why the participant may decide to enter
NDDP;

social factors may be relevant. Where one partner is out of the house and at
work the other partner has a greater incentive to find an activity themselves;

assistance from the NDDP Job Broker received by the participant may indirectly
motivate the partner to work, and/or assist them in getting a job.
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Partners of participants were not only engaged in part-time work. Seventy-four per
cent worked 30 or more hours in their current job. Seventeen per cent worked from
16 to 29 hours, and only nine per cent of partners of participants worked less than
16 hours.

7.4.6 Views about compulsion - Partners

Almost half of partners agreed that people of working age with disabilities should
be expected to find work (49 per cent). This supports the view that NDDP participant
couples are work-focused. Only 23 per cent disagree that people of working age
with disabilities should be expected to find employment. Views on this issue did not
differ significantly, whether or not the partner was in work.

Figure 7.6 Views of partners of participants about compulsion

. Agree
D Disagree

I:l Neither agree nor disagree

Source: Registrants data (Cohort 1 and 2, Wave 1) — Unweighted base = 1,367.

7.5 Relevance of policy to partners

The preceding analysis was carried out both to inform policy for NDDP, and also
policy for partners of benefit customers, at whom some Department for Work and
Pensions’ (DWP’s) policies are targeted. The following section describes the relevant
policies, discusses the group they target, and considers whether the analysis is
relevant to this group.

7.5.1 Policy for partners

Partners of benefit customersare anincreasingly important part of the Government’s
welfare-to-work agenda. The benefits of economic growth have not been shared
across households, resulting in a polarisation between work-rich and work-poor
families. Improving employment rates for partners will contribute towards reducing
the number of workless households, reducing child poverty, and increasing the
employment rates of disadvantaged areas and groups. The main DWP policies
aimed at partners of benefit customers are:
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e Work Focused Interviews for Partners (WFIP).

These were introduced in April 2004. They involve a mandatory one-off interview
for all non-claiming, non-working partners of benefit customers claiming certain
benefits (Jobseeker’s Allowance, incapacity benefit, Income Support and Severe
Disablement Allowance), six months into the claim.

¢ New Deal for Partners (NDP).

NDP was relaunched in April 2004, having been updated to bring it into line
with NDLP. The programme is voluntary. It provides support from a Jobcentre
Plus Personal Adviser, along with access to training and other assistance in moving
towards work.

Information on partners of benefit customers is, therefore, of interest to DWP’s
policy-makers in order to further develop and improve policies aimed at this group.
The available data on partners of NDDP participants offered an opportunity to look
more closely at a group of partners who are more in touch with the labour market.

7.5.2 Defining ‘partners’

‘Partners’ are not an easy group to define, and can encompass different sets of
peoplein different contexts. Itisimportant to recognise that ‘partners’ in the context
of NDDP are different from the ‘partners’ targeted by DWP’s policies such as WFIP
and NDP (see Arrowsmith, 2004 for more information, along with an analysis of
partner characteristics).

Many partners of NDDP participants are in work (65 per cent) or claiming benefits in
their own right, whilst those eligible for WFIP and NDP are, by definition, not
claiming benefits or working full time. Figure 7.7 illustrates that ‘Partners of NDDP
participants’ is a subset of ‘All partners of incapacity benefit customers’. However,
‘Partners of NDDP participants’ are not always ‘Partners eligible for WFIP’, since a
number of them are in work or claiming benefits in their own right. However, it is of
interest to explore the differences between these groups. As couples are known to
often share characteristics it is possible that non-working partners of NDDP
participants (who, by nature of their participation, might be seen to be positively
orientated towards work) may be among the ‘easier-to-help’ of the population of
partners eligible for WFIP.
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Figure 7.7 lllustration of ‘partner’ types

Partners eligible
for WFIP

All partners of
people eligible
for NDDP

Partners of NDDP
participants

NB: Not to scale.

7.6 Conclusions

This analysis lends support to the finding that couples tend to share characteristics
(Bonjour and Dorsett, 2002). Where one person shows an interest in work by
participatingin NDDP, their partneris more likely to be inwork. Therefore, the whole
household appears to be more orientated towards work than households in the
eligible population as a whole. The same may hold true even where the partneris not
in work themselves; one partner participating in NDDP may indicate that the other
partner, indeed the household as a whole, is relatively positive about work.

Taken asawhole, the data on partners of NDDP participants suggests that NDDP Job
Brokers and Jobcentre Plus staff should consider involving the partner in discussions
where partners are supporting participants in getting work. This could further
improve the proven positive impact of the partner in helping the participant get
work, as well as possibly encouraging the partner to work.

‘Partners of participants’ are very different to ‘partners eligible for WFIP’, since some
are likely to be in work and may be claiming benefits in own right. They are a self-
selecting group who appear to be more attached to the labour market. However,
this emphasises the fact that some partners of benefit customers are in work and
some of these households are oriented towards the labour market already. It shows
that some ‘partners’ of benefit claimants can and do work, even when they
apparently have significant ‘barriers’ to work, such as caring responsibilities.
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8 Conclusions

This report is the second synthesis report on New Deal for Disabled People (NDDP).
It draws upon fieldwork and administrative data covering the period up to spring
2004. The first synthesis report (Stafford et al., 2004) provides a wide-ranging
summary of the early findings of the evaluation of NDDP, whilst this second report is
a more focused or selective update of findings. There are two recurrent themes
running through this report: first, continuity and change in the programme, the
institutions delivering NDDP and in respondents’ views and experiences; and
secondly, identifying ‘what works’ in terms of what factors are associated with
securing job entries and sustainable employment.

8.1  Continuity and change

It is true that programmes like NDDP continually evolve and operate in a dynamic
environment. This synthesis report, and the research upon which it is based (see
Table 1.4), provides an indication of the scope and pace of the development of
NDDP since July 2001.

Over the approximately two and half years covered by the report there have been
changes in the:

e wider policy environment, notably the establishment of the Pathways to Work
pilots and the announcement of further policy initiatives (see Section 1.1 and
DWP (2005)).

e wider organisational environment (Section 1.1) — with the continued roll-out of
Jobcentre Plus more people claiming incapacity benefits heard about NDDP
through Work Focused Interviews (WFIs) conducted by advisers at Jobcentre
Plus. Since April 2004 (or January 2004 in the first Pathways to Work pilots),
Jobcentre Plus advisers have been able to make, with customers’ consent, a
direct referral to Job Brokers, as a consequence, some Job Brokers reported an
increase in the number of referrals from Jobcentre Plus;
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e profile, management, staffing and delivery of NDDP by Job Brokers (Section
6.1). For example, different organisations use varying mixes of generic or specialist
staff for delivering NDDP, but over time there has been a tendency for more use
of specialist staff, with more Job Brokers making a distinction between job
searching support and earlier work with participants up to the point of job
readiness, and between pre-work support and in-work support. Moreover, Job
Brokers' relationships with Jobcentre Plus locally appear to have improved, with
each party developing a better understanding of what the other could contribute
to helping recipients find employment;

e experiences and views of individual participants, with changes occurring in the
participants’ relationship with the labour market, self-assessed health status and
its impact on everyday activities, and perceptions of the barriers and bridges to
securing paid work;

For some participants their relationship with the labour market changed considerably.
For instance, 26 per cent of participants were employees two years prior to their
registration and this fell to six per cent at registration (Section 3.2.2), but returned to
26 per cent one year after registration (Section 5.1).

More participants reported a change in their health status than reported no change
(Section 3.2.2). Between five months and twelve months after registration, 30 per
cent of participants reported an improvement in their general health and 23 per cent
a deterioration, compared to 47 per cent reporting no change in their health status.

This is reflected in the proportions reporting that their health conditions and
disabilities limited their everyday activities. So on the one hand, whilst seven per cent
of participants reported no limitation on daily activities five months after registration,
this increased to 11 per cent one year after registration. On the other hand, two-
fifths of those with ‘just a little’ limitation at five months had ‘some’ limitations 12
months after registration (42 per cent), and over one-quarter had deteriorated from
no limitations to ‘some’ limitations over the same period (27 per cent).

Overall, the percentage distributions of perceived barriers and bridges to work at
five months after registration were similar to those seven months later. However,
these proportions conceal some considerable changes in individuals’ views about
whether particular bridges or barriers affected them. Of the listed bridges and
barriers to work, there were six bridges and five barriers where 30 or more per cent
of respondents changed their views about whether they applied to them.

Such dramatic changes did not affect all participants, but nonetheless, change of
some sort was a feature of many participants’ lives during the period leading up to
and beyond registration on NDDP.

Some of the changes outlined above are interconnected. In particular, the introduction
by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) of a minimum registration to job
entry conversion requirement of 25 per cent for Job Brokers appears to have been a
key driverin, forexample, some Job Brokers amending their registration practices to
ensure that people closer to work were registered.
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For the period covered by this report (that is, mid-2001 to early 2004), many of the
observed changes represent an improvement or progression on the early years of
the programme. For example, the better understanding that many Jobcentre Plus
staff had of the Job Brokers operating in their district, and that registrations
continued to grow steadily (and not tail off). Overall, there are no obvious examples
of where achange, from the perspective of key stakeholders, had been for the worse
although, of course, individual participants may have experienced set backs in their
health and/or progression towards work and some continued to be dissatisfied with
the programme.

In highlighting the dynamics of the NDDP policy and institutional environment and
of the participants’ lives, the research does emphasise that Job Brokers need to be
flexible and adaptable in delivering NDDP. In particular, they need to be in regular
contact with participants as individuals’ circumstances may change over the course
of a few months.

As well as instances of change there are also examples of continuity and of a
relatively slower pace of change. Thus, most of the contacts that Job Brokers’
advisers had with employers were ‘client-led” and focused on particular vacancies,
and there continued to be general support for the principle of outcome-related
funding amongst managers in Job Brokers. However, as might be expected, for the
topics covered in this report, change, rather than continuity, is the dominant motif
for the programme.

8.2 What works?

This report addresses ‘what works’ by identifying the factors associated with
employment outcomes, including sustainable employment; it does not assess the
impact of NDDP, as the relevant net additionality analyses are ongoing.

When considering what works it must be borne in mind that NDDP participants are
a self-selecting group, and compared to members of the eligible population they are
closer to the labour market. Participants are likely to be young, to have shorter
benefit durations, to have a better health status, to say their health had less of an
impact on everyday life, to possess a qualification and to be in, or looking for, work.
Notwithstanding this self-selection, Table 8.1 summarises the key factors identified
in the evaluation as influencing movements into employment and sustaining paid
work. It suggests that, simply in terms of numbers of factors, Job Brokers have more
options to create the conditions that will assist participants, obtain, employment
thanthey doto ensure that participants retain their jobs. The analysis of the partners’
data in Chapter 7 provides an example of how Job Brokers could further assist some
participants to obtain paid work. Where a participant has a partner, the analysis
suggests that Job Broker and local Jobcentre Plus advisers should consider involving
the partner in discussions about the participant finding and entering employment.
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The table also shows that there is relatively little overlap in the factors affecting job
entries and in promoting sustained employment. However, four common factors do
stand out: first, strong management by Job Brokers of their contract and, in
particular, the effective use of managementinformation; secondly, ensuring regular
and proactive contacts with participants (and the need for this given participants’
changing circumstances was mentioned above); thirdly, participants aged over 50
were more likely both to enter work and to retain it; and fourthly, people need to
self-assess their health status as (very) good to enter employment and a deterioration
in health can lead to a premature exit from the labour market.

Effectively, Job Brokers can only improve their performance by addressing those
factors under the ‘Job Brokers’, ‘job” and ‘employer’ headingsin Table 8.1. The other
factors are not amenable to manipulation by Job Brokers. Nonetheless, the
evaluation does suggest that there is much that Job Brokers could influence in order
to help participants both find and retain employment, for example, by fostering
close team working amongst advisers and, where possible, advising employers on
making adaptations to the work environment to suit the needs of individual
participants.



135

Conclusions

panuiuod

uonualas qof parowoud yroq ‘panisdal syuedidinied
SHPaJD Xe] JI0M-Ul Y} PUB SI9X0Jg qOf WOJ} SDIAPE [eldUrUIS

sa1eJ AlljIgeule1sns Wnipaw Jo yb1y Buirsiyde aiam paieliul
A341 1841 10PIUOD |eUOSIad pue Jejnbal Yim siaxolg qor

SI93JOM YIom-ul isijenads pajeubisap
aney os|e p|nod siaxolg gor buiwloylad 1a1ag ayL

sajes Aljigeureisns Jaybiy pey ‘paida|jod Sem JI0M pauleIsns
}JO DUBPIAS 1By} 2INSUd 0} ‘Bjdwexa 4o} ‘ssaibold aseyd
0} SWa3sAs uolrewloul Juswabeuew Buisn siaxoig gof

syuedpiyed yum

10e1U0d bululeiulew o) yoeoidde aaideoid
S92IAIBS Yrdap-ul

2low pue buibuel-1apim bulisallep A|qissod

SN|d 11uddqor Yum sdiysuoiiejas Buoils pue ‘sadinIas
[PUIDIXD JBYIO YHM S3UI| pOoob ‘Buiiasiew aAdeold

IDIAIDS Y} Y1IM 10BIUOD
J1I9y1 1noybnolyy syueddinied yim BuiyIom J3SIAPE 910D

S1ORJIUOD JDYIO UO JIOM JIdY} pue
yiom Buryoiq qol J1ay} Usam1aq 91LIIUBIBHIP 10U PIP JO
A[AISN|DX® 9DIAISS JDX0Ig QO Y} UO PIxIOM JBUID JJe1S

1i0ddns wea)l buouls pue BuJoMm Weal 3s0|D

uonewJoul Juswabeurw Jo asn aAide
Buipnpul ‘19e41U0d dadN Yl JO uswabeurw Hbuois

So1IUS gol 4oy syuswiAed paje|al-awodIN0 JaybiH
uonesiueblo ayy

UIYHM $32IN0SaJ pue asiiadxa bunsixs Jo Alljige|ieay
uonesiuebio jussed syl UIym

9DIAISS J2304g qOf 3y} 40} Joddns [euoiiesiueblo buois

S9I1IAI1OR pue
so13s1491ORIRYD 51X 04g gOr

juawAo|dwsa sjqeulelsns

Anua qof

juswhojdwa ajqeuielsns pue Aipud gol bundayje siopeq4 | g 3d|gelL



Conclusions

136

paNuIIUoD
3JOM PaJa1ud aARY O} A|91] 2I0W dI9M
uonelisibal Jay4e syruow z | Jaunied e yum syuediinied

syuedidied Jayio ueyy 4om pied ul 9q 01 Aj3I| SJ0W S1aM
Bbuipua golayy  saiiade AepAisns uodn 1dedwi 9331 JO OU pey UOILIPUOD
ul 1ed swos bulke|d se yijesy JIsy) palLuap! ‘papus pey yi/eay JI1ay3 pies oym Jo poob (AIsA) se yijesy 41y}
gol asoym asoyy J0 1udd Jad £17 — SN1els yijesy ,siueddinied pa1eJ OYM UOIIRIISIDAI J93e SYIuOW Al 1e suedidilied
uoIIpUOd Y1esy 4o Alljigesip 4o sadAy
J3Y10 yum asoyy 01 patedwod yuswhojdwsa uieb oy Ajpy)|
2JOW 3J9M UOIIIPUOD |B13I33S0|NISNW B Yim syuedidilied
3IOM SPIRMO) 9pN1IIEe SAIRH3U JO
[BJINSU B YHM 3S0U1 Uy} uoleJ}sibal Jaije Jeah suo
1B YJOM P3I31UD 9ABY 01 A|93(1| 2J0W UM (| SABAA 1B)
3IOM SPIEMO} 3PN1IIE SAIHSOd B YiMm sjuspuodsay
Syie 40 ysijbu3g yum swajgqosd yum
9S0Y1 01 pasedwod YI0OM PaJa1ud aney 01 Aj931| aJow
3J9M SYIBAl JO ysSI|bug yim swiajqold ou yiim asoy |
(1uad 4ad £1) 67 01 9| pabe 3soy1 ueyl (1usd J4ad
£G) uonesnsibal Jayje Jeak suo qol swes ayi ul aq o1 AyI| 3JOM pPaJalus aaey 01 syuedpiied JsbunoA sy ueyy
2I0W 3IaM G 0} 0G pabe spueddipied — juedpipied Jo aby A1 0w Ajpybijs s1am Jano 1o g pabe syuedidilied
sdnoJb d1uy1s JBY10 Wol) Spuspuodsal ueyl JJom
PJ31UD 9ABY O} A|931| J0U 3I9M SIUIpUOdsal S1IUYM
usw ueys
3JOM punoy aaey 01 A3 sJ0w A1ybI|s S19m USWOAA

sonsieeIRYD Ssyuedidilied

judwAhojdws sjqeuieisns Anua qor

p=anunuo)

L'89|qeL



137

Conclusions

op p|nod Ay} 1eYm 1N0OQe SUOIIR1IAXS DI1sI|eal/dNsIealun
S,[ENPIAIPUL Y} JO/PUE 3JOM 3U1 JO diNleu 3y} ‘pPaxyJom sinoy
O swua} Ul yuedpiped ayi Joj 3jgennsun g pinod qof ay |
UOSeal SIY} JO} PaleuluID) pey M ples 7 anepn Ag papus

pey uolesibai-1sod 1si1 asoym syuedidiped jo jusd sad €7
- pUS |eJNjEU B 0} SWOD pey pue Alesjodwal alam sqol swos

3JOM JO SUOI}IPUOD PUB JUSWUOIIAUD
bujiom ayy 01 suonerdepe buiew Jo Swid} Ul 3|qIXa|} pue
anioddns aiam s1ahojdwia aiaym palsIsse Sem uoilual1al qof

qol J1auy yum paysies
2lom Asyy J1 4om Ul Aeis 01 Aj9y1| 10wl aiam syuedidilied

3}JOM Ja3UD 01
A|931| SS9 219M 15e7 YIN0S 3y} pue pue|bu Jo 1se3 ay}
‘Spue|pIA 1S9AA @Y1 ‘1S9 YHION Y3 ‘UoOpuUOoT Ul 3soy)
"1S9AA YINOS 3yl ul buiay syuedidinied 01 pasedwod

uoneJisibal-1sod yiom ul aq o1 Aja1| Alybiy aiam
UOI1eJ3S1634 240J3Q YIUOW SUO JIOM Ul Spuspuodsay

qor

J9fojdwi3

uoibay

juswAho|dwsa a|qeuleisns

Anua qor

psanunuod  |'g3jqelL






Appendices - Modelling movements into work |

Appendix A
Modelling movements
into work |

A.1 Binary logistic regression

A binary logistic regression was used to explore the characteristics associated with
entering work, the results of which are summarised in Section 4.3.2. The stepwise
method was used to introduce characteristics associated with entering work. This
method ensures that only those variables that are statistically significant at p<0.05
are added to the model. In the logistic regression model one category of each
variable has been designated the reference category and given the value 1.00 (and
ishighlighted inbold in the table). The other categories of the variable are contrasted
with this. Values greater than 1.00 indicate that this category has a greater
likelihood of having entered work; values below 1.00 indicate a lesser likelihood of
having entered work.
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Table A.1 Variables used in the binary logistic regression model

Variables in the model Odds ratios
Male

Female 1.238**
Job Broker has a generic focus

Job Broker has a generic with specialist/specialist focus 0.713**
Job Broker is in consortium/partnership

Job Broker not in consortium/partnership 0.847
Job Broker and others delivered service

Mostly Job Broker or Job Broker only delivered service 0.929
Historically disability focused

Not historically disability focused 0.872
Involved in the NDDP pilot

Not involved in the NDDP pilot 0.905
White

Ethnic minority 0.729*
Aged 16-29

Aged 30-39 1.017
Aged 40-49 1.181
Aged 50-59 1.392*
Aged 60+ 0.825
Has qualifications

No qualifications 0.886
Has problems with basic skills

Does not have problems with basic skills 1.397**
Single with no children

Couple with no children 0.994
Couple with children 1.114
Single with children 1.334
Other 1.061
Own

Rent 0.963
Other tenure 1.252
Positive attitude to work

Neutral/negative attitude to work 0.669***
Physical musculoskeletal (main)

No physical musculoskeletal (main) 0.496***

Continued
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Table A.1 Continued

Variables in the model Odds ratios
Physical associated with chronic, systemic or

progressive conditions (main)

No physical associated with chronic,

systemic or progressive conditions (main) 0.596*
Mental health conditions or disabilities (main)

No mental health conditions or disabilities (main) 0.649*
Sensory disabilities (main)

No sensory disabilities (main) 0.943
Learning disabilities (main)

No learning disabilities (main) 0.948
Other disabilities (main)

No other disabilities (main) 0.718
Wave 1 health status summary - very good/good

Wave1 health status summary - fair 0.742
Wave 1 health status summary - bad/very bad 0.462*
Wave 2 health status summary - very good/good

Wave 2 health status summary - fair 1.432
Wave 2 health status summary - bad/very bad 1.832
Health remained good/very good

Health declined to fair/bad/very bad 0.604
Health remained fair 0.952
Health improved to fair/good/very good 1.557
Health remained bad/very bad 0.713
Wave 1 Activities limited a great deal by health condition

Wave 1 Activities limited to some extent by health condition 1.421
Wave 1 Activities limited a little/not at all by health condition 1.948*
Wave 2 Activities limited a great deal by health condition

Wave 2 Activities limited to some extent by health condition 0.963
Wave 2 Activities limited a little/not at all by health condition 1.424
Activities remained limited a great deal by health condition

Limitation improved to some extent/no limitations 1.410
Activities remained limited to some extent 1.356
Limitation declined to some/a great deal 0.914
Activities remained not at all limited 1.272
Not socially excluded at Wave one

Socially excluded at Wave 1 0.803*
Not socially excluded at Wave two

Socially excluded at Wave 2 0.837

Continued
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Table A.1 Continued

Variables in the model Odds ratios

Responsibility for children (Wave 2)

No responsibility for children (Wave 2) 1.014
Partner living in household (Wave 2)

No partner living in household (Wave 2) 0.583***
South West Jobcentre Plus region

London Jobcentre Plus region 0.520***
Scotland Jobcentre Plus region 0.873
North West Jobcentre Plus region 0.660***
Wales Jobcentre Plus region 0.862
Yorkshire and the Humber Jobcentre Plus region 0.769
West Midlands Jobcentre Plus region 0.472***
East Midlands Jobcentre Plus region 0.707
North East Jobcentre Plus region 0.826
East of England Jobcentre Plus region 0.637*
South East Jobcentre Plus region 0.708*
Constant 4.535

Note: characteristics in bold are the reference categories.
Key: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Unweighted base: 3,828
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Appendix B
Modelling movements
into work |l

B.1  Multinomial regression model

The activity categories used in the survey were merged to create the outcome
variable.*® The respondent’s main activity since registration was priority coded into
work, other work, voluntary work, seeking work, education and other inactive.
Respondents with more than one activity were given the activity, which took priority
as their main activity for the whole period. This meant a respondent who was in both
employee work and education since registration, would be given work as their
outcome.*! Using this approach of prioritisation, the main outcomes are work (51
per cent*?), seeking work (13 per cent) and inactive in the labour market (23 per
cent). Individuals whose outcome was work, that is employee work (including part-
time work and education), self-employed work and Permitted Work, were used as
the reference category. A number of different demographic and health variables
were entered in the multinomial regression.*?

40 The multinomial regression would not run if there were too many outcome
categories. In addition, the respondents whose activities were unknown were
omitted from the analysis.

41 Respondents were also grouped by the activity in which they spent the majority
of their time since registration, however, cross-tabulations revealed there was
little difference between the two and the priority coding outcome was used for
the regression analysis.

42 For this analysis, jobs that may have started before registration are included as a
work outcome.

4 The analyses were run in Stata using the mlogit command. The enter method
was used to create the models.
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The following table presents the odds ratios for respondents whose main outcome
after registration was other work (supported or placement work) compared to
respondents whose main outcome was work (employee work, including in education

and working part-time, Permitted Work or self-employed work).

Table B.1 Variables used in the multinomial regression model

Variables in the model Odds ratios
Was in work! before registration 0.029***
Was not in work before registration

Has a positive attitude towards work 0.459**
Has a neutral or negative attitude towards work

Wave 1 health status summary - very good/good 1.983
Wave 1 health status summary — fair 0.964
Wave 1 health status summary - bad/very bad

Wave 2 health status summary - very good/good 1.519
Wave 2 health status summary — fair 1.749
Wave 2 health status summary - bad/very bad

No condition at Wave 2 0.401
Condition at Wave 2 which limits daily activities greatly 2.664**
Condition at Wave 2 which limits daily activities to some extent 1.763
Condition at Wave 2 which limits daily activities a little/not at all

Agree strongly that job is necessary 9.212*
Agree slightly 4.805
Neither agree or disagree 4.300
Disagree slightly 4.937
Disagree strongly

Has problems with English/maths 1.563
No problems with English/maths

Owner occupied 0.360**
Rents 0.623
Other

West Midlands Jobcentre Plus region 1.285
Wales Jobcentre Plus region 0.873
South West Jobcentre Plus region 0.849
South East Jobcentre Plus region 0.694
Scotland Jobcentre Plus region 1.531
North West Jobcentre Plus region 0.564
North East Jobcentre Plus region 1.325
London Jobcentre Plus region 0.750
East Midlands Jobcentre Plus region 1.338
East of England Jobcentre Plus region 1.475

Yorks and Humber Jobcentre Plus region

Continued
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Table B.1 Continued

Variables in the model Odds ratios
Qualification level 2 0.734
Qualification level 3 0.502
Qualification level 4 0.927
Qualification level 5 0.790
Qualification level 1/no qualifications

Aged under 50 years 1.574
Aged 50 years or over

Female 0.985
Male

Other disabilities (main) 2.826*
No other disabilities (main)

Speech impediment (main) 7.545*
No speech impediment (main)

Learning disabilities (main) 6.549**
No learning disabilities (main)

Sensory disabilities (main) 2.004
No sensory disabilities (main)

Mental health conditions or disabilities (main) 2.399*
No mental health conditions or disabilities (main)

Physical associated with chronic, systematic or progressive conditions (main)  1.662
No physical associated with chronic, systemic or

progressive conditions (main)

Physical musculoskeletal (main) 1.614

No physical musculoskeletal (main)
Constant 0.004

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

' "Work' means employee work (including in education and working part-time), Permitted Work

and self-employed work.
Weighted base = 3,957, unweighted base = 3,956
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Appendix C

Characteristics associated with
participants who started work
or changed jobs and received
in-work support

C.1 Binary logistic regression

Participants who started a post-registration job or changed job were eligible for in-
work support. A logistic regression was undertaken to examine the characteristics
associated with receiving this support. The following personal and Job Broker
characteristics were included in a logistic regression using the ‘enter’ method (that
is, they were retained within the model even if they were not statistically significant):

e gender;

* age;

educational attainment;

household type;

® region;

Job Broker service focus;

Job Broker service delivery; and

whether Job Broker was involved in NDDP pilot.

The stepwise method was then used to introduce a second block of characteristics
associated with participants’ health conditions and disabilities at the first wave. This
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method ensures that only those variables that are statistically significant at p<0.05
are added to the model. This selection process was necessary because of the high
degree of correlation between the individual health condition and disability
variables. This second block contained the following variables:

e physical musculoskeletal condition;

e physical associated with chronic, systemic or progressive conditions;
e mental health condition or disability;

e sensory disability; and

e learning disability.

Finally, a third block of characteristics were made available to the model, again using
the stepwise method, that captured respondents’ health over time and how their
health condition or disability affected their day-to-day activities over time, at five
months and again at twelve months following registration.

Table C.1 Characteristics of participants associated with the binary
logistic regression model

Variables in the model Odds ratios
Female

Male 0.816*
Aged 50+ *
Aged 16-24 1.033
Aged 25-49 1.291*
No qualification or level 1 qualification

Level 2 qualification 1.051
Level 3 qualification 1.082
Level 4 or 5 qualification 0.857
Other educational qualifications 1.329
Single with no children

Couple with no children 1.010
Couple with children 0.896
Single with children 0.669
Other 0.970

Continued
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Table C.1 Continued

Variables in the model Odds ratios
London Jobcentre Plus region **
Scotland Jobcentre Plus region 0.845
North West Jobcentre Plus region 0.645
Wales Jobcentre Plus region 0.934
Yorkshire and the Humber Jobcentre Plus region 0.622
West Midlands Jobcentre Plus region 1.041
East Midlands Jobcentre Plus region 0.439**
North East Jobcentre Plus region 1.159
East of England Jobcentre Plus region 0.690
South East Jobcentre Plus region 0.906
South West Jobcentre Plus region 0.863
Job Broker has a generic focus

Job Broker has a generic with specialist/specialist focus 1.713**
Mostly Job Broker or Job Broker only delivered service

Job Broker and others delivered service 0.981
Job Broker was not involved in NDDP pilot

Job Broker was involved in NDDP pilot 1.225
Does not have a learning disability

Has a learning disability 2.007*
Daily activities remained not at all effected by disability/iliness *

One year after registration daily activities remained limited to a great extent ~ 1.487*
Daily activities improved so limited to some/no extent 0.978
Daily activities remained limited to some extent 1.159
Daily activities declined so limited to some/a great extent 1.330
Constant 0.802

Note: characteristics in bold are the reference categories.
Key: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Unweighted base: 2,093
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