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Executive Summary

Chapter 1: Introduction

Want2Work is a labour market scheme that aimed to help people into employment, in selected
areas of Wales. It ran from September 2004 to March 2008. The main focus was individuals in
receipt of Incapacity Benefits. There was no compulsion to participate, with all clients involved

doing so voluntarily.

The evaluation undertaken in this report comprises three elements:
Labour market outcomes of Want2 Work participants relative to non-participants.
A postal survey that considers health outcomes for participants, and how these were
related to other outcomes.
A qualitative analysis of interviews and focus group meetings with Want2Work

participants and providers.

Chapter 2: Labour Market Outcomes

The first part of the evaluation looked at the labour market outcomes of Want2Work participants
compared to those of a control group of non-participants, primarily in terms of the probability of
moving into work. The control group were derived from respondents to the Great British Labour
Force Survey (LFS). Since the Want2Work participants, by definition, are individuals who are
out of work but looking for work, the control group derived from the LFS were similarly
defined. A statistical technique known as Propensity Score Matching was used to ensure that the
outcomes for Want2Work participants were compared to those in the control group who were the

same in terms of their observed characteristics.

Results:

Looking at the raw data, not controlling for any characteristics, 30% of Want2Work participants
had moved into a job by the end of December 2007. A similar percentage (32%) of the LFS

control group who wanted a job and were looking for a job managed to find a job during the

observation period of that survey (up to 15 months).

il



Very few characteristics of Want2Work participants were associated with their chances of
finding a job. Those characteristics that did seem to exert such an effect on the probability of
finding a job included duration out of work when registering for Want2Work (a much lower re-
employment probability amongst those with a longer period out of work), belonging to ethnic
minority (positive effect on re-employment) and being in receipt of Income Support or other
benefits (less likely to move into work, relative to being in receipt of Incapacity Benefits or no

benefits at all).

When comparing the labour market outcomes of Want2Work participants relative to the LFS
control group of non-participant job-seekers (controlling for individual characteristics through
Propensity Score Matching) we found in our favoured specification that Want2Work participants
were 4-7 percentage points more likely to have moved into work than control group individuals

(where both groups had a maximum of 15 months to find work).

When the Want2Work and control groups were restricted to Incapacity Benefit claimants only,
the association between Want2Work and the chances of finding work was much stronger, with
Want2Work participants being around 13 percentage points more likely to have moved into a

job.

The results also considered the type of job being moved into, whether full- or part-time, and
whether permanent or temporary. For former Incapacity Benefit claimants, there was evidence
that the Want2Work effect into full-time employment is smaller than the Want2Work effect into
any employment, though it is still positive and statistically significant (Want2Work former
Incapacity Benefit claimants being 9-11 percentage points more likely to move into a full-time
job than non-Want2Work former Incapacity Benefit claimants, compared to the 13 percentage

points effect mentioned above for moving into any job).

In terms of earnings, there were no statistically significant differences in the wages received by

the Want2Work participants and the control group individuals who found work.

The analysis of the duration of jobs found by Want2Work participants was hampered by the
quality of the data available to us to track individuals in work over time, both in terms of the
administrative data and the survey data we collected ourselves. Based on the data that were
available, there was no evidence that Want2Work was simply placing individuals into short-

tenured jobs, and most of the jobs observed were lasting for more than one year, and counting.
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Chapter 3: Health Outcomes and Other Resultsfrom the Postal Surveys

This section of the Want2Work evaluation considered extra information on the health,
satisfaction and related outcomes of the Want2Work participants. Additional quantitative
information was provided by two self-completed postal surveys sent to Want2Work participants.
The first survey focused on respondents’ health, their satisfaction with various aspects of their
lives and also on their opinions about Want2Work. The follow up survey was administered in
February 2008 to those individuals identified as being in employment at the end of 2006
(according to the Want2Work database); it contained questions on health, health change, overall
life satisfaction and recent labour market and training experience. Analysis reveals that the data

from the survey should be considered largely reflective of the full Want2Work sample.

Unfortunately very little baseline health information was available in the Want2Work database,
and this severely limits the causal inferences that can be made concerning health impacts. We
considered changes in self-reported health from the follow-up survey and related these to labour
market experience, but because of the selected nature of the sample of respondents we cannot

infer causality from labour market experience to health change.

Results:

a.) Client views

These were judged by asking clients their agreement with a set of statements about different
aspects of Want2Work using a 7 point Likert response scale. Client views of Want2Work were
generally positive, with the exception of the support from local GPs and nursing staff. The
Return to Work Credit was highly rated by respondents and there was evidence that this rating

(and that of the job preparation premium) was positively associated with health.

b.) Client health and labour outcomes

The survey used a series of questions to assess health status, contact with the NHS, the
interventions provided by Want2Work, and labour market outcomes. Overall, self-assessed
health was relatively poor in the Want2Work sample. Most of the respondents had had contact
with GPs in the previous 3 months and 49 percent of respondents had had contact with hospitals
or clinics as an outpatient or day case. 32 percent of clients within the main Want2work

database achieved employment within the Want2Work period. Type of illness was significantly



related to job status, with the lowest employment rates amongst those with learning disabilities
and respiratory disease, and the highest rates amongst those with hearing/speech/visual problems

and musculoskeletal illnesses.

Self-assessed disability status and self-assessed health were significantly related to job status. It
appears from the survey data that those who self-declare themselves in better health are more

likely to have a job, although we cannot say why this is, or in which direction the causality runs.

c.) Comparing the experiences of Want2Work participants with a matched BHPS sample

The raw data showed that a higher proportion of Want2Work survey respondents got a job than
in the matched British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) sample, and a higher proportion were
actively looking for work. These findings add weight to those of Chapter 2 where the relevant
comparison was the Labour Force Survey. In addition, our survey has shown that, of those who
found employment, there is no significant difference between Want2Work and the BHPS
respondents in terms of job tenure, salary, or the proportion in full-time work or self-
employment. The raw data also showed that the Want2Work survey respondents have worse
subjective health and lower life satisfaction than the BHPS sample, though this difference
disappeared when we controlled for observable characteristics. This finding was true whether or
not we controlled for specific health problems and disability status. Want2Work respondents
had similar specific health problems to the BHPS sample, although one difference is that the
Want2Work sample had a higher prevalence of mental health problems.

d.) Health changes and changes in overall life satisfaction

Getting a job and actively looking for a job were both associated with a positive health benefit,
and job search had the larger effect. If we estimate models separately for the Want2Work
respondents and the BHPS, it appears that these positive benefits only accrue to the Want2Work
respondents. But it is important to stress that the lack of baseline health information makes it
impossible to infer causality from these results. It could be that those with better health are more
likely to look for, and get, a job, and also given the voluntary nature of Want2Work those with
better health may be more likely to participate in the programme. The Want2Work and follow-up
survey found no evidence that continuous employment improves health, as would be expected if
working encourages health effects over time. If employment improves health, then it appears to
do so only so long as a person remains employed and does not appear to be cumulative over

time.
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Chapter 4: The Qualitative Evaluation

What makes this study different from previous evaluations is the focus on the health advisor
(HA) role and how that interacts with the role of the Personal Advisor (PA) and with the clients.
This chapter described the findings from interviews with the health advisors attached to the pilot

project, personal advisors and a number of clients including a small focus group.

We selected key informants who we thought would best contribute to our understanding and
assist with the interpretation of the quantitative results, supplemented by recruiting some
informants as part of a convenience sample. Four health professionals, eleven members of the
teams and 14 clients were interviewed. Semi structured interviews allowed exploration in more
depth by using supplementary questions and allowed participants to raise issues not covered in
the topic guide. The transcripts were analysed using a framework approach. This is specifically
for use in applied policy research, which is often constrained by time and the need to answer

specific policy issues.

Results:

There was considerable flexibility in how the HAs interpreted their brief and what services they
provided to the clients. All of the HAs did some form of knowledge cascade to the PAs which
allowed them greater autonomy in decision making. This could account for the findings from the

survey where few of the respondents had contact with the HA.

Marketing the project was part of the learning curve and some approaches were more successful
than others. With hindsight this aspect may have been managed more centrally. However,

lessons were learned and communicated to the other pilot areas.

The health care professional smoothed the way for greater contact and interaction with locally
available services provided by, for example, the mental health teams. Non-health professionals
approaching these teams had previously had little impact. This facilitated a greater awareness
from all parties involved as to what was available locally already and resulted in some ‘joined

up’ action and referrals.
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The one disappointing aspect was the difficulty of involving local GPs in the pilot. Some GPs
were very supportive of the work and had team members leave publicity material and a physical

presence in the surgery to attract clients.

There were differences in opinion as to the future role of the health care professional as health
advisor. Should they be a hands-on provider of services or commissioner of services was raised
as an issue. The balance of opinion was probably in favour of a more commissioning role which

included facilitating training for the PAs.
In conclusion, the introduction of the health professional into the role of health advisor was a

success. They contributed their skills and knowledge to the PAs which was empowering for them

and their clients.
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1. Introduction

1. Want2Work is a pilot scheme that has been developed jointly by Jobcentre Plus and the Welsh
Assembly Government to increase economic activity levels in Wales. The pilot was funded from
both Objective 1 and Objective 3 European Social Fund (ESF) grants, through ESF projects
directly delivered and managed by Jobcentre Plus, and ran from September 2004 to March 2008.
The project was spatially targeted with concentrated activity taking place in selected wards
within the Cardiff, Neath Port Talbot, Merthyr Tydfil, Ceredigion and Denbighshire unitary
authority areas. The selection basis for the communities was based on the levels of economic

activity, together with the proximity of a buoyant labour market.

2. Although the project supported all economically inactive residents of the designated wards,
the prime target was the stock of Incapacity Benefit (IB) recipients'. The broad objective of the
pilot was to test a range of elements and products designed to increase labour market
participation within these communities. By engaging with those detached from existing core
services, the pilot aimed to increase levels of participation in work/health related activities, thus

moving individuals closer to the labour market and ultimately into sustainable employment.

3. The key features of the pilot included:
a network of community based advisers to engage with residents and provide quality
advice and guidance;
a health professional attached to each team to support Personal Work Advisors, to
develop links to local health services, and to explore the level of demand for - and
opportunities to deliver - health information and advice for participants;
provision of, or funding for, training, including the development of soft skills;
a return to work bursary, consisting of a weekly payment to individuals to cover the
costs of returning to work, which paid £60 during the first four months in work, £40
in the second four months and £20 in the third four-month period of the first year in
work.
in-work development and support during the first year of employment;

discretionary funding to overcome other barriers to participation or employment;

! Since October 2008, new claimants who cannot work due to illness or disability receive a new benefit entitled
Employment and Support Allowance. Existing IB claimants will continue to receive a benefit of this name. Since
the data considered in this report cover the period up to the end of 2007, the name ‘Incapacity Benefit” will be used
throughout.



a job preparation premium, paid to participants to cover the cost of undertaking

additional work preparation activities.

4. The scheme was a voluntary programme, which has important consequences for the evaluation
conducted here, as discussed later. The essence of the evaluation problem, however, is that
participants in Want2Work are not a randomly selected sample, but have self-selected to be
involved in the programme. Such individuals will not necessarily have been the one’s already
closest to the labour market, for example those attending their local Jobcentre Plus. Whilst the
services offered by Want2Work have obviously been advertised there, the aim throughout
Want2Work has been to advertise and engage people more widely in the community. A prime
example is advertisements placed in GPs’ surgeries, which was natural given the focus on IB
claimants. Aside from posters in surgeries, active attempts to engage individuals have been
undertaken, such as GPs providing premises for employment advisers to interview patients who
wish to discuss the possibility of a return to work, and practice nursing staff discussing
Want2Work with their patients and encouraging participation in the programme by those
considered most appropriate for it. Poster advertising and active engagement by community

workers has also been adopted in a range of other community settings.

5. The scheme just described bears many similarities to Pathways to Work. Pathways to Work
was introduced on a pilot basis in selected areas of Britain in 2003, and since April 2008 has
been rolled out nationally. In the pilot areas it was, and still is, administered by Jobcentre Plus.
In the remaining, roll-out areas, it is administered by private suppliers. Pathways to Work is also
a programme designed to help those on IB back into work. It is compulsory for all new
IB/Employment and Support Allowance claimants, who must attend an initial ‘“Work-focussed
interview, plus five further follow-ups, with their personal adviser. The scheme is optional and
available to existing claimants. The adviser can offer a range of ‘choices’ as they see as
appropriate for their client, such as (i) the Condition Management Programme, which helps
clients better understand and manage their health condition or disability, (ii) supported work
experience through the Work Preparation Programme which can help build confidence and gain
work skills, (iii) the Permitted Work scheme, which is essentially accepting a temporary job to
try it out, without risking a loss of benefits, (iv) help to find a suitable job through the New Deal
provision, (v) the Return to Work Credit, which is a tax-free payment of £40 per week for up to
52 weeks paid to individuals who find work for at least 16 hours a week and earn less than

£15,000 per year. The Pathways Personal Advisers can also access a discretionary fund to help



support a return to work activity, (vi) other help and support, such as the Travel to Interview

scheme.

6. Pathways to Work therefore differs from Want2Work primarily in that it is compulsory for
new claimants, whereas Want2Work is voluntary for all participants. Although there is
provision for health support and advice through Pathways’ Condition Management Programme,
this is more formalised in Want2Work with a healthcare professional attached to each team of
personal advisers. In addition, Want2Work is more involved in community outreach
programmes, compared to Pathways where clients are compelled to attend formally through
Jobcentre Plus or similar private sector providers. There is also a small difference between the
two schemes in terms of the Return to Work Credit paid, specifically that it is tapered and

declines over time in Want2Work, but is constant under Pathways.

7. Given that Want2Work is voluntary, it is important to obtain some information about take-up
rates, in order to gain some understanding of how representative the participants are of the full
population of IB recipients. Information on take-up rates can be provided by considering the
stock of working-age inactive people in the pilot areas. Clearly not all inactive people should be
considered, since a significant number do not want a job, such as the early-retired and
homemakers, or are not able to work, such as those with severe illness or disability. Thus
considering only those working-age inactive individuals who say that they want a job, the most
recently available NOMIS data for July 2006 — June 2007 suggest a stock of 25,700 individuals
in the Want2Work pilot areas. Given 6,424 individuals had engaged in Want2Work up to the
end of 2007, this suggests a take-up rate amongst the target population of 25%. Of this stock of
claimants, 11,600 (45%) are male and 14,100 (55%) are female. Amongst Want2Work
participants, 49% are male and 51% female, suggesting that participants are representative by

gender.

8. Unfortunately, NOMIS data for other characteristics are not disaggregated according to
whether inactive individuals actually want to a job, but are only generally available for the whole
group of inactive individuals. Of this group in the Want2Work pilot areas, the largest age
grouping is the 50-64 year olds. As expected, this is not observed amongst Want2Work
participants, however, who are more likely to be younger (the modal group being 35-49 year
olds). Any impact results observed for Want2Work participants in the evaluation that follows
would therefore be unlikely to be replicated across the full population of inactive individuals,

given the greater number of harder to place over-50s in the latter group.



9. There are also differences between the population of inactive individuals in the pilot areas and
Want2Work participants in terms of the nature of health problems. A similar proportion (41%
amongst all inactive individuals versus 37% amongst Want2Work participants) have no health
problem, but for those who do have a problem, this is most likely to be a mental health problem
amongst Want2Work participants (25% of all participants), whilst amongst the group of all
inactive participants, the most frequent complaints are cardiovascular and respiratory (19%), and
musculoskeletal (15%). It would therefore appear that mental health problems such as
depression provide fewer impediments to engaging in the labour market than physical
disabilities. Again we therefore must be wary of extending the results obtained in the present
report to the full population of inactive individuals, given this different nature of health

complaints.

10. A final individual characteristic available for comparison, ethnicity, shows little difference
between Want2Work participants and the full population of inactive individuals. 86% of the
latter are white, compared to 90% of Want2Work participants.

11. The preceding figures show that there is clearly self-selection onto the Want2Work
programme. It should be clear that any control group of non-Want2Work participants used in
the subsequent analysis below should also therefore be individuals who are out of work, but who
want to work and are looking for work. Of the population of job-seekers in the pilot areas,
however, the Want2Work participants are still a self-selected group, as the statistic of 25% in the
previous paragraph showed. Ideally, therefore, we would also like to further limit the control
group with similar selection criteria used by the Want2Work participants. However, without
further information on the population of possible participants, it is not possible to say what those
selection criteria might have been. For example, was it the most motivated out of the pool of
inactive job-seekers who participated in Want2Work, or those most in need of assistance? If the
former, then our estimate of the impact of Want2Work would be upward-biased, though if the
latter the evaluation would produce an under-estimate of the Want2Work effect. Without
knowledge of the unobserved characteristics possessed by Want2Work participants, we therefore
cannot sign any potential bias in the evaluation results. However, with the list of control
variables available to us, including qualifications, type of illness, time spent out of work, and
benefit type being claimed, the main differences between the Want2Work participants and any

control group of out-of-work job seekers should be minimised, and any biases should be small.



12. There are three main sections to this evaluation of Want2Work. The next section considers
labour market outcomes, in particular whether Want2Work helps people to move into a job or
not, and if so, who benefits most. For those who do move into a job, other characteristics of
those jobs will be considered, such as wages, full-time or part-time status, permanent or
temporary status, and duration. This will provide some indication, not only of whether
Want2Work is successful in getting people into work, but also of the quality of such jobs that are
being acquired. The third section primarily makes use of a postal survey of Want2Work
participants, to conduct a quantitative analysis of their health, and how this interacts with other
Want2Work outcomes. The final substantive section describes the results of a qualitative
analysis, based on interviews and focus group meetings with both Want2Work participants and

Want2Work providers. A final section will then offer some conclusions.



2. Labour Market Outcomes

2.1 Introduction

13. The first aspect of the evaluation, and ultimately the aspect against which the programme
will most be judged, is the labour market outcomes of those who participated in Want2Work.
Certainly other outcomes from Want2Work are possible, and will be considered below,
particularly potentially improved health but also potentially improved employability through
involvement in re-training or closer involvement to the labour market. The primary objective,
however, was to help people back into sustainable employment, and so this should be the first

focus of the evaluation.

14. It should be stressed at this point that the evaluation has a micro rather than a macro focus,
concentrating on the individuals involved rather than the whole labour markets in the pilot areas.
Thus, the question that the first part of the evaluation will answer is; ‘are individuals more likely
to find work by participating in Want2Work than if they had not participated in Want2Work.’
Other, more aggregate questions, such as; ‘by how much is the employment rate increased, or the
inactivity rate reduced, in the pilot areas by introducing Want2Work,’ are interesting in their
own right, but not the focus of the evaluation here. Given the large amount of data on
Want2Work participants available in the Want2Work database, it was decided that the micro
approach was the best use of the available resources. In the language of evaluations, therefore,
we are estimating an ‘average treatment effect on the treated’, which tells us how much
individuals who participated in Want2Work benefited on average, compared to if they had not

participated, rather than how much a random person would benefit.

15. The next section outlines the methodology that will be used in the evaluation of labour
market outcomes. Section 2.3 describes the various data sets that are used to perform the
evaluation. The subsequent two sections present the results of the analysis. The first of these
considers Want2Work participants only, and investigates the characteristics of individuals most
associated with the likelihood of obtaining a job, and so answers the question of for whom
Want2Work is most successful in finding employment. The second section of results compares

the outcomes of the Want2Work participants to those of a control group, and so answers the



question of how successful Want2Work has been in getting people into work. A final section

summarises the findings.

2.2 Methodology?

16. The key to a successful evaluation is finding good quality data on a control group. We can
observe the factual evidence of what happens to individuals following their participation in
Want2Work, but what we can never observe is the counterfactual of what would have happened
to those individuals, had they not participated in Want2Work. Thus we use a control group, and
use their outcomes as an estimate of the outcomes that the Want2Work participants would have
achieved if they had not participated in Want2Work. Obviously, a potential problem with this is
that the individuals in the treatment group (those who participated in Want2Work) and the
control group may differ systematically in their characteristics, and it could be this difference in
characteristics, rather than the participation in Want2Work per se, that is causing any observed
difference in outcomes. In the absence of a controlled experiment, where individuals are
randomly assigned to be part of the treatment group or part of the control group, the best we can
do is to control for (or ‘hold constant’) the characteristics of the individuals that differ between
the two groups. As the opening sentence of this section said, the data on a control group must be
of good quality, and this means that they must provide detailed information on the characteristics

of the individuals involved, so that these characteristics can be controlled for.

17. The most commonly used method of controlling for the characteristics of individuals
included in the treatment group and the control group is some sort of regression analysis. It is a
property of regression analysis that the estimated coefficient on any variable included in the
equation provides an estimate of the change in the outcome variable, for a one unit change in the
explanatory variable of interest, holding constant the impact of all other included variables in the

equation on the outcome variable.

18. Modifications to the standard regression model (Ordinary Least Squares) are needed for the
analysis considered here, because of the nature of the outcome variables that we have. Most of
the analysis that follows focuses on whether individuals move into a job or not. As such, the
dependent variable in this analysis takes only two values; yes or no (or 1 and 0 in numeric

terms). To allow for the nature of this dependent variable, a probit model is estimated. In the

2 A fuller description of the methodology used can be found in the initial methodological report for the project.



probit model, it is assumed that there is an underlying relationship between likelihood of moving
into work, e*, and a vector of characteristics, X:

e*=bX +u
All that is observed in the data, however, is an indicator variable, e, taking the values of 1 or
zero, showing whether individuals move into employment or not. Thus, e takes the value of 1 if
e* is above a certain cut-off value, c, scaled to take the value of zero. Therefore the probability
that an individual moves into employment is the probability that e* > 0, which can be written as:

Pr(e=1)=Pr(bX +u >0)

=Pr(u>- bX)
=1- F (- bX)
=F (bX)

where © is the cumulative normal distribution (thus assuming the disturbance term u is normally
distributed). Similarly:
Pr(e=0)=Pr(bX +u <0)

=Pr(u <- bX)

=F (- bX)

=1- F (bX)
Taking the log of each probability and summing, with a suitable indicator to show whether each
individual actually obtained a job or not, gives the log likelihood function. This can then be

maximized, using a suitable optimization technique, with respect to the parameters of interest, £.

19. Essentially, this model looks at the probability of moving into employment or not, and the
coefficients can be used to provide an estimate of the impact of each explanatory variable on the
probability of obtaining a job, again holding the influence of all other variables in the equation
constant in each case. This is called the ‘marginal effect’ of the variable in question. As almost
all of the explanatory variables in our analysis are dummy variables themselves (i.e. they only
take the value of 0 or 1), then the interpretation of their estimated coefficients is the change in
the probability of entering employment, if the situation represented by the dummy variable

occurs, relative to the reference category.

20. The other main outcome variable analysed in this section is annual earnings, for those who
find a full-time job. As described in the data section below, respondents to the Want2Work
survey do not report their actual earnings, but only the band in which their annual earnings fall,
from a choice of five bands. There are two methods commonly used in the literature to deal with

such banded data. One solution is simply to assign the wage at the midpoint of each band, to



every individual who falls into the relevant band®. A more sophisticated approach is the so-
called interval regression approach. This estimates the probability of an individual falling within
each of the bands given their characteristics, and then translates the effect on the probability into
an effect on earnings themselves using the cut-off values of the bands. Both methods will be

used in this report, whenever earnings are considered.

21. A newer method of controlling for the characteristics of individuals in the treatment and
control groups, that is increasingly popular in the evaluation literature, is propensity score
matching (PSM). The idea behind PSM is to find, for each person in the Want2Work treatment
group, a person who looks like them in the control group, in terms of the observable
characteristics available in the data set. Then, the treatment effect of Want2Work (called ATT,
the average treatment effect on the treated), is calculated as the expected value of the difference
in outcomes between the treatment group and the matched control group:
ATT = E(Y,, | D, =1)- E(Y,, | D, =0)

where D; takes the value of 1 for the Want2Work treatment group and zero for a member of the
matched control group, e is again an indicator of whether an individual moves into employment,

and FE is the expectations operator.

22. Clearly, with a long list of characteristics, it would become a complicated calculation to
determine the person in the control group with exactly the same characteristics as a treated
Want2Work participant. What PSM does is estimate a single number (the propensity score) for
each individual, which is their likelihood of being in the treatment group. If, for example, people
with better qualifications are more likely to be in the treatment group than the control group, then
qualifications will obtain a positive coefficient in the estimation of the propensity score, and so
on for all other observable characteristics in the data set. When an individual in the control
group has a similar propensity score to an individual in the treatment group, then we can say that
the control group individual has the characteristics of a treatment group person. By comparing
the labour market outcomes for each person in the Want2Work treatment group, with their ‘look-
a-like’ in the control group, we obtain estimates of the average effect of Want2Work on those
outcomes, as in the equation above. Basically, the outcome of the ‘look-a-like’ is taken as an
estimate of the outcome the Want2Work participant would have achieved if they had not
participated in Want2Work.

? For the open-ended top category (£30000+), the value assigned to individuals is 1.5 times the opening point of this
category, i.e. £45000. Since so few participants achieve a wage in this band, the results are not significantly affected
if this value is arbitrarily changed.



23. It remains to be decided how ‘similar’ is to be defined, in determining whether a match has
been found. One approach is one-to-one, or ‘nearest neighbour’ matching, where each
individual in the treatment group is matched to the person in the control group who has the
closest propensity score (where a ‘caliper’ or tolerance level for acceptable matches can be set).
Another approach that will be used side-by-side in all results tables is kernel matching, which
uses a weighted average of all of the observations in the control group to provide the match (and
therefore does not waste data), with larger weights attached to observations with a closer

propensity score to the treatment group individual being considered.

24. One other issue when using PSM is that the true propensity to participate in Want2Work for
any individual in either group is obviously unknown, and so is predicted based on an estimated
participation equation. In the second stage of the research, where the outcomes of the treatment
group are compared to the matched control group, the computation of the standard errors on the
treatment effect needs to take into account the fact that the propensity score was only an estimate
in the first stage. In the absence of an exact formula for the standard errors in these
circumstances, the usual approach is to ‘bootstrap’ the standard errors, which essentially
involves repeatedly calculating the treatment effect with random samples of the available data, to
ascertain the degree of uncertainty attached to the result. This procedure was therefore used in
all PSM analyses discussed below. For one-to-one matching 500 replications were used, while

for kernel matching, 50 replications were used, due to its greater computational demands.

25. PSM is said to have two advantages over traditional regression-based methodologies. First,
it does not impose any functional form on the relationship (compared to, for example, Ordinary
Least Squares, which imposes a linear relationship). Second, the technique identifies those
observations in the treatment group for which there is no ‘common support’, i.e. there is nobody
in the control group who looks at all like this treatment group individual, and so no accurate way
of estimating the counterfactual of what would have happened to such an individual if they had
not participated in Want2Work. Observations without common support can be dropped from the

evaluation, which we do here.

2.3 Data

26. Information on Want2Work participants was collected at the point of their entry to the

scheme and placed in a database. Any future changes in status, such as a movement into
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employment or training, were also monitored and recorded in the database, together with some
information about the new status. Anyone who joined Want2Work between January 2005 and
December 2007 is included in the database, so we have information on the population of
Want2Work participants between these dates (approximately 6400 individuals). The database
also contains detailed information on their background characteristics, allowing us to control for
a range of factors that may influence their final outcomes. Key amongst these are age, gender,
ethnicity, whether a single parent or not, highest qualification, type of welfare benefit being
received when first registered with Want2Work, whether suffering from an illness or disability
and if so what type, time spent out of work, whether the person speaks Welsh, whether they have
a criminal record, and whether they have misused alcohol or drugs. If the individual finds a job
during the observation period, then certain characteristics of that job are also recorded, such as
annual earnings, full- or part-time status and permanent or temporary status, as well as the date
that the job started. Unfortunately the earnings information is only included in bands, with
individuals indicating whether their annual earnings are below £10,000, between £10,000 and
£15,000, between £15,000 and £20,000, between £20,000 and £30,000, or above £30,000. The
choice of which variables to include in the analysis, producing the list just described, was largely
determined by data availability, though many have been used previously in the literature. It is
commonly found* that older workers find it harder to return to work from unemployment, for
reasons of skill obsolesce, health, or age discrimination. Similarly, many studies find that prior
qualifications, or engagement in training / lifelong learning, are positively associated with the
likelihood of returning to work.”. Health states and in particular poor health have been shown to
strongly affect the re-employment likelihoods of individuals.® The final key block of variables
included in our analysis is the duration of the current unemployment spell. Many studies of
unemployment have found duration dependence, in that the longer an individual has been

unemployed, the harder it becomes for them to leave this state.’

27. The counterfactual data used for the control group are drawn from the Quarterly Labour
Force Survey (QLFS) for the period 2005 to 2007 for Great Britain.® Anyone QLFS respondent
who happened to live in a Want2Work pilot area was excluded from the control group. The
QLFS has a wealth of information on employment outcomes and job characteristics, as well as

individual level characteristics such as marital status, ethnicity, highest qualifications and wages.

* For example, Koeber and Wright (2001).

* See for example Jenkins ef al. (2002).

% For example, Schuring et al. (2007)

7 see Groot (1990) and the references therein.

¥ Details of the sampling methodology and questionnaires are available from the Office for National Statistics at
http://www.ons.gov.uk. The sample is for Great Britain and therefore excludes Northern Ireland.
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Since 1992 the QLFS has been based on a systematic random sample design, which makes it
representative of the whole of Great Britain. Each quarter’s QLFS sample of 60,000 private
households is made up of 5 ‘waves’, each of approximately 12,000 households so that the QLFS
has a rotating panel element where each wave is interviewed in 5 successive quarters. In any one
quarter, one wave will be receiving their first interview, one wave their second, and so on, with

one wave receiving their fifth and final interview.

28. Since the Want2Work data cover the period 2005 and 2007, QLFS data for the same period
were used, as far as possible. Nine quarterly data sets were appropriate and available: March-
May 2005, June-August 2005, and so on through to March-May 2007. In order to observe how
the economic position of individuals initially out of work changes, it is necessary to make use of
the panel element of the QLFS, repeatedly observing the same individuals for five consecutive
quarters. Each cohort of QLFS respondents is in the survey for five quarters. This means that all
five appearances in the data set could be observed for five different cohorts, the first appearing in
the QLFS for the first time in March-May 2005, and the last appearing in the QLFS for the first
time in March-May 2006. The fifth and last appearance of this final cohort was therefore March-
May 2007, the most recent data available to us. Although we observed later cohorts entering the
QLES after March-May 2006, we could not observe their final appearances in the survey, and so
they were not included in the sample, as we wanted to observe the control group individuals for
as long as possible, to give the longest possible time frame for observing potential movements

into work.

29. Once the data were restricted to individuals who were out of work the first time that they
were observed, excluding full time students and those who had taken early retirement,
and to those who responded to the survey in each subsequent wave, the sample consisted of
8,994 men and women aged 16-65. Of these, 3,427 reported that they wanted a job and were
looking for a job. An indicator of moving into employment was then created by tracking the
labour force status of each individual over the subsequent waves that they were observed, to
establish whether they gained employment or not. With respect to the wages of those who found
employment, income questions are only asked to respondents in their first and final waves of the
QLEFS. Since our sample are by definition not employed in their first wave, we can only observe
wages for respondents who have moved into employment and stayed in employment by the time

of their final, fifth wave appearance in the QLFS. This is the case for 838 individuals. Actual
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gross weekly earnings are used and then converted to banded annual earnings to be consistent

with the Want2Work earnings data’.

30. The type of information available from the QLFS was mostly consistent with that found in
the Want2Work database. For the dependent variable of moving into employment, in both data
sets this was measured simply by observing whether the individual in question was in
employment at each point in time they were observed. There is a difference in that the
Want2Work participants were observed continuously, whereas the QLFS respondents were only
observed at 3 month intervals. Potentially, therefore, some incidents of re-employment in the
QLFS could be unobserved, if the individual had fallen back into unemployment or inactivity
within the 3 month period before they are next surveyed. The QLFS could therefore under-
report the likelihood of finding work for the control group, and so bias upwards the estimated
Want2Work effect, though it is open to debate whether we would want to consider jobs with a
shorter duration than 3 months anyway, and the number of such jobs is likely to be small. In
terms of the other dependent variable used, earnings, as described above there was much more
detail on earnings in the QLFS than in the Want2Work database, though the former were

recoded to make them consistent with the latter.

31. As for the explanatory variables used, most were characteristics of individuals that are
defined unambiguously, and so were consistent across the two data sets, such as age, gender,
ethnicity and family situation. In the case of some categorical variables, however, there were
some differences between the categories used in the two datasets. For example, with respect to
highest qualification, the QLFS variable ranks almost 50 qualifications, whereas the Want2Work
database simply asks respondents to report at which National Qualification Framework (NQF)
level their highest qualification is found. Therefore efforts were made to allocate an NQF level
to each qualification in the QLFS, to make the datasets consistent. Similarly, with respect to
health problems of respondents, a greater number (17) were listed in the QLFS than in the
Want2Work database (7). Again, the QLFS categories were collapsed, in order to make the
categories as similar as possible between datasets'’. Finally, there were also slight differences in
the categories of benefits listed in the two data sets. The list in each dataset was collapsed, to

produce a list of benefits common to each.

? Gross weekly pay is multiplied by 52 and then a categorical variable with 5 outcomes is generated.

"% For example, ‘arms and hands’, ‘legs and feet’ and ‘back and neck’ are three different categories of health
problem in the QLFS, but were collapsed into a single category ‘musculoskeletal’ to match the category in the
Want2Work database.
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32. The final source of information used in this report is the National Benefits Database, made
available to us by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP). The data provided contain all
individuals in the country who registered a new claim for Incapacity or related Benefits at some
point during 2005 and 2006'". By matching this data set to employment records, it was possible
to observe which of these individuals moved off benefits again and into a job. The big
advantage of this dataset is that it covers the entire population who are on benefits, and so
sample sizes are huge. There are two disadvantages, however. The first is that the dataset
contains only individuals who began a claim during 2005 and 2006, as all people in the middle
of a claim during this time would have created an unmanageable dataset. The individuals in the
DWP dataset are therefore not comparable to the individuals in the Want2Work database, since
many of the latter have been out of work for significant lengths of time. The more serious
weakness of the DWP dataset for present purposes, however, is that it contains virtually no
background information on the individuals'?, and so does not allow us to control for their
characteristics. These data will therefore not be used as a control group in the evaluation of

Want2Work, although they do provide useful raw data for comparison purposes.

33. Table 2.1 compares employment and full time earnings outcomes for the Want2Work
participants with the QLFS respondents and the individuals in the DWP dataset. These are
simply the re-employment rates and average earnings levels observed in the raw data, without
controlling for any of the possibly different characteristics of the individuals in the various data
sets. The raw data show that 30 percent of Want2Work participants found a job at some point in
the period between them joining the scheme and the end of 2007, compared to only 19 percent
for the GB QLFS respondents in the period that they were observed in that survey. As discussed
above, however, the group of individuals in the QLFS who want a job and are looking for work
are a more legitimate comparison group, since the Want2Work participants clearly want a job.
The third panel of results, for job seekers in the QLFS only, reveals 32 percent found a job
during the time that they were in the QLFS, which is slightly higher than the Want2Work re-
employment probability of 30 percent. Thus, without conditioning on individual characteristics,
Want2Work participants are slightly less likely to have found work than job-seekers in the
QLFS".

' Since the dataset contains a// individuals registering for IB or related benefits, some such individuals will live in
areas where they have benefited from the provision of Pathways to Work, another scheme intended to help those on
benefits back into work.

2 Only information on gender, age and region is available in the DWP dataset.

13 Job-seekers in the QLFS are identified by two questions in the survey asked of people not in work. Ifa
respondent is not currently working, they are asked if they want a job, and if yes, are they looking for a job. Clearly,
the accuracy of our definition of job-seekers depends on truthful answers to these questions. Potentially, individuals
may feel moved to state they are looking for work even if they are not, for fear of their benefits (specifically Job

14



34. The final panel in the upper half of Table 2.1 reports that 14 percent of benefit recipients in
the DWP data set (which does not include an indicator of job-seeking) obtained a job within a
year. The probability of finding work specifically in the Torfaen area is 15 percent in the DWP
data set. Torfaen is economically similar to the Want2Work regions, and had no labour market

programmes in operation, and so is a useful comparator.

35. Recalling that IB recipients are the principal target of Want2Work, Table 2.1 also reports re-
employment rates of IB claimants in each data set. Amongst the Want2Work sample, the re-
employment rate remains high, at 29 percent, but this figure was only 4 percent in the QLFS
data, and still only 8 percent when the latter were restricted to job-seekers. In terms of the other
benefit receipt categories (‘other’ or ‘none’), the re-employment rate amongst Want2Work
participants is higher relative to all in the QLFS sample, but lower than that of job-seekers only
in the QLFS.

36. For earnings, 90 percent of the Want2Work participants who found work accepted jobs for
which they were paid less than £15,000 per year, compared to 78 percent of the QLFS
respondents. The QLFS distribution generally shows more individuals at the extremes. Thus at
the very bottom of the distribution, 55 percent of Want2Work participants who found work
accepted a job that paid less than £10,000 per year compared to 62 percent in the QLFS, whilst at
the top, 2.2 percent of Want2Work participants found a job paying over £20,000, compared to 13
percent of QLFS respondents.

37. Table 2.2 provides the average characteristics of the Want2Work participants and the QLFS
respondents (both for the full QLFS sample, and for job seekers only). Given the voluntary
nature of the Want2Work scheme, the samples are likely to differ in terms of their average
characteristics. Comparing the Want2Work sample with the full QLFS sample first, Want2 Work
participants are on average younger than QLFS respondents, with 76 percent of the Want2 Work
participants aged below 44, compared to 53 percent for the QLFS. Exactly half of the
Want2Work sample have no qualifications, with only 4 percent educated to the highest National
Qualifications Framework (NQF) level. Comparative numbers for the QLFS sample are 34
percent with no qualifications and 9 percent educated to NQF Level 5. The QLFS respondents

are therefore significantly better educated, on average, than the Want2Work respondents. The

Seekers Allowance) being affected, so our group who we assume are motivated job-seekers may contain people who
are not actually looking for work. All we can say in response to this is that respondents are assured that their
responses are totally anonymous, and that information on an identifiable individual basis is not made available to
any outside body, removing any incentive to provide false answers.
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Want2Work sample has a larger proportion of men (50 percent) compared to the QLFS (36
percent). The Want2Work sample has a higher percentage of single parents (21 percent
compared to 16 percent) and a lower percentage of non-whites (10 percent compared to 12

percent) relative to the QLFS data.

38. With respect to illness, it is perhaps surprising that the percentage reporting no illness differs
by only 4 percentage points, with only 41 percent of the QLFS sample saying they have no
illness, since the QLFS contains a representative sample of all people not in work, while
Want2Work was targeted at those on IB, though this is consistent with illness or disability being
an increasingly common reason for being out of work. Type of illness suffered does, however,
differ substantially across the two samples. The majority of those with illness in the Want2 Work
sample have mental health problems (25 percent compared to only 9 percent in QLFS), whereas
the QLFS has a much higher proportion with Cardio illnesses (12 percent compared to 3 percent
in the Want2Work sample).

39. In terms of history of unemployment experience, Table 2.2 shows that only 5 percent of
Want2Work participants have never had a job, compared to 16% of QLFS respondents. For
those who have previously worked, the ‘last worked’ variables indicate the duration since they
last had a job. Want2Work participants on average have worked more recently than QLFS
respondents, with 30 percent and 16 percent respectively out of work for less than 12 months. At
the other end of the scale, only 11 percent of Want2Work participants have been out of work for
more than 10 years, compared to 24 percent of QLFS respondents. In terms of benefits being
received whilst out of work, we would expect IB benefits to be over-represented in the
Want2Work sample, given that recipients of such benefits were the target group of this
programme, and this is indeed the case, with 60 percent of Want2Work participants being in
receipt of IB, compared to just 34 percent of QLFS respondents. The latter are much more likely
to be claiming no benefits at all'*.

40. Regional unemployment rates were calculated from the QLFS local area datasets. These were
matched by local authority district and year joined the Want2Work scheme or QLFS survey. On

average, regional unemployment rates were higher in the Want2Work pilot areas (5.9 percent)

' Although Want2Work was not intended for such individuals, a small number report receiving Job Seeker’s
Allowance (JSA) benefits, and are included in the ‘other’ category. There is often confusion about benefits, and this
may simply reflect mistaken beliefs. Similarly, a small number of inactive respondents in the QLFS report receiving
JSA.
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compared to the average across the rest of the Great Britain for those out of work in the QLFS

(4.9 percent).

41. The final four rows in Table 2.2 refer to characteristics that are available in the Want2 Work
database but not in the QLFS. These show that 51 percent of the Want2Work participants have
some kind of disability, 3 percent are Welsh speakers, 5 percent are ex-offenders and 6 percent

reported some kind of drug or alcohol misuse.

42. Overall, then, some characteristics of the Want2Work sample are favourable to them finding
a job, relative to the QLFS sample, such as the fact that the former are younger on average, are
less likely to have never worked, and have spent less time out of work. Set against these factors,
however, are the facts that the Want2Work sample are more likely to hold no qualifications,
more likely to be a single parent, more likely to be in receipt of benefits, and living in an area
with a higher rate of unemployment, compared to the QLFS sample, all of which are associated

with a lower likelihood of finding work.

43. Of course, the crucial difference between the Want2Work and full QLFS samples is that
everyone in the former is presumably looking for work, whilst not everyone in the latter
necessarily wants a job. As mentioned above, a more useful control group is those individuals in
the QLFS who wanted a job and were looking for a job. The final two columns of Table 2.2
show the characteristics of this sub-sample of the QLFS. In some respects they are more alike
the Want2Work participants than the full QLFS sample, as we would expect since both now
consist of groups of job seekers. Thus, although the Want2Work participants are still younger on
average, the sample of QLFS job-seekers is of a more similar age than the full QLFS sample.
Also, the length of time since last worked is significantly lower for the job seekers than the full
sample in the QLFS, making the former group appear more like the Want2Work participants.
Age and duration out of work are two crucial factors in determining likelihood of job success,
and so the increased similarity between samples is another reason for using job-seekers in the
QLFS as the control group. In one other crucial characteristic they are actually more different
however. Recall that Want2Work participants were already less educated, on average, than the
full QLFS sample, with a significantly higher number with no qualifications. When the control
group is restricted to job seekers, this difference is amplified, with 50 percent of Want2Work
participants reporting no qualifications, compared to only 27 percent in the sample of QLFS job-

seekers (34 percent in the full QLFS out-of-work sample).
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44. The following sections report the results of the multivariate analyses, which control for all of

these other characteristics.

2.4 Outcomes for Want2Work Participants

45. Before considering employment outcomes, the Want2Work database also collected
information on intermediary outcomes (or ‘soft outcomes’) that may help recipients find
employment in the future. Table 2.3 details the proportion of Want2Work participants involved
in each of these soft outcomes. It is clear that employment is actually the most likely destination
of people who change status following their involvement in Want2Work. None of the other
possible outcomes come close to being followed by the 30 percent of Want2Work participants
who move into employment. The most common alternative outcome is ‘other training’ which is
reported by 13 percent of participants. Voluntary work is a chosen option of 3 percent of the
participants, but none of the other options are taken up by more than 2 percent of Want2Work

participants.

46. The first piece of multivariate analysis was undertaken for Want2Work participants only, and
estimated a probit equation to determine the characteristics of the Want2Work participants that
were associated with them moving into employment. This is defined as moving into a job at any
point of registration with Want2Work, regardless of type of job or duration (which will be
considered later). The results are shown in Table 2.4, which reports the marginal effects on the
probability of obtaining a job for each variable in question (i.e. the change in the probability of
obtaining a job relative to the reference category, or the ‘omitted category’, of that

characteristic), holding the influences of all other variables constant.

47. Only an NQF Level 3 qualification is associated with a higher probability of moving into
work, by 4 percentage points relative to those with no qualifications. With respect to illness, all
effects (with the exception of that associated with musculoskeletal problems) are negative,
showing that having some illness is associated with a lower likelihood of finding work compared
to having no illness, though none of these effects are statistically significant. Individuals who
have worked recently are much more likely to find a job through Want2Work, with, for example,
individuals who were last in work up to 6 months ago being 25 percentage points more likely to
find a job through Want2Work than individuals who were last in work over 20 years ago. The
local unemployment rate, however, is unrelated to the likelihood of moving into work through

Want2Work. Those not receiving benefits whilst out of work are more likely to move into work,
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presumably due to a lack of a disincentive effect of benefit receipt. The gap is particularly large

relative to income support and ‘other’ benefits, rather than IB.

48. The only other statistically significant effects observed in Table 2.4 are that individuals with
previous histories of drug or alcohol misuse are less likely to move into employment, while
controlling for all other factors, individuals from an ethnic minority are more likely than white
individuals to find a job through Want2Work. No other variable in the estimated equation
attracts a statistically significant coefficient. An interpretation of this general lack of statistical
significance is that Want2Work largely does not favour some groups more than others, but to the

extent that it has a beneficial effect, it benefits most groups equally.

49. One question is whether the ‘soft’ or intermediary outcomes discussed above increase a
Want2Work participant’s chance of moving into employment. The final column of results in
Table 2.4 therefore adds variables indicating involvement in each of these activities. The first
thing to note is that, comparing effects in the two columns, the inclusion of the intermediary
outcomes does not affect any of the other estimated coefficients. Interpretation of the new
coefficients results in the final column is however not straightforward, due to the endogenous
nature of these variables'”. For example, any positive effect of such activities on the likelihood
of finding employment may not be observed in the estimated equation, if only individuals with a
particularly low likelihood of finding a job in the first place are chosen to participate in such
intermediate outcomes, which would offset the positive relationship between the variables. Only
one of the intermediate outcomes, ‘other training’ turns out to be positively and statistically
significantly related to the probability of finding a job. No further description of this category is
provided in the Want2Work database. It is simply a catch-all category for any type of training
not covered by the other possible categories in Table 2.3. As such, its significance is difficult to
interpret. In addition, participation in Further Education and the probability of obtaining a job are
negatively related, but that may simply be the result of a long period of time in the former
reducing the time available to move into the latter. All other intermediate outcomes are not
significantly related to the probability of moving into a job. It should not be concluded,
however, that such strategies are ineffective in helping people into work, for two reasons. First,
the time frame being considered is relatively short, and the time available for such participants to
be observed finding work is shortened due to the very fact that they are involved in the work

preparation scheme. Second, as was seen in Table 2.3, these options are followed by very few

' That is to say, individuals either self-selected into participation in these activities or were themselves chosen, on
the basis of certain characteristics that they hold.
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people out of the total Want2Work population, therefore making it extremely difficult to observe
statistically significant effects'®. For example, individuals who undertake a work placement are
13.5 percentage points more likely to move into full employment than individuals who do not
undertake a work placement, giving work placement one of the highest marginal effects in Table
2.4. However, because so few individuals undertake work placement, the standard error on this

estimated coefficient is similarly large, and the effect is statistically insignificant.

50. We also investigated using the intermediary outcomes as dependent rather than explanatory
variables, to determine whether involvement in such activities was associated with particular
characteristics of individuals. However, given the small numbers of people involved in each of
the ‘soft outcomes’, this did not produce strong statistical results, and so they are not presented
in full. Summarising the few statistically significant associations that did emerge, one pattern
observed was that individuals recorded in the Want2Work database as having a disability were
significantly more likely to be involved in voluntary work, Work-Based Learning for Adults,
Further Education and other training. It may be that individuals with a disability are more
detached from the labour market, and require these intermediary stages, before being equipped
for permanent employment. With respect to gender, men are significantly less likely than
women to enrol in Further Education or voluntary work, amongst Want2Work participants.
Finally, as might be expected, younger individuals are often more likely to undertake some of the
learning activities than older persons, with statistically significant effects observed for work

placements and Work-Based Learning for Adults schemes.

51. Table 2.5 reports the results of an analysis of earnings for those who find work through
Want2Work. As described above, the earnings information in the Want2Work dataset is banded
into 5 groups. The first column of results provides estimates for the interval regression model,
whist the second column provides OLS estimates for the midpoints for each of the five earnings
categories, as described in the methodology section above. The dependent variable is simply the
actual value of annual earnings, rather than the more usual log earnings that is commonly used in
estimated wage equations. Actual earnings were used rather than their log, because of the better
performance of the former equation. It is likely that the restriction of the wage information to
just five categories, with over half of all Want2Work participants in just one category and over

90% in the lowest two categories, explains this deviation from the usual findings.

'® The number of people following any particular programme will be inversely proportional to the size of the
standard error on that programme’s coefficient. Programmes with few participants therefore have large standard
error, making statistically significant coefficients unlikely, even when the observed effect is large.
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52. Unfortunately, the results of the wage analysis are not strong. This is due to the facts that,
firstly, the sample size is much reduced, since only 1884 Want2Work participants find work and
have non-missing information on their wages and all other explanatory variables, and
particularly, because there are only five wage bands and as Table 2.1 b.) showed, over half of
those who find work are in the first band, while virtually no-one is in the top two bands. This
means that there is very little variation in the earnings information across Want2Work
participants, and so little for the regression equation to ‘explain’. Coupled with the smaller
sample size, it would then be expected that very few statistically significant findings would
emerge. Table 2.5 shows that this is indeed the case. The statistically significant results that do
exist show that some qualifications (in particular NQF Levels 2 and 5) are associated with
significantly higher pay. Whilst it should not be surprising that the highest qualified individuals
earn the highest wage if they find work, it is slightly surprising that the next highest wages are
earned by those at NQF Level 2 (GCSEs or equivalent). However, the differences across levels
are not large and are not themselves statistically significant (with the exception of the unusual
negative NQF 4 coefficient, though this sub-degree category is held by very few individuals), so
probably not too much should be made of these results. Finally, men earn around £2,000-3,000
per annum more than women, those with respiratory illnesses earn around £2,000 per annum
more than those with no illness, whilst single parents and disabled people each earn about £1,000

per annum less, on average.

2.5 The Impact of Want2Work

2.5.1 Standard Regresson Models

53. The previous section considered the characteristics of Want2Work respondents that were
most associated with them moving into employment, or some form of learning or training. What
the previous analysis could not answer, however, is how successful the Want2Work scheme has
been. Has Want2Work been helpful in getting people out of non-work situations (predominantly
on Incapacity Benefit) and into a job, or would such people have found employment anyway,

regardless of their involvement in Want2Work? This section answers such questions.

54. The control group of people out of work in the QLFS is therefore introduced at this point.
The question asked is; ‘do Want2Work participants have a higher rate of moving into

employment than similar non-Want2Work individuals in the QLFS?” We have already seen, in
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Table 2.1a.), that a higher proportion of Want2Work participants than out-of-work individuals in
the QLFS moved into employment during the observation period. However, we have also seen,
in Table 2.2, that the characteristics of the Want2Work participants are quite different to those of
the QLFS respondents. It may be that the relative success of those involved in Want2Work is
more to do with those characteristics, rather than the Want2Work scheme per se. This is why the
word ‘similar’ was inserted in the previous question. If the success of the Want2Work
participants was still greater than that of a control group with the same characteristics, then this
would provide stronger evidence in support of Want2Work. Regression analysis allows us to
condition on, and so in effect ‘hold constant’, all characteristics included in the regression
equation, and so observe the pure treatment effect of involvement in Want2Work on

employment, independent of the influence of those characteristics.

55. The first column of results in Table 2.6 reveals the results of a probit equation on whether
individuals obtained a job or not, on the pooled Want2Work-QLFS sample. As before, the
employment variable is defined as ever moving into a job in the observation period, regardless of
the type of job or its duration. The key result is the coefficient on the variable identifying
individuals in the Want2Work treatment group. This coefficient is positive and statistically
significant, and suggests that, controlling for all of the other characteristics in the estimated
equation, individuals who enrolled in the Want2Work scheme are 11.3 percentage points more
likely to have moved into employment, compared to the control group of initially out-of-work
individuals in the QLFS. Given the quite small transition rate into employment across the
pooled sample (around 23%), the 11.3 percentage point difference is not only statistically
significant, but is also a large effect, and is economically significant. Also, recall from the
discussion of the raw data above in Table 2.1a.), that the raw difference in employment-
transition rates between the Want2Work and QLFS samples was 11.1 percentage points. Given
that the multivariate results suggest a very slightly wider difference in re-employability once
other characteristics are controlled for, this suggests that individuals in the Want2Work sample
have characteristics that, on average, are very slightly worse for their chances of finding a job,
relative to the control group of QLFS respondents. The discussion of sample means in Table 2.2
above suggested that the key adverse characteristic amongst the Want2Work participants was

that they were less likely to hold qualifications than the QLFS respondents.

56. Briefly considering the other coefficients in the first column of Table 2.6, with the
significantly increased sample size afforded by the inclusion of the QLFS control group, many

more coefficients are now statistically significant, compared to the employment probit equation
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in Table 2.4 for the Want2Work participants only. Most of these effects are as would be
expected. Thus the chance of moving back into employment declines with age, but only after the
age of 50, there being little variation in the re-employment probabilities amongst the various
groups aged under 50. With respect to education, the estimation of these coefficients benefits
first from the increased sample size, but also from the much greater variation in qualification
attainment, relative to the Want2Work only sample. In the pooled sample, we therefore observe
the probability of moving into work increasing uniformly with the highest level of qualification
achieved. Men are 2.1 percentage points more likely to find a job than women, whilst whites are
2.7 percentage points more likely to find a job than non-whites. A number of illnesses or
disabilities are shown to be associated with a significantly lower likelihood of moving into
employment, namely cardiovascular illness, learning difficulties or sight/hearing problems, and
‘other’ illnesses. The chances of finding a job decline monotonically with time spent out of
work. Even those who have never worked are more likely to find a job than those who have
experienced more than twenty years since their last job. A higher local unemployment rate also
significantly reduces the chances of moving into work. Finally, those individuals on IB or
income support benefits are less likely to move into work than those not in receipt of benefits,
which is to be expected given benefits will raise individuals’ reservation wages'’. The only
result that is perhaps surprising in the employment equation is that single parents are 6.2
percentage points more likely than non single parents to have moved into employment in this
sample, an effect that is statistically significant. Perhaps this is due to a need for increased

income amongst lone parents, or government initiatives targeting this group.

57. There is one key difference between Want2Work participants and QLFS respondents that is
not accounted for in the first column of Table 2.6, which is that only some of the latter group
actually want a job and are looking for one, whereas all in the former group presumably are,
given that they have registered for Want2Work. Column 2 therefore introduces a dummy
variable indicating individuals who are looking for work, which therefore takes the value of 1 for
all Want2Work participants. It can be seen that this has a large effect on the estimated
Want2Work coefficient, reducing it substantially. Thus, when Want2Work participants are
compared to QLFS respondents who are seeking work and have other similar characteristics,
they are 3.2 percentage points more likely to move into job. This effect is still statistically

significant.

"7 A reservation wage is the minimum wage that an individual will accept to persuade them to accept a job.

23



58. Most of the other coefficients in column 2 are similar to their counterparts in column 1,
suggesting that most of the observed differences between groups in finding a job are not due to
differences in job secking behaviour. An exception to this is the male coefficient, which
becomes tiny and statistically insignificant, suggesting that when men are compared to women

who are actually looking for work, the difference in their re-employment likelihoods is minimal.

59. Table 2.7 analyses the determinants of annual earnings for those who obtain a full-time job in
the pooled sample, again using the two methods for dealing with the grouped nature of the wage
information. The coefficient on the Want2Work variable is negative in both models, suggesting
that Want2Work participants who obtain a job earn £900-£1,700 per annum less on average in
that job than similar respondents in the QLFS. One possible reason for this finding is that, given
that they receive a Return To Work Credit Payment, Want2Work participants are more willing to

accept a lower wage from an employer, given it will be topped up by the credit.

60. As before with the Want2Work sample on its own, few of the other coefficients in the
estimated wage equations are statistically significant, due to the small sample size and the lack of
variation in the wage data across the sample. The statistically significant effects that do emerge
suggest that earnings rise with qualifications, with those qualified to NQF Level 5 earning
around £4,000 more per annum on average after moving out of unemployment, relative to those
with no qualifications. Males in this pooled sample earn £3,000-£4,500 more than women on
average, holding other things constant, whilst there is also evidence that young people, single
parents and those who had been out of work for a long time all accept lower wages if they move

into work.

2.5.2 Propensity Score Matching Results

61. We move now onto the results of the propensity score matching (PSM) analysis of the impact
of Want2Work, which has certain benefits over the standard regression-based analyses of the
previous sub-section, as discussed in Section 2.2 above. Propensity score matching techniques
do not report estimated effects for the control variables, which is why the probit equations
showing these effects were reported above. From this point onwards, therefore, only the effect
of Want2Work will be reported. For each specification, the results from two propensity score
analyses will be presented, using one-to-one (nearest neighbour) and kernel matching
respectively. As intuition and previous results both suggest that the group of QLFS respondents

who want a job and are looking for a job are the most similar to the Want2Work participants, and
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so form the most appropriate control group, the QLFS respondents are restricted to the group of

job-seekers only, in all results in this section from this point on.

62. The first panel in Table 2.8 considers the full combined Want2Work and job-seeking QLFS
sample. The first row of results concerns movement into any employment at any point,
regardless of type of job and duration. The results show that those who participated in
Want2Work are 5.3-8.3 percentage points more likely to move into employment than similar
job-seekers in the QLFS control group. The main result of the analysis is therefore robust to
whether probit or PSM analysis is used. The key finding of the report, that involvement in
Want2Work has a large impact on the likelihood of moving into employment, therefore remains.

This effect is both statistically and economically significant.

63. So far in the analysis of employment effects, any job that individuals find has been
considered, regardless of its quality. One possibility to explain their higher rate of moving into
work is that Want2Work participants might be accepting jobs of lower quality. Two indicators
of job quality that are available to us in both the Want2Work database and the QLFS, other than
wages which are considered later, are whether or not the job acquired is full-time'®, and whether
or not the job acquired is permanent, or temporary and time-limited in some way. The second
and third rows of results consider these two possibilities in turn. The results show a larger
Want2Work effect on the probability of obtaining a permanent job than obtaining any job, with
Want2Work participants being 10-11 percentage points more likely to acquire a permanent job
than QLFS job-seekers. There is therefore no evidence that Want2Work is placing participants
into casual jobs, in order to increase re-employment rates. When the analysis focuses on full-
time jobs only, the results are slightly smaller than for ‘any jobs’, with Want2Work participants
being 6-7 percentage points more likely to move into full-time work than job-seekers in the

QLFS (compared to effects in the range 5-8 percentage points for any jobs).

64. One caveat still remains with the results presented in the first panel of Table 2.8, however,
which could have loaded the results in favour of Want2Work. Individuals respond to the QLFS
for five successive quarters, meaning that respondents in the QLFS control group are observed
for a maximum of 15 months. Want2Work participants, however, are observed joining the
scheme any time between the beginning of 2005 and the end of 2007, and so could be observed
for a lot longer than 15 months, thus giving them more time to be observed finding a job, relative

to the QLFS out-of-work respondents. It could be this additional time available to them that is

'® A full-time job is defined as one that involves 30 hours or more per week.
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driving the positive impact of Want2Work on the likelihood of finding a job. To allow for this,
we created a new dependent variable that took the value of 1 if the Want2Work participant
obtained a job within a maximum of 15 months of joining the scheme, to make the comparison
with the control group more equal. Thus, anyone we obtained a job through Want2Work, but
took longer than 15 months to do so was regarded as being unsuccessful, on the basis of this new
variable. In actual fact, this meant that the analysis was now loaded against the Want2Work
participants, who if they joined the scheme in 2007 (which is 45% of the Want2Work sample)
were observed for fewer than 12 months, whereas the individuals in the QLFS control group are
observed for a minimum of 12 months, and so had longer to find a job than these late-comers to
Want2Work. Any positive results that emerge for Want2Work in such circumstances can

therefore be taken to be particularly strong results.

65. The second panel in Table 2.8 shows the results of this analysis. In actual fact, the results are
not too dissimilar to those in the first panel. This is because, of the 1,917 respondents who
obtained a job through Want2Work, all but 69 did so within 15 months anyway. Considering the
‘any job’ results in the first row, the estimated marginal effects are each 1 percentage point lower
than the equivalent marginal effects for the uncensored sample in the first panel. Thus,
Want2Work participants are 4-7 percentage points more likely to obtain a job within 15 months
than similar job-seekers in the QLFS. This estimate is the most conservative estimate produced
in the report, taking account of as many differences between treatment and control groups as

possible, and so is our preferred result, highlighted in bold.

66. Limiting the Want2Work participants to 15 months to find a job does have a larger impact on
the marginal effects for finding a permanent or full-time job, relative to the uncensored results in
the first panel, with falls of 3-4 percentage points in the marginal effects between panels.
Perhaps Want2Work is more successful in moving individuals into permanent and/or full-time
jobs when more time is available to work with the individuals. However, the permanent and
full-time effects in the second panel are still positive and statistically significant, suggesting that
Want2Work participants are still more likely to move into a permanent or full-time job than

similar job-seekers in the QLFS, even when given a maximum of 15 months to do so.

67. The analyses in the third and fourth panels of Table 2.8 repeat the analyses of the first two
panels, but restrict the sample to those on Incapacity Benefits only. The original target group of
the Want2Work scheme was those individuals in receipt of 1B, and an important aspect of the

scheme is the availability of health care professionals to provide advice and support to help IB-
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recipients overcome their difficulties and find suitable work. It might be expected, therefore,
that if Want2Work is successful in helping people into employment, it will be most successful
for this specifically-targeted group. The results in the lower 2 panels confirm that this is indeed
the case, with all estimated marginal effects being substantially larger than their equivalents in
the upper two panels. Thus, the first row in the third panel shows that Want2Work participants
who are in receipt of Incapacity Benefits are 14-15 percentage points more likely to move into
employment than job-seeking IB-recipients with similar characteristics in the control group.
Therefore, Want2Work is particularly effective in helping its target group of IB-recipients back
into work. When only movements into jobs within 15 months of registering for Want2Work are
considered, for compatibility reasons with the QLFS, Want2Work participants originally in
receipt of IB are still 13 percentage points more likely to find a job than their equivalents in the
QLFS (panel 4, row 1). The impacts of Want2Work on finding permanent and full-time jobs are

similarly larger for IB recipients only than for the full out-of-work population.

68. In summary, the employment effects of Want2Work seem to be particularly strong and
robust. No matter what estimation method is used, how the control group is defined, or which
types of job are considered, the Want2Work effect turns out to be positive and statistically
significant. The evidence does therefore seem generally supportive of the idea that Want2 Work
has helped people back into employment, with the caveat that the possibility remains that there
are unobserved characteristics of individuals who voluntarily sign up for Want2Work that we
could not control for and that could make them more likely to find work than the average person

out of work in the control group.

69. Full-time/part-time and permanent/temporary status of jobs are two indicators of their
quality, but another to be considered is the earnings received by placed workers. The next piece
of investigation is therefore a propensity score matching analysis of the earnings received by
Want2Work participants who find a job relative to similar QLFS respondents. The results are
reported in Table 2.9 for the usual two methods of matching that have been adopted here.”” As
has been found earlier in the report, however, the results of any analysis of earnings produces
weak results, because of smaller sample sizes, and little variation in the earnings data across
individuals due to their grouped nature. Three of the four estimates in Table 2.9 are negative,
suggesting Want2Work participants who find work earn less than similar individuals in the

control group who find work, but none of these estimated effects even approach achieving

19 Only the ‘mid-point’ method of allowing for banded earnings is consistent with PSM, and so only these results are
reported in Table 2.9.
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statistical significance. It would therefore seem that there is little difference in annual earnings

achieved by the Want2Work and control group participants who find work.

2.5.3 Duration of Jobs

70. All of the analysis presented so far has simply considered whether individuals move into a
job or not. No attention has been given to how long they remain in that job. A potential worry is
that Want2Work successfully moves its participants into a job, but they do not stay in work very
long, and soon end up back in receipt of benefits. This sub-section considers such issues, with

the limited information that is available.

71. The Want2Work database contains information on every individual who has participated in
Want2Work. The date that they joined the programme is recorded, as is the date that any job
started, and the date that they left the programme. In the case of most individuals who obtained
a job, the recorded date that they left the programme is after the date that they obtained a job,
because they remain classified as ‘on-programme’ whilst they are in receipt of the Return to
Work Credit, which can be paid for up to one year. We therefore have information on duration
in work, as long as individuals remain part of the programme. Finally, at the point that an
individual leaves the programme, for whatever reason including that they are still in work but no
longer in receipt of the Return to Work Credit, then their final outcome in terms of labour market

status is recorded in the database.

72. In this section we consider all those individuals in the Want2Work database who had
obtained a job by the end of 2006, thus allowing them to be observed for up to another 12
months, when the database ended in December 2007. This was 870 individuals. Table 2.10
tabulates their recorded final outcome. As can be seen, the majority (65 percent) are in some
form of employment, with virtually all of these in full-time work, rather than part-time work or
self-employment. However, it must be pointed out that significant numbers of this group left the
Want2Work project soon after finding a job, and so their ‘final outcome’ was determined very
soon after they found work. Indeed of the 547 individuals whose final outcome is recorded as a
full-time job, 112 (20 percent) left the Want2Work project as soon as they found a job, and so
their final outcome was automatically a job. In such cases, we clearly cannot therefore say
anything about the duration of the jobs that they found. In addition, there is a lot of missing
information, such that for 30 percent of the participants who found work by the end of 2006,

their final outcome by the end of 2007 is either not known or not recorded in the database.

28



73. Of the 870 individuals who obtained a job through Want2Work before the end of 2006, if we
omit all individuals for whom the final outcome is not known and not recorded, and also omit all
individuals who left the programme fewer than 9 months after obtaining a job, then we are left
with 416 individuals for whom final outcome is known, and who remained observed by
Want2Work for at least 9 months after finding a job. Of these, 387 (93 percent) where in some
form of employment (almost all in full-time employment). Thus, the apparent success of
Want2Work in getting people into jobs that last is observed, although there is clearly a worry
that we have a 9-month-plus final outcome recorded for only 48% (416/870) of the sample who
obtained jobs before the end of 2006. This apparent success could easily be reversed, if we had
full information on those individuals who immediately left the programme once they found a job,

or for whom a final outcome was not recorded.

74. Whilst acknowledging the problems with the job duration and final outcome data, one natural
question is to ask how this 93 percent rate of remaining in work for Want2Work participants
compares to the general population of originally inactive job-seekers. The QLFS data can again
help us to answer this question. Recall that respondents to the survey are interviewed five times
in five successive quarters. By construction, the control group we created was all those who
were not in employment when first surveyed by the QLFS. Some will however have moved into
employment by the time of their second interview, and it is these people who form our control
group for the job duration analysis. Given that they are surveyed a further three times, this
means that we observe them for a minimum of a further nine months, and we can thercfore
observe whether they remain in employment throughout this period.”” We do not consider
anyone who first reported moving into work in their third or subsequent interview, because there
would not be a suitably long following period in which to observe whether they remain in work.
A similar period is therefore used for both treatment and control groups, to observe whether
individuals remain classified as employed. The measures differ in that the Want2Work
participants are observed continuously, whilst the QLFS respondents are only observed at three
month intervals. Potentially, the latter group could have been out of employment, and
subsequently found a new job, between the points at which they are observed. The observed
duration of employment for this group is therefore an upper bound for their true duration, which
means that the Want2Work effect on job duration may be biased downwards, if true duration for

control group members is shorter than observed in the QLFS.

%0 This is the reason that a nine month gap between finding a job and leaving the project was required for the
Want2Work participants when observing whether they stay in employment, to ensure comparability between the
Want2Work sample and the QLFS control group.
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75. In the QLFS sample of out-of work respondents in their first interview, across all our five
cohorts, 684 individuals have moved into work by the time of their second interview. Of these,
506 (74 percent) remain in a job for the succeeding three quarters that they are interviewed. This
is clearly less than the 93 percent of Want2Work respondents who remain in work for at least

nine months, and this difference is strongly statistically significant.

76. Table 2.11 reports the results of a probit analysis, investigating the probability of remaining
in work for at least nine months, estimated for the combined Want2Work — QLFS sample.
Given the raw data above, a positive Want2Work effect would be expected, and this is indeed
observed. The estimated effect of Want2Work participants being 25 percentage points more
likely to remain in employment is greater than the 19 percentage point difference in the raw data,
suggesting that on average Want2Work participants had characteristics unfavourable to
continuing employment. The estimated effects for these other characteristics are mostly
statistically insignificant, which could be caused by the small sample size. A few statistically
significant relationships emerge, such as middle-aged individuals are more likely to have a long
duration job than both young and old individuals. Individuals with no qualifications are the least
likely to still be in work nine months or more after finding a job. Finally, the likelihood of
remaining in work is higher in districts with a higher unemployment rate. Presumably this is due
to the greater fear of not finding another job persuading individuals to stay in the job they have,

in higher unemployment areas.

77. We also ran a version of the probit equation in Table 2.11 for the Want2Work sample only,
which allowed us to investigate for whom Want2Work worked best in terms of getting into long-
lasting jobs. Unfortunately, due to the very small sample size, almost all estimated coefficients
were statistically insignificant, the exceptions being a negative effect for males, and a positive
effect of living in higher unemployment districts. Amongst the statistically insignificant results
was a new variable that we introduced to indicate Want2Work participants in receipt of the
Return to Work Credit. Such individuals were apparently no more likely to remain in their jobs

than those who were not receiving this credit.

78. A second method of investigating job duration available to us is to use the data in the second
postal survey. The sample for this survey was all individuals identified in the original
Want2Work database as being in employment at the end of 2006. This was 804 people. The
survey took place in February 2008, and asked whether the respondents were still in work, and if

so whether the job was the same one that they had acquired through Want2Work. The response
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rate to the survey was 16% (131/804). Given such a low response rate, it is important to check
how representative the respondents were of all people who found jobs through Want2Work by
the end of 2006. The respondents were on average older than the full surveyed sample (an
average age of 41 compared to 35), better educated (45% having no qualifications, compared to
51%), less likely to be from an ethnic minority (6% compared to 12%), and less likely to have
never worked or to have been out of work for a long time. Although the differences are not
large, it has to be acknowledged that they are all working in favour of the respondents, and so the
likelihood of staying in a job amongst the survey respondents may not be representative of this

probability amongst all Want2Work participants who find a job.

79. Of the second survey respondents, 67% had worked in the previous week, with another 5%
typically working but having been away that week. Consistent with the above results, there is
therefore substantial persistence in the Want2Work employment effect, even after the Return to
Work Credit has ended. Recalling that the respondents were surveyed in February 2008, and had
been in work at the end of 2006, it will be a minimum of 13 months (and for most significantly
longer) since they obtained their Want2Work jobs. Of course, this does not mean that they are in
the same job, and may have been in a succession of temporary jobs. However, answers to a
further question revealed that, of those with a job in February 2008, 73% were working in the
same job that they obtained through Want2Work. Thus, although there is a question mark about
the representativeness of the data, such a large figure suggests that Want2Work is successful in

getting workers into long-term, permanent jobs.

80. A probit equation was estimated, to determine whether remaining in a job was related to any
of the characteristics of the survey respondents. The results are displayed in Table 2.12. Given
the small sample nature of the exercise (131 observations) the importance of the results should
not be over-emphasised. They show that older individuals are more likely to have remained in
work (contrary to the results using the Want2Work database and the QLFS above). There are
strong education effects, such that those respondents with no qualifications are less likely to have
remained in employment. The results on the Return to Work Credit receipt variable suggest that
this benefit is positively related to remaining in employment, although the coefficient just fails to

attain statistical significance at the 10% level.

81. Finally in this section, other questions on the second survey revealed the following
information about the jobs being held at the time of the survey. Of those in work, 15% were self

employed, with the largest employers (by sector) being retail, healthcare, and the public sector
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(12% each). 56% of those working earned less than £10,000 a year, with only 3% earning above
£20,000 per year. 8% of working respondents typically did so for fewer than 15 hours a week,
with 36% working between 15-29 hours, 49% working between 30-44 hours, and 8% working

45 hours or more. 54% of individuals had received training through their current job.

2.6 Summary and Conclusion

82. This section has evaluated the success of the Want2Work programme in Wales, focussing on
the likelihood of participants moving into employment following their involvement in the
programme. The evaluation was performed by comparing the outcomes for Want2Work
participants to those of ‘similar’ people in terms of their observable characteristics, with a long
list of such control variables available to us. The evidence produced is convincing, and
supportive of Want2Work. Using a range of estimation methods, different sub-samples, and
different types of job, the Want2Work participants consistently come out as being more likely to
move into employment, compared to individuals in the control group. The size of the effect
varies according to the specification being considered, but is always statistically significant. Our
preferred specification is the most conservative one; allowing Want2Work participants a
maximum of 15 months to find a job (as this is the longest that we can observe individuals in the
control group), and comparing them to out-of-work QLFS respondents who say that they
actually want a job, the Want2Work participants are 4-7 percentage points more likely to move
into employment. Given that only around 1 in 5 people across the two datasets obtained a job (or
1 in 3 people actually looking for work obtained a job), this Want2Work effect is sizeable, and
suggests a favourable role for Want2Work. Further evidence suggests that Want2Work is
particularly successful in terms of employment for individuals initially in receipt of Incapacity
Benefit. In terms of the type of job accepted, the Want2Work effect is slightly weaker for
obtaining full-time work than for obtaining any job in the case of former Incapacity Benefit
claimants. Even in this case, however, the Want2Work effect compared to the control group is
strongly positive. In terms of earnings, there is some evidence that Want2Work participants
accept lower wage jobs than members of the control group, though this difference is not
statistically significant. Finally, although the quality of the data tracking individuals over time is
not high, with many individuals having missing data in the database or not responding to follow-
up postal questionnaires, the information that is available suggests that a large majority of
Want2Work participants who find work move into stable jobs that last for a significant period.
Their likelihood of finding a long-lasting job appears significantly higher than that of individuals

in the control group.

32



83. The Want2Work effect can be compared to other Active Labour Market Policies recently
used in the UK. The most similar is Pathways to Work, described above in the introduction
(paragraph 5). Pathways has been evaluated, for example by Adam et al. (2006), who collected
data via a telephone survey from individuals who made an enquiry about IB in either pilot or
selected non-pilot areas, in both cases both before and after the introduction of Pathways. They
could therefore derive a difference-in-difference estimator, comparing the difference in the re-
employment rates between pilot and non-pilot areas after the introduction of Pathways, to the
same difference between areas before the introduction of Pathways. By observing the inter-area
difference before the programme was introduced, then any unobserved differences between the
regions can be controlled for. Their results showed that, amongst those beginning a claim for IB,
Pathways increased the percentage in employment 10’ months later by an estimated 9.4

percentage points, from a base of just 22.5 percent.

84. This work was extended by Bewley et al. (2007), who considered a longer time period of
eighteen months after the initial enquiry into receiving IB. Using a similar methodology to
Adam et al. (2006) of surveys in pilot and non-pilot areas before and after programme
introduction to derive a difference-in-difference estimator, Bewley et al. (2007) found that
Pathways increased the probability of an initial IB claimant being in work eighteen months later
by 7.4 percentage points, from a base of 29.7 percent in the absence of the policy. This effect
and base re-employment rate are almost identical to the ones estimated above for Want2 Work in
our preferred specification. One difference, however, is that Want2Work is for all individuals
regardless of the duration of current joblessness, whereas these results for Pathways are for new
claimants only, who we know from the results presented above are more likely to find a job.
However, a further report by Bewley et al. (2008) also considered the impact of Pathways on
existing 1B claimants. Their core result showed that if an existing claimant had a Work-
Focussed Interview this reduced the probability of still being out of work by 3.5 percentage
points eighteen months later, from 97.2 percent to 93.7 percent. Thus, the impact of Pathways

for existing IB claimants is smaller than the impact of Want2Work estimated for all claimants.

85. A second active labour market scheme that has attracted a lot of attention is the New Deal,
and in particular the New Deal for Young People (NDYP). This scheme was piloted in selected
areas of the UK in January 1998 and rolled-out nationally in April 1998. NDYP is a compulsory
scheme for young people aged 18-24 who have been out of work for 6 months. The scheme
involves an initial ‘Gateway’ period of around 4 months, where job search help is provided by an

advisor. If the participant fails to obtain a job in this period, they can spend up to one year in one
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of four options; a period of education and training, a subsidised job, a job in the voluntary sector
or work with an environmental task force. If a permanent job is still not obtained after

participating in an option, a further ‘follow through’ period with an adviser is undertaken.

86. Again, a number of evaluations of NDYP have been undertaken. Blundell et al. (2004)
conducted a difference-in-difference analysis, where the control group consisted of individuals
with similar observed characteristics and living in the same area, but aged just over 24 and so not
eligible for NDYP. They only studied the impact of the initial four month Gateway period, and
found that participating in the Gateway increased male individuals’ prospects of having moved
into employment four months later by 5 percentage points, against a base of 26 percent. De
Giorgi (2005) added to these results by considering the probability of re-employment 18 months
after beginning an unemployment spell, and so considered the impact of the period spent on an
option, as well as the Gateway period considered by Blundell et al. (2004). He adopts a similar
procedure to the latter paper, using a difference-in-difference approach with those individuals
aged just over 24 and so not eligible for NDYP as the control group. His results show NDYP
participation increased the male re-employment probability after eighteen months by 4.6
percentage points. The results of both of these studies for NDYP are therefore very similar to
the estimated impact of Want2Work, falling towards the lower end of the estimated range of the
Want2Work impact in our preferred specification (4-7 percentage points). It can therefore be
concluded that Want2Work has been at least as effective in its labour market outcomes as other

UK Active Labour Market Policies, and probably slightly more effective.
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Table2.1: Labour Market Outcomesfor the Treatment and Control Group

Section 2 Tables

a) Employment I ncidence (per cent)

Percentagethat gotajob N

Want2 Work
- IB only
- other benefits
- no benefits

QLFS
- IB only
- other benefits
- no benefits

QLFS seeking work
- IB only
- other benefits
- no benefits
DWP (all)
DWP (IB only)

DWP (Torfaen only)

29.8%
29.0%
25.1%
37.8%

18.7%
4.4%

21.9%
26.6%

31.9%
8.3%

31.1%
43.8%
13.8%
19.6%

15.0%

6424
3836
1367
1221

8994
3027
1495
4611

3427
882

909

1689
2,231,841
697,470

5017

b) Annuals Earnings (percent in each pay band)

Gross Annual Pay Want2Work QLFS
Participants
<£10000 54.7%* [0.011] 61.8% [0.017]

£10000-14999
£15000-19999
£20000-29999
£30000+

35.4%* [0.011]
7.7% [0.006]
1.7%* [0.003]
0.5%* [0.002]

16.7% [0.013]
8.4% [0.010]
7.3% [0.009]
58% [0.008]

Na

1901

838

Note: Standard erros in square brackets.

* denotes different from the QLFS at the 5% level.
a In full time employment with earnings reported.

QLFS is the GB Quarterly Labour Force Survey
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Table 2.2 Sample Meansfor the Want2Work participantsand the QLFS

Want2Wor k QLFS QLFS—seeking work
Participants (contrd group) only
(treated) (contral group)

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
Age 16-19 0.077 0.267 0.0527%** 0.223 0.081 0.272
Age 20-24 0.149 0.357 0.069%** 0.253 0.088%** 0.284
Age 25-29 0.145 0.352 0.075%** 0.264 0.088%** 0.284
Age 30-34 0.124 0.329 0.101%** 0.301 0.110%* 0.312
Age 35-39 0.137 0.344 0.121%** 0.327 0.125% 0.331
Age 40-44 0.130 0.336 0.114%%* 0.318 0.126 0.332
Age 45-49 0.102 0.303 0.105 0.306 0.105 0.307
Age 50-54 0.073 0.261 0.118%** 0.323 0.109%** 0.312
Age 55-59 0.052 0.222 0.175%** 0.380 0.115%** 0.319
Age 60 plus 0.010 0.100 0.070%** 0.254 0.052%** 0.222
Highest Qualification: NQFS5 0.041 0.197 0.090%** 0.285 0.104%** 0.305
Highest Qualification: NQF4 0.020 0.138 0.053%** 0.224 0.050%** 0.219
Highest Qualification: NQF3 0.093 0.290 0.160%** 0.367 0.177%** 0.381
Highest Qualification: NQF2 0.196 0.397 0.224 %% 0.417 0.244%** 0.429
Highest Qualification: NQF1 0.154 0.361 0.137%** 0.344 0.155 0.362
No Qualifications 0.497 0.500 0.337%%* 0.473 0.270%** 0.444
Male 0.495 0.500 0.361%** 0.480 0.453%** 0.498
Illness: Cardio 0.025 0.157 0.117%** 0.321 0.107%** 0.309
Illness: Learning 0.017 0.128 0.033%** 0.177 0.030%** 0.172
Illness: Mental Health 0.250 0.433 0.085%** 0.279 0.074%** 0.261
Illness: musculoskeletal 0.192 0.394 0.198 0.398 0.185 0.388
Illness: Other 0.126 0.332 0.105%** 0.307 0.095%** 0.293
Illness: Respiratory 0.019 0.135 0.051 0.220 0.056%** 0.230
1liness: None 0.371 0.483 0.4117%** 0.492 0.453%** 0.498
Single Parent 0.211 0.408 0.159%** 0.366 0.196%* 0.397
Non-white 0.100 0.299 0.120%** 0.325 0.112 0.316
Never worked 0.053 0.225 0.156%** 0.362 0.125%%* 0.331
Last worked 0-6 months ago 0.209 0.406 0.103%** 0.305 0.193%** 0.395
Last worked 6-12 months ago 0.108 0.311 0.059%** 0.236 0.088*** 0.284
Last worked 12-24 months ago 0.118 0.323 0.085%** 0.280 0.113 0.317
Last worked 2-5 years ago 0.257 0.437 0.168%** 0.374 0.159%** 0.366
Last worked 6-10 years ago 0.147 0.355 0.1927%** 0.394 0.162%%* 0.368
Last worked 11-15 years ago 0.071 0.257 0.111%** 0.314 0.090%** 0.286
Last worked 16-20 years ago 0.018 0.132 0.056%** 0.231 0.037%** 0.189
Last worked more than 20 years ago  0.018 0.132 0.068%** 0.252 0.032%** 0.177
Regional unemployment rate 0.059 0.021 0.049%**%* 0.026 0.050%*%* 0.026
Incapacity benefit in first period 0.598 0.490 0.342%%% 0.475 0.262%%* 0.440
Income Support in first period 0.192 0.393 0.095*** 0.293 0.108*** 0.311
Claiming other benefit in first period 0.019 0.138 0.078%** 0.268 0.163%** 0.370
No benefit in first period 0.190 0.393 0.502%*%* 0.500 0.483%%* 0.500
Has disability 0.505 0.500 - - - -
Welsh speaker 0.029 0.168 - - - -
Ex offenders 0.047 0.211 - - - -
Drug/drink mis-users 0.055 0.228 - - - -
Number of observations 6424 8994 3427

Note: QLFS is the GB Quarterly Labour Force Survey

Asterisks denote statistically different proportions from the treatment group where * is significant at 10%, ** is
significant at 5% and *** is significant at the 1% level.

Variables that form the excluded categories in the estimated relationships are shown in italics.
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Table 2.3 * Soft Outcomes’ of Want2Work Participants

Outcome

Percentage of Participants

In-work training

Voluntary work

Work-based learning for adults
Other training

Further Education

Basic skills training

Work Placement

Community group involvement

Work preparation

1.1%
3.3%
1.3%
12.8%
1.8%
0.8%
0.5%
0.5%
0.7%
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Table 2.4 Employment Probit (Marginal Effects) - Want2Work Participants Only

Employment Employment
Age 16-19 -0.055 -0.055
Age 20-24 0.042 0.040
Age 25-29 0.044 0.043
Age 30-34 0.048 0.049
Age 35-39 0.057 0.057
Age 40-44 0.057 0.055
Age 45-49 0.039 0.037
Age 50-54 0.043 0.046
Age 55-59 -0.006 -0.004
Highest Qualification: NQFS5 0.020 0.025
Highest Qualification: NQF4 0.045 0.043
Highest Qualification: NQF3 0.041** 0.041%*
Highest Qualification: NQF2 0.009 0.011
Highest Qualification: NQF1 0.015 0.015
Male -0.003 -0.006
Illness: Cardio -0.000 0.000
Illness: Learning/blind/deaf etc -0.073 -0.075
Illness: Mental Health -0.011 -0.010
Illness: musculoskeletal 0.025 0.023
Illness: Other etc -0.030 -0.029
Illness: Respiratory -0.080* -0.079%*
Single parent 0.035%* 0.033*
Non-white 0.061*** 0.060%**
Never worked 0.010 0.005
Last worked 6 months ago 0.248*** 0.240%**
Last worked 6-12 months ago 0.179%** 0.174%%*
Last worked 12-24 months ago 0.125%* 0.118**
Last worked 2-5 years ago 0.044 0.038
Last worked 6-10 years ago 0.025 0.018
Last worked 11-15 years ago -0.013 -0.018
Last worked 16-20 years ago -0.004 -0.009
Regional Unemployment rate -0.333 -0.375
Incapacity type benefit in first period -0.036 -0.034
Income support benefit in first period -0.082%*** -0.082%**
Other benefit in first period -0.101*** -0.105%**
Disability 0.014 0.013
Welsh Speaker 0.016 0.016
Ex-offenders -0.026 -0.029
Drug and Alcohol Mis-users: -0.056** -0.052%*
Voluntary work -0.029
Work-Based Learning for Adults 0.037
Other training 0.059%**
Further Education -0.125%**
Basic skills training -0.082
Work placement 0.135%
Community group -0.106
Work preparation -0.031
Observations 6424 6424

* significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%



Table 2.5 Earnings Equations for the Want2Work Participants
Dependent Variable = Actual Value of Annual Earnings

Interval Regression Mid Points
Age 16-19 -2,211.333* -1,777.456*
Age 20-24 -1,203.575 -1,151.024
Age 25-29 -955.622 -1,018.130
Age 30-34 -150.393 -237.975
Age 35-39 -409.165 -469.189
Age 40-44 -651.397 -797.468
Age 45-49 -496.170 -500.001
Age 50-54 -389.583 -553.362
Age 55-59 -29.641 -433.588
Highest Qualification: NQFS5 1,291.143%* 539.050
Highest Qualification: NQF4 -767.902 -542.760
Highest Qualification: NQF3 515.064 269.822
Highest Qualification: NQF2 712.082%* 520.275%*
Highest Qualification: NQF1 120.503 123.070
Male 2,940.563*** 1,964.971%***
Illness: Cardio 261.742 -40.441
Illness: Learning/blind/deaf etc -997.330 -724.302
Illness: Mental Health 445.118 119.178
Illness: musculoskeletal 959.726* 491.271
Illness: Other etc 413.877 153.869
Illness: Respiratory 2,285.463** 1,453.626*
Single parent -874.551** -504.356*
Non-white -106.527 -280.639
Never worked 1,064.473 173.021
Last worked 6 months ago 1,695.596 843.754
Last worked 6-12 months ago 1,190.806 511.677
Last worked 12-24 months ago 1,280.057 537.879
Last worked 2-5 years ago 530.857 101.825
Last worked 6-10 years ago 393.968 -89.119
Last worked 11-15 years ago -1,729.413 -1,042.031
Last worked 16-20 years ago -1,505.193 -742.749
Regional Unemployment rate -2,202.207 -3,252.282
Incapacity type benefit in first period 97.815 171.430
Income support benefit in first period ~ -219.087 -137.851
Other benefit in first period 225.608 -194.788
Disability -947.643%** -671.566**
Welsh Speaker -101.536 -245.796
Ex-offenders 949.470 734.054
Drug and Alcohol Mis-users: -277.254 -476.242
Permanent job -143.196 35.200
Constant 7,681.517%** 11,309.431***
Observations 1884 1884
R-squared 0.12

* significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%



Table 2.6 Employment Praobit (Marginal Effects) for the Combined Sample

Not controlling for whether the
QLFS control group are seeking

Including a control for whether the

QLFS control group are seeking

work work

Want2Work participants 0.113%%* 0.0327%%**
Age 16-19 0.213%*** 0.174%%*
Age 20-24 0.224%** 0.200%***
Age 25-29 0.199%** 0.177%**
Age 30-34 0.218*** 0.192%**
Age 35-39 0.220%** 0.198***
Age 40-44 0.242%** 0.214%**
Age 45-49 0.218*** 0.196%***
Age 50-54 0.185%** 0.164%**
Age 55-59 0.104%*** 0.101%***
Highest Qualification: NQFS5 0.138%** 0.129%%*
Highest Qualification: NQF4 0.071%** 0.069***
Highest Qualification: NQF3 0.063%** 0.058***
Highest Qualification: NQF2 0.048%** 0.045%**
Highest Qualification: NQF1 0.031%** 0.025%*
Male 0.021*** 0.006
Illness: Cardio -0.047%** -0.051***
Illness: Learning/blind/deaf etc -0.064%** -0.068***
Illness: Mental Health -0.022%* -0.026**
Illness: musculoskeletal -0.009 -0.014
Illness: Other etc -0.045%*** -0.047%**
Illness: Respiratory -0.034* -0.039%*
Single parent 0.062%** 0.050%**
Non-white -0.027** -0.026**
Never worked 0.098%** 0.091%**
Last worked 6 months ago 0.361%** 0.309%**
Last worked 6-12 months ago 0.267%%* 0.225%%**
Last worked 12-24 months ago 0.198%** 0.160%**
Last worked 2-5 years ago 0.107%** 0.0827%**
Last worked 6-10 years ago 0.051** 0.032
Last worked 11-15 years ago 0.023 0.005
Last worked 16-20 years ago -0.008 -0.016
Regional Unemployment rate -0.395%** -0.456%**
Incapacity type benefit in first period  -0.088*** -0.086%**
Income support benefit in first period -0.114%** -0.117%**
Other benefit in first period 0.035%* -0.015
Seeking work 0.150%**
Observations 13921 13921

* significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 2.7 Earnings Equations for the Combined Sample
Dependent Variable = Actual Value of Annual Earnings

Interval Regression

Mid Points

Want2work participants

Age 16-19

Age 20-24

Age 25-29

Age 30-34

Age 35-39

Age 40-44

Age 45-49

Age 50-54

Age 55-59

Highest Qualification: NQFS5
Highest Qualification: NQF4
Highest Qualification: NQF3
Highest Qualification: NQF2
Highest Qualification: NQF1
Male

Illness: Cardio

Illness: Learning/blind/deaf etc
Illness: Mental Health

Illness: musculoskeletal
Illness: Other etc

Illness: Respiratory

Single parent

Non-white

Never worked

Last worked 6 months ago
Last worked 6-12 months ago
Last worked 12-24 months ago
Last worked 2-5 years ago
Last worked 6-10 years ago
Last worked 11-15 years ago
Last worked 16-20 years ago
Regional Unemployment rate
Incapacity type benefit in first period
Income support benefit in first period
Other benefit in first period
Permanent job

Constant

Observations

R-squared

-930.224**
-4,009.636%**
-2,332.384*
-1,911.769
-771.608
-630.580
-840.800
-898.462
-361.144
-641.927
4,153.613%%*
-542.332
1,542.258%**
792.532%*
258.892
4,544 851%%*
-1,053.857
-3,306.316**
-711.563
-303.207
-509.108
-235.330
-1,240.139%*
-183.942
3,266.700%**
4,021.302%**
3,173.472%*
3,313.851**
2,156.969
1,772.258
-942.574
676.618
-2,808.945
-57.642
-209.141
951.008
49.817
5,665.520%**
2363

-1,743.716%***
-2,968.906***
-2,007.948*
-1,755.128*
-588.576
-555.412
-742.729
-622.851
-444.389
-1,022.360
3,697.962%**
-520.810
897.610***
478.804*
118.326
3,015.310%***
-1,015.437
-2,578.020%***
-774.190%*
-597.834
-538.269
-873.071
-610.545%*
-442.814
1,226.821
2,084.489**
1,661.921*
1,509.262
974.490
637.291
-487.297
375.005
-3,057.547
-13.241
-34.978
883.918
303.063
11,853.656%***
2363
0.18

* significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%



Table 2.8 Propensity Scor e Estimates of the Want2Work
Participation Effect on the Probability of Moving into Work,
Compared toa Control Group of Job-Seekersin the QLFS

Full Sample
Propensity Score (one2one) Propensity Score (Kernel) N
Any job 0.053*** 0.083*** 9342
Permanent job 0.106%** 0.104%** 9249
Full-time job 0.070%** 0.083*** 9342
On Want2Work scheme < 15 months
Propensity Score (one2one)  Propensity Score (Kernel) N
Any job 0.043** 0.073*** 9342
Permanent job 0.067%** 0.062*** 9249
Full-time job 0.041*** 0.041*** 9342
I B recipientsonly
Propensity Score (one2one)  Propensity Score (Kernel) N
Any job 0.141%** 0.150%** 4686
Permanent job 0.157%** 0.159*** 4678
Full-time job 0.098%** 0.115%** 4686
I B recipients only and on Want2Work scheme < 15 months
Propensity Score (one2one)  Propensity Score (Kernel) N
Any job 0.125%%* 0.134%** 4686
Permanent job 0.144%** 0.146%*** 4678
Full-time job 0.089%** 0.106*** 4686

* significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 2.9 Propensity Scor e Estimates of the Want2Work Participation Effect on Earnings

Propensity ~ Propensity
Score Score N
(one2one) (Kernel)

Full Sample -1137.45 -649.51 2584

IB only 65.18 -1009.65 1135

* significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%

Table 2.10 Tabulation of Final Outcomes for Want2Work Participantswho found a Job
before the End of 2006

Final Outcome Frequency Percent
Full-time job 547 62.9%
Part-time job 11 1.3%
Self-employment 8 0.9%
Further Education 2 0.2%
Return to benefits 24 2.8%
Other 18 2.1%
Not known 16 1.8%
No recorded final outcome 244 28.1%
Total 870 100%
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Table2.11: Probit (Marginal Effects) Investigating the Probability of Remainingin Work,

Having Found a Job

Still in employment
want2work participants 0.254%**
Age 16-19 0.017
Age 20-24 0.020
Age 25-29 0.073
Age 30-34 0.107**
Age 35-39 0.128%**
Age 40-44 0.056
Age 45-49 0.102**
Age 50-54 0.105%*
Age 55-59 0.039
Highest Qualification: NQF5 0.048
Highest Qualification: NQF4 0.066
Highest Qualification: NQF3 0.033
Highest Qualification: NQF2 0.036
Highest Qualification: NQF1 0.074%*
Male -0.025
Illness: Cardio -0.024
Illness: Learning/blind/deaf etc -0.161
Illness: Mental Health -0.130*
Illness: musculoskeletal -0.091*
Illness: Other etc -0.063
Illness: Respiratory -0.066
Single parent 0.011
Non-white -0.018
Never worked 0.057
Last worked 6 months ago 0.084
Last worked 6-12 months ago 0.000
Last worked 12-24 months ago 0.018
Last worked 2-5 years ago -0.018
Last worked 6-10 years ago 0.044
Last worked 11-15 years ago -0.118
Last worked 16-20 years ago -0.075
Regional Unemployment rate 1.261%***
Incapacity type benefit in first period -0.025
Income support benefit in first period -0.055
Other benefit in first period -0.031
Observations 987

* significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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3. Health Outcomes and Other Resultsfrom the Postal Surveys

3.1 Introduction

87. This section of the Want2Work evaluation considers extra information on the health,
satisfaction and related outcomes of the Want2Work participants. Additional quantitative
information was provided by two self-completed postal surveys sent to Want2Work participants;
the first in May 2007 and the second in February 2008. The first survey was particularly focused
on respondents’ health, their satisfaction with various aspects of their life and also on their
opinions about Want2Work. The second survey asked follow-up questions on health, satisfaction
with life and recent labour market experience. Unfortunately very little baseline health
information was available in the Want2Work database, and this severely limits the causal
inferences that can be made concerning health impacts. We have focused on descriptive analyses
that might shed some light on potential causal relationships, while the qualitative work in the
subsequent section will also help with this inference. Thus, we consider changes in self-reported
health from the follow-up survey and relate these to labour market experience, but because of the
selected nature of the sample of respondents we cannot infer causality from labour market

experience to health change (for more detail see the methodology section below).

3.2 Survey and Data

88. Two postal questionnaires were designed to obtain information on health and labour market
outcomes for Want2Work clients. The questionnaires are reproduced in Appendix 1 and 2. The
first questionnaire was administered in May 2007; it consisted of a series of surrogate, attitudinal
outcomes provided by Want2Work, health questions based on the British Household Panel
Survey (BHPS) and the SF-6D health status measure (see below), followed by labour outcomes,

childcare questions, life satisfaction questions, and general belief questions based on the BHPS.

89. Following concerns over the length of the initial draft of this questionnaire a piloting sample
of 200 clients was identified across a range of Welsh regions. Sampling was conducted in
January-March 2007 to test the response rate to this longer form questionnaire against a shorter
questionnaire that removed all details on childcare and NHS contact. Removing those forms
returned to sender, the response rate to the long-form questionnaire was 22% (20/92), as against

19% (18/95) in the short-form questionnaire. Following piloting, the long form questionnaire
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was adopted with two sections modified (one simplified, one removed) in response to the higher

rates of missing data in certain questions observed in the full version of the questionnaire.

90. The main survey was delayed, due to elections, until May 2007, with the reminder sent out in
July. Respondents were entered into a draw for a total of £100 in Tesco vouchers (1x£50 and
2x£25). A total of 3265 individuals were surveyed in the main survey’'. The 200 clients

surveyed in the pilot were not re-sampled.

91. Following the reminder questionnaire, 540 valid responses were received, a response rate of
17% (540/3265) of the non-piloted Want2Work clients. (The response rate would be higher if
‘returned-to-sender’ questionnaires were removed from the 3265.) Whilst this rate is relatively
low, it is likely to be acceptable given the educational and socioeconomic profile of the

respondents.

92. The follow up survey was administered in February 2008 to those individuals identified as in
employment at the end of 2006 (according to the Want2Work database); it contained questions
on health, health change, overall life satisfaction and recent labour market and training
experience. A total of 804 clients were surveyed, and 131 responses were received giving a
response rate of 16% (a further 28 questionnaires were returned to sender). All the returned
cases were usable, with one exception - one individual’s data was complete but his stated
occupation (“superhero”) suggested that the data were unlikely to be reliable. In several other
cases the duration of employment in Want2Work -based jobs was requested, but individuals
appear to have provided the earliest instance of employment in their current job — up to 36 years

previously.

3.2.1 The British Household Panel Survey

93. Many of the questions in the Want2Work surveys were designed to match those of the
BHPS. The BHPS is a nationally representative longitudinal survey of individuals within private
households™. It includes a rich set of socio-economic variables and in particular contains good
information on the health status of respondents, including self assessed general health, specific

health problems, GP and hospital visits and whether or not the respondent considers themselves

2! The original Want2Work database (documenting the programme to the end of 2006) comprised of 3466 individuals
but this figure included one individual who was included twice within the database having left Want2Work in
employment but subsequently re-registered three months later. This leaves a usable database of 3465 individuals.

22 For full details see the BHPS website at http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/ulsc/bhps/
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to be disabled. In addition in 2004 (and 1999) the BHPS included the Short Form 36 Health
Survey, a detailed generic health status instrument (see below). The BHPS started in 1991 and 15
waves (to 2005) were available at the time of our analysis. The first wave achieved a sample of
some 5,500 households, covering approximately 10,300 adults from 250 areas of Great Britain.
Additional samples of 1,500 households in each of Scotland and Wales were added to the main
sample in 1999, and in 2001 a sample of 2,000 households was added in Northern Ireland.

3.2.2 The Short Form 36 Health Survey and the SF-6D

94. The Short Form 36 Health Survey (SF-36) is a standardised questionnaire used to assess
patient health across eight dimensions (Ware et al, 1993). It consists of items which present
respondents with choices about their perception of their health. The physical functioning
dimension, for example, has 10 items to which the patient can make one of three responses:
‘limited a lot’, ‘limited a little’ or ‘not limited at all’. These responses are coded 1, 2 and 3
respectively and the ten coded responses summed to produce a score from 10 to 30. These raw
dimension scores are transformed onto a 0 to 100 scale, which are not comparable across

dimensions.

95. There is extensive evidence of the ability of these scores to describe the health differences
between different patient groups and their ability to detect health changes in populations
following intervention (Garratt et al, 1993). However, the method of scoring the SF-36 is not
based on preferences. The simple scoring algorithm it uses assumes equal intervals between the
response choices (e.g. the change from ‘no limitation’ to ‘limited a little’ is regarded as the same
the change from ‘limited a little’ to ‘limited a lot’). Furthermore, it assumes the items are of
equal importance; for example, being limited in walking has the same importance as being
limited in climbing flights of stairs. The evidence has confirmed these concerns with the scoring.
Studies have found only low to moderate correlations between these type of measures and
preference-based measures (Revicki and Kaplan, 1993). The absence of preference data makes it
impossible to undertake any trade-offs between SF-36 dimensions, or between its dimensions

and survival and/or cost.

96. A research team at the University of Sheffield in collaboration with Dr. Ware at Boston has
estimated a preference-based single index measure of health from the SF-36 (Brazier, Roberts
and Deverill, 2002). The index is estimated via a health state classification called the SF-6D

derived from the SF-36 and is composed of six multi-level dimensions of health. It was
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constructed from a sample of 11 items selected from the SF-36 to minimise the loss of
descriptive information. A selection of states defined by the SF-6D has been valued by a
representative sample of the UK general population using the ‘standard gamble’ valuation
technique™. Statistical models were estimated to predict single index scores for all health states
defined by the SF-6D. The resultant algorithm generates a preference-based index (or utility

index) on a continuous scale where one is full health and zero is for states equivalent to death.

97. We included the SF-6D in our first questionnaire (questions 6 to 11), firstly to give us a
detailed generic health measure on a continuous scale that could be used in multivariate analysis,
and secondly to enable a comparison with population norms for a matched sample from BHPS
2004. This will allow us to see how the Want2Work respondents compare with a representative

group of economically inactive people in Wales.

3.3 Methodology

98. In the analysis of labour market outcomes above, the main analytical challenge was to
establish an appropriate control group in order to estimate a counterfactual i.e. to estimate what
would have happened to the individuals in question had they not participated in Want2Work.
The analysis of health outcomes faces a more fundamental problem. We have only extremely
limited baseline information on the health of the Want2Work participants (recorded in the
database on first contact with Want2Work), and exploratory data analysis reveals that this
baseline measure is not comparable to the data collected in our survey, or in the BHPS, thus we

cannot investigate health changes as a result of participation in Want2 Work.

99. For the analysis of labour market outcomes we know that the individuals were unemployed
prior to contact with Want2Work, and we can trace whether or not they find a job after
participating in the program. For the analysis of health outcomes we have only one baseline
health measure, whether or not the individual has one of the following seven specific health
problems:

cardiovascular
hearing, speech or visual
learning difficulty

2 <standard gamble’ is a method for deriving preferences for different states of health. Respondents are asked to choose
between a hypothetical health state and a gamble on alternatives, which are usually complete recovery or death. By
varying the probabilities between the two alternatives until the respondent is indifferent between them, we can derive a
preference (or value) for the health state.
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mental health
musculoskeletal
respiratory
other

100. In our survey we also asked about specific health problems, but here (as is standard with
this type of question), respondents were able to record more than one problem**. As a result the
prevalence of problems is much greater in the survey (and the BHPS matched sample) than in
the Want2Work database (see Table 3.16) and thus we cannot use these data as an indicator of
how health has changed between first contact with Want2Work and the time of the survey (May
2007). The prevalence of health problems found in our survey is very similar to that recorded in

the BHPS matched sample (see Table 3.16).

101. It is important to stress the extent to which inference is constrained by the largely cross
sectional nature of our health information. As we have no baseline health data for the
Want2Work participants we cannot say with any certainty either how the Want2Work scheme or
finding a job contributes to health change. If we find, for example, a significant positive
correlation between the /evel of a respondent’s health in mid 2007 and them getting a job, there
are three possible reasons for this:

(1) getting a job causes an improvement in health;

(i)  people with better health are more likely to get jobs;

(i)  effects that we do not observe (like the individual’s level of motivation) are related

both to the probability of getting a job and of having better health.

In reality it is likely that the results we obtain are a reflection of all three of these effects, but
with only cross section data on health (measured at one point in time) we cannot distinguish

between them.

102. In the absence of causal analysis we focus instead on descriptive analyses that might shed
some light on potential causal relationships. Our aims were to assess:
a) Representativeness of Want2 Work sample respondents against the full Want2Work
database;
b) Client views of Want2Work;
c) Client health and labour outcomes;
d) The extent to which Want2Work participants differ from a representative sample of the

economical inactive in Wales (selected from the BHPS).

** It is common for economically inactive individuals to have multiple health problems (Bacon, 2002).
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103. In addition we use the second, follow-up survey to investigate health changes between May
2007 and February 2008 and relate this to labour market experience. We also consider changes
in overall life satisfaction, again relating this to labour market experience. The most we can infer
is whether or not health/life satisfaction changes and labour market experiences are associated;

we cannot infer the direction of causality.

3.4 Results: First Want2Work Survey

3.4.1 Representativeness of Want2Work survey respondents

104. Table 3.1 compares the full Want2Work database with the 3265 individuals receiving the
survey, and with the sample of those returning the survey. Two logistic regressions™ were run
predicting firstly inclusion on the final survey (i.e. non-removal at piloting) and predicting
whether those receiving the Want2Work survey returned it. Given that responses to the
questionnaire were voluntary, those who choose (or choose not) to respond to the questionnaire

may differ.

105. The full dataset (n = 3465) and the sample receiving the final version of the questionnaire (n
= 3265) are expected to be similar, since those receiving the pilot questionnaire were only
stratified by location. No obvious differences exist between the first and second columns of
Table 3.1. The logistic regression predicting inclusion in the final survey reveals whether the
characteristics will differ between those received the pilot and the full Want2Work sample. The
logistic regression does not reveal any significant differences at a 5% level except in the case of
those holding NVQ Level 5 as their highest qualification. None of the 13 individuals in this
group were piloted, and so all received a questionnaire in the main study. This difference is

unlikely to be important.

106. The second and third columns of Table 3.1 highlight the differences in average
characteristics between those receiving and responding to the questionnaire. To identify such
differences we again used a logistic regression predicting whether or not an individual receiving

the questionnaire would respond or not. This regression suggests differences based on the type

25 | ogistic regressions are used for models where the dependent variable (for instance, whether a person responded to a
survey) falls into one of two cases (responded, didn't respond). Using the observed data on the dependent variable
(whether each person responded or not), the model investigates how this depends on a series of independent variables
(gender, age etc). The predicted values of a logistic regression are a function of the probability in falling into one case
(e.g. of that person responding).
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of illness, single parent/carer status, gender and age. Compared to those with no illnesses, those
with illnesses other than those specifically named by Want2Work were more likely to respond to
the questionnaire (23.3% vs 11.8%). Those who were single parents or had other sole care
responsibilities were less likely to respond than those without such responsibility (11.8% vs
17.8%). Men were also significantly less likely to respond to the questionnaire than women
(15.2% vs 17.8%). Finally, there was a general pattern in which the response rate tended to
increase by age — those aged 16-29 had a response rate of 9.5%, compared to 15.9% for those
aged 30-44 and 24.3% for those aged 45 and over.

107. We do not find any evidence that Welsh language speakers, those of non-white ethnicity,
those with drink/drug problems, those with low qualifications, those with illness or disability
(beyond the catchall “other illness™ category) or criminal convictions were less likely to respond
than their counterpart groups. It appears that the only notably disadvantaged group with a
significantly lower response rate were single parents and others with sole care responsibilities.
As such, the data from the survey should be considered largely reflective of the full Want2Work

sample.

3.4.2 Client views of Want2Work

108. The Want2Work survey included questions considering surrogate outcomes on the success

of Want2Work. Variables that form the excluded categories in the estimated r el ationships are shown in
italics.

Table 3.2 reports the agreement with statements measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A neutral response on each question is given by a score
of 4.00. Overall, Want2Work was supported in agreement to statements that “I received enough
support to help me towards or back into work™ (4.87) and “I saw the same people enough that I

felt they understood my case well” (4.99).

109. The Want2Work advisors received relatively high support in comparison to both health
professionals and Want2Work more generally. There was strong agreement that the advisors
were “knowledgeable and supportive” (5.43), “friendly, available and accessible” (5.60), and
effective (5.02).
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110. The statement that “I received support from local GPs/nursing staft” was the only one
answered negatively in aggregate, having scored an average of 3.55 points on the Likert scale®®.
However, when Want2Work Health Professionals and other health professionals were
considered together the responses were more positive. Here, all health professionals were seen
to be knowledgeable and supportive (4.65), friendly, available and accessible (4.84) and
effective in aiding clients towards work (4.40). Note that there are far more missing data in these
later questions than in the first, negatively answered, question. If some respondents receive less
contact from either local GPs or nursing staff or Want2Work Health Professionals, they may feel
unable to comment on the more specific questions later. It appears, however, that there may be
more support for Want2Work Health Professionals than for other NHS staff that clients came

into contact with.

111. The questions considering client views about specific interventions (Table 3.3) typically
involved a large amount of missing data, with fewer than half of the sample providing responses
on most questions. Overall, a negative response was given to the specific interventions “Job
Preparation Premium” (3.45), “Training” (3.46), “In work support or development” (3.46), and
“volunteering opportunities” (3.60). Only the statement “I was really helped towards or back
into work by extra funds provided by Want2Work™ received a positive response (4.34). This
may be due to the Return to Work Credit, which received a very high rating amongst those
receiving it (87 of 540 respondents in the survey). Of these clients (Table 3.4), the mean rating
given to the statement “I was really helped towards or back into work by the RTWC” was 6.16,
and 75% stated that the opportunity of receiving this credit encouraged them to look for work.

3.4.3 Client health and labour market outcomes

112. The survey used a series of questions to assess health status, contact with the NHS, the
interventions provided by Want2Work, and labour market outcomes. Overall, self-assessed
health was relatively poor in the Want2Work sample (Table 3.5), with most answering that
relative to other people their health was either Fair (31%) or Poor (24%). Only 9% of those in
the sample judged their health to be excellent. Most of the respondents had had contact with

GPs in the previous 3 months (79%), with the majority using a GP between one and five times

26 Survey evidence from the Pathways to Work evaluation found that many people were reluctant to meet with their
GPs if they felt they did not support their aspiration to return to work or questioned their illness.
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(64%) (Table 3.6). 21% of clients used one of these contacts to ask for a sick note (100/478),

with 6% requesting one more than three times in the past three months (Table 3.7).

113. Over the previous 3 months, 49% of respondents had had contact with hospitals or clinics as
an outpatient or day case. 2% of the sample had had more than ten such contacts, with the
majority receiving only one or two (Table 3.8). 68/515 respondents (13%) had had an accident
that led to contact with an NHS doctor or hospital, with four of these clients having four or more

such accidents (Table 3.9).

114. Table 3.10 presents a summary of the labour market outcomes for the Want2Work survey
respondents. 25% of the sample had looked for paid work or government training in the
previous four weeks, with a further 29% currently working and not looking for a job. The final
46% did not look for work, but the reasons for this are not given. One third of the sample (33%)
had worked in the previous week either as an employee or self-employed, and the majority of
these individuals believe that this job is permanent. Fewer than 10% of employees had seasonal
work, fixed term contracts, temporary agency work, or casual work (each). Only 6% of those

employed were uncertain whether or not their job was permanent.

115. Of those who did not work in the seven days prior to the survey, 92% did not have a job,

with 6% away sick or injured and 2% away for some other reason.

116. Of those with children, 53% had access to an affordable form of childcare (71/134, Table
3.11). As 32% of the sample had children below 12 years of age, the availability of childcare
may be an important predictor of labour market outcomes and may be a cause of significant

ongoing unemployment.

117. A further nine outcomes considered life satisfaction, as a broader characterisation of
wellbeing than health or labour market outcomes. As with the evaluation questions before, these
figures are measured on a 7 point Likert scale (1 = Not Satisfied, 7 = Completely Satisfied).
Unlike the earlier comparisons, there is no generally identifiable “neutral” point on this scale.
Table 3.12 provides the results from these life satisfaction questions. Those having a
spouse/partner were generally relatively satisfied with this aspect of their life, with an average
score of 5.52. In order of mean response, accommodation received the next highest mark (4.54),
followed by one’s job (where employed) (4.40), the amount of leisure time (3.66), and the way

this time is spent (3.42). The least satisfactory elements of life for those here were household
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income (3.11), social life (3.25) and health (3.41). Overall life satisfaction received a score of
3.74.

3.4.4 Predictor s of labour market status

Health variables

118. Using only data from the Want2Work database (observed at the end of 2006)*” and the first
postal survey, we cannot look at changes in health, for the reasons outlined above to do with
measurement of health in the database, though it is still possible to look at how health and labour
market outcomes are related. We do this by considering health variables and job status variables
within Want2Work and within the first survey (Table 3.13). 32% of clients within the main
database achieved employment within the Want2Work period. The type of illness (e.g.
cardiovascular, mental health, other) appears to be significantly related to job status within
Want2Work (p=0.002), with the lowest employment rates amongst those with learning
disabilities (0%) and respiratory disease (20%), and the highest rates amongst those with
hearing/speech/visual problems (36%) and musculoskeletal illnesses (35%). This effect was not

observed in the survey data (p = 0.854).

119. The Want2Work ‘disability’ variable takes a value of 1 wherever a designated health
problem is identified, and is related to job outcomes through Want2Work (p = 0.037). This
disability variable does not predict survey job status (p = 0.921), unlike answers to the self-
assessed disability (the answer to the question “do you consider yourself to be a disabled
person”) which is significantly related to job status in the survey (p = 0.000), with 27% of those
having a job and 44% of those not having a job self-classifying themselves as disabled. This
suggests that a self-assessed disability measure may be a better predictor of long-term
employment than the measure currently included in the Want2Work database. The degree of
self-assessed health (comparing one’s health to that of others) is also significantly related to job
status in the survey (p = 0.000). It appears from the survey data that those who self-declare

themselves in better health are more likely to have a job, although we cannot say why this is.

?7 As the first survey was conducted in May 2007, it could only be matched to the original version of the database
supplied to us, covering Want2Work participants until the end of 2006. The results on labour market status in this
section will therefore differ slightly to those described in Section 2 above, which used the final version of the
Want2Work database, observed to the end of 2007.
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Client views of Want2Work

120. The client views of Want2Work may also be significantly related to whether or not a person
received employment. Note that the mechanism for this is uncertain, as it is unclear whether
those finding work would be better disposed towards Want2Work (for example, as a form of
hindsight bias), or whether those who received the best support were most likely to find work.

Table 3.14 shows the relationships between client views and survey job status.

121. In the main views of Want2Work, it appears that employment is higher with agreement to
the statement that “I received enough support to help me towards or back into work” (p = 0.000),
and “I saw the same people enough that I felt they understood my case well” (p = 0.001). When
considering Want2Work advisors, employment was higher amongst those who felt that “they
were knowledgeable and supportive” (p = 0.002), “they were friendly, available and accessible”
(p =0.036), and “they were effective in helping me make progress towards or back into work” (p
= 0.000). When considering Want2Work and other health professionals, the only significant
relationship with survey job status was related to agreement with the statement that “they were
effective in helping me make progress towards or back into work™ (p = 0.042). Other possible
attributes of medical staff (knowledge, supportiveness, friendliness, availability and

accessibility) were not significantly related to survey job status.

122. There were some significant relationships between client views on these nine questions and
the type of health conditions suffered by individuals. For example, in the case of anxiety, 23% of
the sample strongly disagreed (1 or 2 out of 7) with the statement that Want2Work advisors were
“effective in helping me make progress towards or back into work" , with 23% more neutral (3,
4, or 5), and 54% strongly agreeing (6 or 7 out of 7). The corresponding proportions were 14%,
27%, and 58% for those not recording anxiety as a problem (p=0.037). This suggests that those
with anxiety-related health problems felt that the advisors were less effective than did those who
did not, even though there were no significant differences in the perceptions of how

knowledgeable/supportive, or friendly/available/accessible the Want2Work advisers were.

123. Of the small number (n=13) of people for whom epilepsy was a health problem, most
appeared to have quite extreme views as to whether they had seen the same people enough to
feel reassured that they understood their cases well, with 46% selecting strong disagreement to
the statement (scoring 1 or 2 out of 7), 46% selecting strong agreement (6 or 7) and only 8%
selecting having neutral views (3, 4, or 5). In comparison, those without epilepsy had

proportions 18%, 27% and 55%.
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124. The remaining three relationships between illness type and client views concern the health
professionals. Those with heart problems (n= 66) had more negative views (30% strong
disagreement, 24% neutral and 45% strong agreement) regarding the statement that the
professionals were “friendly, available, and accessible” than those without heart problems (17%,
32% and 51%; p=0.049). Those with limb problems (n= 143) appeared to give less support (26%
strong disagreement, 38% neutral and 36% strong agreement) to the statement that the health
professionals had “helped them towards or back into work” than those without limb problems
(28%, 26% and 46%; p=0.045). Finally, those with sight problems (n= 32) had more extreme
views (34% strong disagreement, 9% neutral and 56% strong agreement) regarding the statement
that the professionals were “knowledgeable and supportive” compared to those without sight

problems (23%, 32% and 46%; p=0.025).

125. There were no significant differences in the views of the overall effectiveness of
Want2Work, the main advisors, or the health advisors, between those suffering from “hearing”,

“skin”, “chest”, “diabetes”, “alcohol”, “migraine”, “cancer”, or “stroke” conditions and those

who did not.

Childcare

Table 3.15 considers those not gaining a job through Want2Work by the end of 2006, and
investigates whether their job status at the time of the first survey (May 2007) is related to
childcare issues. Having a child did not affect the ability of a person to find employment (p =
0.742). The availability of childcare might be expected to have a greater impact than simply
having children, since those who perceive that they lack childcare may be less interested in and
less able to take up employment. The survey asked those with children whether they had “an
affordable way for them to be looked after while you work”, with the affordability not explicitly
defined. 71 (53%) of the survey respondents with children felt they had access to affordable
childcare, with 63 (47%) having no such access. 50 of the 63 with no access to affordable
childcare gave no details as to what childcare options were available, with one person stating that
they did not know options would be available for them. Those with childcare access through a
current or former partner were most likely to state that childcare was affordable (92%), followed
by access through other friends or family (81% affordable), and those with access to group based
activities (77% affordable). However, availability or non-availability of “affordable” childcare

did not significantly predict the chances of finding employment (p = 0.258). Those with no
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