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The Core Aims

As part of this year’s budget the Chancellor anmedplans for a job guarantee for the
young unemployed, under dual pseudonyms of the hgdRerson’s Guarantee” and
“Backing Britain, Young Britain”. The core proposalfor 6 months full-time activity for all
those reaching 10 months JSA unemployment durationaged 18-24 years old. The full-
time activity will cover a number of options. Thene two main options and two less
common ones. First, Sectoral Routes, is where ypaogle are offered training in specific
employment growth sectors with active employer gegaent. The major sectors appear to
be hospitality and care. The second, and probalelylominant area, is the Future Jobs Fund.
Here employers and charitable organisations bidh@mprovision of 6 month part-time jobs.
These will pay the minimum wage but these costeatieely met by the government. Hence
these placements are free to the provider but magive in-kind costs, such as supervision
and mentoring roles. The providers do not bid wakh but with evidence of the potential
benefit to the participant in improving employmenbspects. These types of positions are
sometimes called transitional jobs and will be assd later. The less common elements are
regular apprenticeships and finally a Communityki@ase.

There is a long standing literature highlighting\hong term unemployment leads to
lifetime scarring effects of lower wages, frequgiiiessness and poor health. This provides
much of the motivation for such programmes andetivawve been many over the years. It is
crucial that the current initiative learns as mastpossible from past failures as well as the
moderate successes. There are similarities betthese proposals and those to amend the
original Work for Dole proposals (although Job Gudee is a better name) toward a
transitional jobs model laid out in the Gregg rewlast December. This initiative, which is
due to start at the end of 2010, will come at the @ the Flexible New Deal at 24 months
duration for all claimants. The major differences #hat the Young Person’s Guarantee is
obviously targeted on young people, is brought &rdumo 12 months and involves greater
use of training in the Sectoral Routes elementotAer way of looking at it is a return to the
principles of the New Deals for the Unemployed 891 but with some design differences,
which will be discussed later. The aim of this piéxto discuss the evidence behind active
labour market policies which include work experieand to draw out some lessons for the
design of the proposed Job Guarantee.



Potential Benefits

1. The first argument for such schemes is simple comsamse: if there is work
needing to be done and people wanting to workgtwernment should organise it (if
the market fails). Thus the first benefit doed depend on the subsequent benefits to
someone of going on the scheme, but orctilemporaneousbenefits:

* undertaking useful work
« for people to have a wage and the satisfactiona¥iing a contribution.

2. The wider social benefit also relates to the eftddhe schembefore people reach
month 12. All the evidence suggests that compuldhltime activity encourages
some people to find other solutiobsfore a part-time minimum wage job becomes
compulsory. Very few will be affected the other wanyd wait until month 12 for an
assigned minimum wage job.

3. The third potential benefit relates to g sequentactivity of people who have gone
through a guaranteed job. The argument here ismbit experience and full-time
activity will help people get work more easily. $hs perhaps the acid test for any
government intervention.

The major criticisms often levelled at job creatsmmemes that have been run in the past is
that they have produced rather little in the wayséful output, partly to try and make sure
they do not crowd out other jobs and that they hawwme instances actually delayed job
entry and subsequent job retention rather thanrexdukit. The main aim of this note is to

assess the evidence in this area of employmerdtgffe

Policy Evidence and Policy Evolution

Following the economic and employment ‘shocks’ted 1970s most OECD countries made
use of temporary job creation and employment progras. The important difference with
the ‘public works’ programmes that had characterige 1930s was that the new generation
of programmes was usually, but not always, targatede long-term and young unemployed.
The core aim of many of the programmes introducethé 1970s and 1980s was explicitly
counter-cyclical and aimed to reduce unemployment pooviding meaningful work

experience that created outputs and services @t \socially useful’.

The challenge was to provide temporary jobs bt way that did not undermine the regular
labour market hence most were design to be additjohs. That is, they were in activities

not normally undertaken in market or public sectoffose given jobs were usually



employees and would be employed at the minimum veeggoing rate’. Early evaluation
evidence tended to focus on the delivery of theymmmes, their relative costs, their impact
in reducing the unemployment count, and their c¢bation to local services and
communities. As employment levels recovered - figint times in each country - attention
turned to the role that these programmes playeassisting participants to obtain regular
jobs. By 1994 the OECD ‘Jobs Study’ pointed torarease in relevant evaluations that were
now likely to be concerned with establishing deadWe substitution and displacement
effects, usually through a microeconomic assessofgmtogramme impacts. The evaluations
were generally negative around the impact on fuém@loyment chances. A view confirmed
by David Card whose recent study suggests public geeation were among the least
effective programmes in helping people’s future jditances, although they did create
incomes for the unemployed and some socially useftgut.

Barbara Sianese of the IFS concludes that “all phegrammes initially reduce their
participants’ employment probability in the shaetnh”, through what is called the lock-in
effect, whereby people delay looking for an altéu@ajob. ‘Relief Work’ was associated
with lower employment rates and more time spernititay benefits than if the person had
been unemployed and searching for regular worky (mivate sector job subsidies had

positive long-term employment impacts.

By the mid-1990s the OECD reported that many merstages were ‘abolishing’ or ‘scaling
back’ public sector job creation programmes andckated that “job creation in the public
sector has not been successful”. This finding veasarced by John Martin, in an influential
and often cited OECD survey, where he suggestedtiigaevaluation evidence “showed
fairly conclusively that this measure has beenttié Isuccess in helping unemployed people
get permanent jobs”. Subsequently, however, MdBriodsky, the OECD coordinator of the
U.S. Department of Labor, reported that a panaxplerts representing 11 OECD countries
had examined the effectiveness of measures tot aisidong-term unemployed and found
that now there was evidence to show that “the ticegation of jobs through public service
employment programmes may be the only way to hedpymof the unskilled and less well
educated long-term unemployed”. He reviewed a braade of public service employment
programmes in OECD countries and concluded thakewthe evidence indicated that public
service employment programmes had “not been efiedti reducing the general level of

adult unemployment, they appear to help severagddiantaged labour market groups stay



economically active, and they can be effective as pf an overall strategy against social

exclusion”.

A possible reconciliation of these points of viesvtdo note that Martin is reflecting that
programmes were generally ineffective for the afikhe unemployed who are more or less
job ready, but Brodsky is arguing that for the npljyt disadvantaged, work experience

measures are potentially useful.

The Reform of Temporary Employment Programmes:

Workfare

This emerging evidence of a Lock-in effect wheredyporary job creation led to reduced
job search and often reduced subsequent employesuited in moves away from such
schemes. The first wave of reforms attempted tacged.ock-in type effects but in two very
different ways. One direction was to reduce thefoonfactor of working on temporary jobs
by reducing pay below min. wage levels, at beneliis a small allowance or in Workfare
type programmes, just at benefit levels. For ingtan Germany, wage levels were set below
the minimums available in regular jobs. In Denmankl Finland participants were precluded
from re-qualifying for unemployment benefits andomogrammes such as the French CES
(Contrats Emploi Solidarité) and the British ComntyProgramme wages were restricted
by limiting the number of hours that participantsrised to be only just above benefit levels.
These reductions in the ‘comfort’ factor often héeen linked to increased requirements for
groups of long term benefit recipients to engagenmployment programmes, frequently in
the form of ‘last resort’ jobs where claimants exquired to work in return for their benefit
payments. Community Programme, Employment Actiah Rroject Work were UK schemes

in this typology.

This direction of redesign for temporary employmergrammes was evident too in the
implementation of ‘Workfare’ programmes which, ietUSA, Australia and New Zealand,
eclipsed conventional temporary employment or ja@ation programmes, at least until
recently. ‘Workfare’ often is used as a generahtésr characterising a broad approach to
welfare reform but originally it applied to thos&rogrammes where mandated individuals
were required to ‘work off’ any benefit paymentse®ed, normally in marginal public or
community sector activities. In Australia and Newealand this has taken the form of ‘Work

for the Dole’ programmes where many of the longatenemployed have been required to



fulfil their ‘mutual obligation’ by undertaking umd part time work in the community.
Workfare or ‘work for the dole’ evaluations shovattihe requirement can ‘shake out’ people
from claiming benefits, some of whom will get jolkilst others move on to other benefits
such as those related to illness, but the overaframmes provide little or no direct
employment assistance. The evaluation evidenceshmat the programmes have little
impact on participants’ subsequent employment raelsin New Zealand, for example, a
large scale work for the dole programme was tertathahen econometric evidence
confirmed it was ‘locking’ unemployed people intmger unemployment durations.

A number of training programmes were also triethia era. In the UK the Youth

Training Scheme and Employment Training differehrfrthe Community Programme in that
they had a compulsory training element rather ttanpulsory work activity. The training
budgets were often small and the training periategghort. Evaluations generally found
these schemes had the same type of adverse Ladfketts as temporary job creation

or Workfare. However, many better funded evalugtedrammes in the US and Job
Training Programme in the UK saw some evidenceéavily emerging positive employment

effects after programmes had ended and in soms bageer wages too.

Job Search

The other very different approach was to emphgsissearch. Participants were given more
job search assistance and job search effort waa afbnitored. Providers and programme
job entry performance were also monitored and inyntase payments to providers were
increasingly related to job entry performance.dntecast to Workfare, work incentives were
often increased by reforms through extra finansigdport when a person got a job in many
experimental programmes (e.g. Minnesota Familynme®rogram, Welfare Restructuring
Programme in Vermont, To Strengthen Michigan Fas)li The work experience or
temporary job element here was usually marginat WB undertook a sizeable number of
randomised control trials of welfare to work polioythe 1990s. MDRC were regularly the
evaluation body and in a synthesis report of 2 sahemes, 8 were both work focused and
contained mandatory activity periods and as sudie wiese to the New Deal for Young
People in the UK and all of them led to increas#alqutcomes with magnitudes averaging at
levels similar to NDYP. Of the broad set of seaashistance programmes in the US the stand

out programmes were Riverside, CA and Portland, OR.



There were a couple of early US schemes which diild imandatory work and job search and
under Random Control Trials compared job searchba@tpvith mandatory work experience
against a job search support only regime, for lmoghers. These were Work Incentive
Demonstration (WIN operated in Chicago) and a sintheme in San Diego. The
comparison with job search alone suggested the ic@ulapproach proved effective in terms
of raising incomes for the families and actuallggwced a net saving to the exchequer for the
San Diego scheme. Participants saw earnings gaimsvork but employment itself was not
recorded. Under these schemes the work elementinygasd, people just got their benefits —
these schemes show encouraging evidence for a miaddexperience and job search

programme.

Work Trials

Formerly part of the Job Interview Guarantee schemiéch started nationally in 1990),
Work Trials became a separate national programame &pril 1993. Work Trials encourage
employers to take on unemployed and inactive beadkeiimants for a trial period of up to
three weeks. Applicants on a Work Trial continueeiceive benefits and get travel and meal
expenses. The programme is available to people 2and above who have been
unemployed for more than 6 months. Work Trialsadse available to New Deal clients.
Overall, the evidence (which has serious limitatjosuggests that Work Trials are effective
and cost-effective. A previous report showed adddl job entry to be between 34% and
40%. DWP believes that Work Trials is its mostteeféective programme; its good
performance reflects that despite it's very lowt,cegaluation evidence suggests that a
relatively high proportion of the job outcomes frékork Trials are additional, i.e. many job
outcomes would not have occurred without the pnogna. The problem has always been
securing enough private sector job placements.

New Deal for Young People

In 1995 Gordon Browns team (which consisted ofdHtgure cabinet ministers) started
working on the design of the New Deal Programmasder the Unemployed. The
intervention was driven by the emerging evidenctheffuture scarring effects of long-term
unemployment (a literature which has only groworsgier since and includes health effects).

But there were also two other objectives, firsadlmress the sense of abandonment and



alienation that young unemployed felt and secdndjighlight the social waste of long-term

unemployment.

The programme was designed to incorporate evidehgeevious poorly achieving
programmes and best international practice. Tise Key element was a four month period of
intensive and supported job search — the Gatewaydod his was followed by entrance into
one of four options: a placement with an emplogelf-employment start up,
education/training or charitable sector led Tastégslacements. There was to be ‘No Fifth

Option’ of continued benefit receipt.

NDYP was built to avoid the poor results from then@nunity Programme and training
schemes such as Employment Training in the 19804 felt that these schemes suffered
from low expenditure on training, inhibited job sda(Lock-in) and reduced outflows in the
short run and failed to raise employability withgoyers later owing to poor reputation
effects. NDYP has been evaluated using a numbapmoaches, the most convincing being
regression discontinuity design around the featumeNDYP applied to those aged 19-24 at
6 months duration, whereas ND25+ was from 18 morithe small age difference between
those just under or over 25 at 6 months unemployereates a convincing comparison
group for what would have happened if the schendeniod been introduced. Studies by Van
Reenan and more recently De Georgi use this appaad find that NDYP raised outflows
into work by 5 percentage points (a 20% increasd)that the costs (net of benefit payments)
where more than justified by the savings. The ost was around £4,000 per market job and

this does not include any value from the activitiaglertaken.

Later adaptations to NDYP saw three problems baduyessed; first too many people with
Level 2+ gualifications were going into the educatoption (it was planned for only those
below Level 2), second, the ‘no fifth option’ wastightly enforced early on (for unknown
reasons, the politicians wanted it to be) and third poor performance of the Taskforce was
addressed by giving incentive payments for jobyedtrring and after the placement which

lead to a small but significant increase in jolrgmttes in pilot areas.

The assessments of NDYP do not distinguish betweeepffects of the Gateway intensive

search, the threat of mandation and the impadteotlifferent option placements. The impact



of option type placements alone can be seen itspito the New Deal 25+ where for those
aged 50+ the Intensive Activity Period (akin toiops phase for NDYP) was initially
voluntary then became compulsory in pilot areaa oandom basis, before finally going
compulsory nationally. Pilots ran in 14 JobcentesRlistricts between 2004 and 2006 and
comparing the outcomes of the two groups providedbast estimate of the effect of making
IAP compulsory. The main findings were that theuisgment to participate in the IAP
caused a sustained increase in employment anige ilomger-run, a similar sized reduction in
claimant unemployment. Two years after ND25+ erttrgse over 50s required to participate
in the IAP had an employment rate of 27.3%, sorperbentage points higher than the rate
for similar people areas where no such requireragisted. Richard Dorsett who undertook
this research also provides evidence on optiorcefeness, he concludes that the private
employer option was more successful even aftersadpifor the fact that more job ready

people went into this option (they had less presionemployment).

Flexible New Deal

ND25+ was always more flexible, so that people dqass through more than one regime
rather than a fixed option. This lack of flexibjltvas seen as a problem with NDYP and
along with evidence from Employment Zones led ®rtove to the new Flexible New Deal
approach that is coming into force this Autumn.sTimove implies that the mandatory full-
time activity has been pushed back from 10 montiéDYP and 18 months in ND25+ to 2
years, apart from a 4 week guaranteed work expagipariod in the 1 to 2 year window. The
highly flexible Employment Zones were trialled imamber of areas and have been
compared to normal ND programmes. The results suidgtés were more successful in
moving people into work than NDYP by about 4% arisf2 for ND25+ but at higher cost.
This improvement in outcomes encouraged the mo#\{, although with lower cost
inputs. However, these gains are eroded after @8ibuteeks with ND placements gaining
jobs after the options have been completed falséar inder EZ. This is consistent with the
ND options reducing search whilst people are omtitbe common Lock-in finding, but

search resumes more effectively during the follomagh phase and hence they catch up.

The move to FND and delaying full-time activity2d months was a judgement on the
balance between the benefits of a mandatory wajikne (threat and work experience) on

one side and full-time job search on the othersHailance in a tight labour market was



judged to be in favour of more job search — whechkiely to be most effective in good
labour market conditions. This balance is not aarcin a time of mass unemployment when

successful job search is less common.

The Gregg review of December last year proposetdtiieaWork for the Dole proposals
should adopt a transitional jobs model of compuyidoli-time activity, split between work
(at minimum wage), job search and support. Thipgsal has been provisionally accepted
and pathfinders start at the end of 2010. The section turns to these ideas.

Intermediate Labour Markets

It was in this overall programme context that thagept of creating Intermediate Labour
Markets emerged and was developed by local proviged partnerships in Britain. In

contrast to the marginal economic activities thetracterised conventional temporary
employment programmes, ILMs sought to provide nmeedistic work experience by
integrating their projects with local regeneratpyngrammes and with initiatives that sought
to stimulate job creation through an expansiorhefgocial economy. ILM participants

usually were paid wages and employed for up toaa. yeroviders suggested that the
experience of ‘real work’ and personal support wasore effective way of tackling the
employment barriers of the long-term unemployedlyEzse studies suggested that although
their costs were greater, their job entry and gtbntion rates were also higher than those of

mainstream programmes.

In the early phase ILMs characteristically were kreeale. By the mid 1990s, however, a
viable network existed in Britain bringing togetheerrange of providers sharing some key
features. They:

recruited long-term unemployed people on tempotantracts;

paid wages to participants for at least part oif thiy;

gave access to off the job training and personatldpment activities;

provided assistance with job search and job plaoéme



They are thus a hybrid between job creation andg@arch focused schemes. Whilst the new
Deals were also hybrids, the difference is thateuridDs the search came in a phase before
the placement, rather than running alongside, tieiglaimant was not required to search and
providers were not incentivised to secure jobspfanticipants in the work experience phase,

especially in the early versions.

Although ILMs typically relied on various forms giovernment funding they were unlike
traditional temporary employment programmes as there usually city or area specific and
were often initiated, developed and delivered bg-governmental bodies in the voluntary,
charitable or cooperative sectors. A key elemerthe$e initiatives was the combination of
providing jobs for disadvantaged people with thievdey of socially and economically useful
goods and services for low-income communities. Malsp aimed to develop new markets in

the social economy that, it was suggested, wowdthtelves generate additional jobs.

US Transitional Jobs

A direct equivalent to ILMs emerged in the USA wdhex number of community based
initiatives and Foundation funded demonstrationgmts continued to explore the potential
of wage paying programmes during the early phasesetfare reform. These gradually
became known as ‘transitional jobs initiatives’ after 1996 several cities and states began
to implement ‘Transitional Employment Programmedsatt sought to extend the job entry

results that seemed to be secured by the earlsiti@ral jobs projects.

During the first phase of post-1996 welfare refolmawever, few individual States utilised
public sector employment creation and those thdt idiroduced conventional workfare
programmes. The need to directly generate more otk for welfare recipients has since
grown in significance as the economic situation theteriorated and as administrators have
struggled to find work in depressed labour marketsparticipants who have significant
employment barriers and/or who are approachingtiteof their entitlement to time limited
TANF cash benefits. Much of this provision takes tbrm of conventional workfare but by
the late 1990s individual states and city governseatarted to implement more extensive
transitional employment programmes (TEPS). Thedithese TEPs has been to provide and
utilise the incentive and job preparation effectswaged work experience. By 2003 the
‘Transitional Jobs Network’ estimated that thererevabout 17,000 participants in TEPs

operating in more than 30 cities. These TEPs hameesbeen joined by programmes



developed by Wisconsin and New York City, the stgieeviously most closely associated

with the extensive use of ‘unpaid’ workfare.

Transitional Jobs Lead to Permanent Work

Waller, 2002 for Brookings Institute wrote :-

Workers have a good chance of getting a permanobrihjthe regular labor market after a
short period in a wage-paying transitional job.gPams have proven to be successful at
finding permanent jobs for 50 — 75% of all targelbadd-to-place participants who begin the
program. A review of the literature regarding earpublicly funded employment programs
indicates that participation can raise future eagsifor workers with low skills, and is more
likely to lead to this outcome than subsidizing esgn existing job slots. The transitional
jobs program in Washington State, Community Jolsyiges evidence of the promising
nature of this welfare to work strategy. Commudityps workers spend 20 hours a week in
paid employment at public and nonprofit agencidgyTare provided mentoring and training,
as well as access to educational opportunitiearfother 20 hours per week. A University of
Washington evaluation of Community Jobs found thisicreased the employment rate of
participants by 33 ppts over the rate they woublkhechieved without completing the
program. An examination by Mathematica Policy Redeaf six transitional jobs programs
in both rural and urban areas found that aboutes6gmt of the participants completed the
programs, and between 81 to 94 percent of the agieglgot an unsubsidized job by the end
of the program. There is also evidence that trenmgt work increases earnings prospects.

(www.transitionaljobs.net/ResearchEvals/BrookingsReport.pdf)

This apparent success is getting backing from B&ia&ma in his budget proposals.
The US Dept of Labour:-

Trains and Prepares the Nation’s Workforce for Jobsn Emerging industries.

The President’s Budget provides strong supporEéateral workforce training programs to
help Americans prepare for, find, and retain stahigh-paying jobs. Building on the
significant support in the recovery Act for traigim “green jobs,” the Administration will
direct existing programs to find ways to preparekecs for jobs associated with products

and services that use renewable energy resoueths;e pollution, and conserve natural



resources. The President’s Budget will support tramsitional jobs and career pathway
programs, testing innovative approaches to hell@wgincome Americans grab

hold of and climb the career ladder.
(http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/assets/fy2010 new/Bepartment_of Labor.pdf)

British ILMs

The most substantial and best evaluated UK ILMeamiojvas Step Up. The Step UP pilot
provided a guaranteed job and support for up ta@&€ks. It was available for those in the 20
pilot areas who remained unemployed six months afimpleting their New Deal Option or
Intensive Activity Period on New Deal 25 Plus (NB25An independent Managing Agent
sourced jobs from employers in the private, pubtigoluntary sectors, and Jobcentre Plus
placed participants into the jobs. Employers wexiel p wage subsidy for 50 weeks of at
least the minimum wage and a fee to reflect theliteonal costs. The subsidised job was of
33 hours a week, less than normal full-time wookenable job search within a normal
working week. Support to participants was provittedugh a Jobcentre Plus Personal
Adviser, a Support Worker from the Managing Agemigl a workplace buddy. A Step UP job
constituted a job offer under the Jobseeker’s Agerd (JSAQ), and sanctions could have
been applied if a job was refused without goodaraSupport during the job was split into
two phases: The first 25 weeks was the ‘RetentiwasE’ that aimed to maximise retention in
the Step UP job. The final 25 weeks was the ‘Pregjom Phase’, which aimed to increase

job search so that Step UP employees progress ijaio in the open labour market.

Of those who became eligible for Step UP, 60 pat cemmenced a Step UP job and the
remainder did not participate. The main reasonsiéor-participation are not fully
understood. This non-participation creates someguitip of programme effects. The
intention to treat covers all potential particigahtt actually treated are only those who
actually participated. Overall, for young peoplb mutcomes were 3.2 per cent points higher
in Step UP areas. Thus Step Up narrowly out perdrthe base of redoing the New Deal,
including the job search only phase. As this isagmamme for New Deal participants that
failed to secure a job they are a very disadvantggeup. The scheme was more successful
for those aged over 25 with 6ppts employment gains.

Step UP was only partially successful in mixing thessage of ‘work now but need to secure

work by end of the programme’. The report suggstsmany expected to be taken by the



Step Up employer which often did not come to p&ks. long 50 week period in which over
the first half of the period progression was nontimed might lie behind this. Certainly the

cost of Step Up can be greatly reduced.

Lessons for Current Recession
Design Features

All the above gives a set of desirable design festtor programmes to help the long-term
unemployed. First is that work replacement andrdismdied training runs a serious risk of
being unhelpful in assisting the move into regelaployment. This is through the Lock-In
effect whereby people reduce or stop regular jelockewhich delays the chances of securing
employment. Even in recession there are jobs ogarmprand at least a third of people with a
year’s duration of unemployment are likely to secwork in a 6 month period. The risk is

that this is reduced when people are engaged ér atttivities.
This risk can be overcome with intelligent desigd anplementation where:

1. Training is employer supported with employer agreento consider programme
participants favourably. This can be through guteeah interviews, work trials or job

offers on course completion.

2. Long-term training for recognised qualificationssimortage areas — Level 3 or 4

apprenticeships fall into this category.

3. Work experience or subsidised employment with pei\sector employers has a
proven track record.

4. Work experience or work replacement in public cargable settings that is

embedded in a setting of supported job search/nmag¢tas a good chance of success.

The government’s Young Persons Guarantee offemats at all four of these vehicles. The
Sectoral Routes element fits into the first groggimthe above typology of potentially useful
elements. The question mark is over the employegagement and commitment. The
scheme will have a far greater chance of succe&®rk Trials or similar are an agreed part
of the programme. The use of apprenticeships tsgbdine government’s plan but securing
enough employers to offer the essential work béessthing environment has been a long-

standing problem. The Future Jobs fund will haesnents in both typologies 3 and 4 above.



For this element to work the embedding in a regionmaintain job search and employer
engagement will be crucial. Bidders to run placetsa®n the programme bid using a
currency of the value of the placement to the pigdint. It is essential that identifying
potential employers and supporting job search byptirticipant at least in the latter half of
the placement are essential. Furthermore for tinbsedo not secure work on the ending of
the placement need immediate support with job seairthe kind offered in the Flexible
New Deal to the long-term unemployed. This is dkithe follow through stage of the old
New Deals. But there is also benefit in offeringra-programme phase of identifying basic
skills problems and job search support as in thievizay phase of the old New Deals which

proved successful.

This suggests a programme structure broadly aswsll At around 6 months duration a
Gateway offers the chance of helping a number opjeeleaving into work before the more
costly Job Guarantee phase starts. It also offierstiance to address basic skills problems
which may reduce the effectiveness of any placenterihe placement phase the programme
provider needs to be clearly identifying the negpsnto work for the participant, engaging
with employers and helping/motivating the participto look for this next step. This may be
secured through the bid but fees based on outchaasbeen widely used in the past with
clear evidence of success. Incentive paymentsauicgpants who get the follow-on job and
the role of Golden Hellos to the new employer st@iso be considered. Future employers
will be looking for relevant experience, a goocerehce, evidence of good work habits and
self-motivation by the participant. The placemeggds to be able to offer credible evidence
of these. This means the placements have to besesto normal work as possible, which
means a wage and all that that implies in termtaroing up on time and work habits etc.
with the clear consequence of dismissal when sebtladour is not forthcoming, as with any

other job.

When a placement finishes a follow-up phase to nmasist use of the recent experience is
essential. The natural thing would be the youngfeeto have a similar regime as the

Flexible new Deal (stage 4) currently offers toesldlaimants.

The value of the output is important in termshe value of the programme but also the
value to participants. The more that work is seemadued by the community the better. The

Young Persons Guarantee has a Community Task éeogent. This is likely to be small but



if adult employment is also addressed then ikislyi to be increasingly important. In my

view this will be enhanced if local Community Jdasds (LA or JC+ district) are created
where social enterprises and local community grgfrpen Scout Groups to Tennant
Associations) plus OAPs and the disabled, bidHertime of the programme patrticipants.
The bid is not with money but with social valuetffaugh a contribution of volunteer time

and materials could be asked for). This should @isly be as unbureaucratic as possible but
where there is over demand a prioritising will né@dccur. But it is vital to the participant, a
future employer and the community as a whole feredtio be clear social value and

community involvement in this is very powerful.

The proposals to date cover only young people lnat\wappens to adults who reach two
years unemployment having pursued the full Flexitdsv Deal remains unclear. The initial
Work for Dole proposals appear flawed against thdemce base presented above.
Something closer to the Young Persons Guaranteerabddying the elements described

above offers a far better chance of success.

Summary

The history of welfare reform has seen positivel@wan as new ideas are developed from
the previous limited success or even out rightifail Job creation was not a major success in
terms of future employment among participants bdid give a wage and alleviate hardship
whilst on the created job. Workfare failed on aunts except the threat effect which was
modest. The problem for these programmes and siedlacation based ones was the Lock-
In effect of reduced job search and no incentieesHe employer to help the participant
move on into work. The New Deals mixed search dadgment but in sequence rather than
together and the employer incentives were only ldgeel later. As such the lock in effects
were reduced but probably not eliminated. The BlexNew Deal moves away from work
experience to focus almost entirely on job searchsupport apart from a 4 week work

experience phase.

The new Government Young Persons Guarantee propfiees a number of new and
interesting elements in the Sectoral Routes anédare Jobs Fund. The evidence base
present here suggests that increasing the focesployer engagement, job search and

search support will improve the chances of sucteghis programme. It is plausible then



that the new scheme could be seen as an improvemehe old New Deals which were a
broadly successful programme, certainly the newggammme should perform better than old
job creation or Workfare schemes. But will it oetform the Flexible New Deal, which only
has job search and support elements? This is sgtteanswer definitively but, as shown

with intelligent design around securing the negpsnhto work, there is a reasonable chance.
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