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Abstract

This thesis examines the experience of participants in the Voluntary Sector (VS) option
of the New Deal for Young People (NDYP) through a survey of London providers and
two case studies between August 2001 and June 2002. By 2001, the government had
already claimed that the NDYP was a success. However, extensive evaluations
identified increasing numbers of its participants churning between the programme,
unemployment and the labour market and that ‘harder to help’ participants were
concentrated in the VS. While their complex and multiple barriers were acknowledged,
a supply-side perspective focused on welfare dependency and negative attitudes to work.
A welfare state, newly reformed and providing increased choice and attention to
individual need, was presented as enabling these young people to improve their

employability, while work was promoted as their route to social inclusion.

An ethnographic approach combined observation at provider organisations' with
qualitative interviewing of their clients and staff. Clients discussed their personal and
work histories, attitudes and aspirations and experiences of the option. Staff gave their
perspectives on clients, implementing the contract, relationships with delivery partners

and the option’s referral, training, placement and jobsearch stages.

The thesis contributes to further understanding of the mechanisms of churning in welfare
to work. It looks at how participants’ sources of support can conflict with participation
in welfare to work and the labour market and how past and current disadvantage create
barriers to participation. VS staff were limited in their capacity to acknowledge and
address these barriers as a consequence of structural pressures and constraints in
implementing the VS contract. Moreover, aspects of provider and placement provider
provision replicated their clients’ negative experiences of both personal and labour

market disadvantage, with the effect of reinforcing their barriers to participation.

'"The private or voluntary sector organisations awarded contracts to deliver the option as a whole
(arranging client jobsearch, training and work experience) are from this point referred to as providers.
While those voluntary organisations in which clients did their work experience are referred to as
placement providers.
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1 Chapter One: The New Deal for Young People (NDYP): Policy Overview

1.1 Introduction

This thesis examines the New Deal for Young People (NDYP), the welfare to work
programme implemented in 1998 by the New Labour government, for unemployed
people between 18 and 24 years old and claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA)®. While
there were minor changes to the policy, it ran with little modification until 2007, when
the government announced the introduction of a new, flexible version for all jobseekers
to replace the current separate New Deals, to be implemented from 2008. This study
researched the effects of one of four possible options within the NDYP, the Voluntary
Sector (VS) option, on clients and staff delivering it in London between 2001 and 2002.
Its findings are therefore time and place specific but nevertheless of wider relevance and
application for their insight into the negative consequences of policies which do not take
full account of both the effects of disadvantage on their users and the structural pressures

and constraints on staff delivering them.

This chapter reviews the literature that contributed to the formulation of the study’s
research questions. It provides an overview of the political importance of the NDYP and
the claims made about its objectives and expected outcomes before and after
implementation. It briefly explains the programme and the VS in particular and outlines
some successes attributed to it at the time of fieldwork. It finishes by outlining some
problems or failures identified by the government up to 2001 and suggested
improvements. The second chapter presents independent critiques of the policy’s

objectives and delivery.

2 JSA replaced Unemployment Benefit and Income Support (for the unemployed) in 1996 and is delivered
by Jobcentre Plus (formerly by the Employment Service and the Benefits Agency). To qualify for JSA, a
person must be available for work for at least 40 hours a week (with various exceptions), be actively
seeking work and enter into a Jobseeker’s Agreement with Jobcentre Plus.



1.2 Policy background

1.2.1 Political context

One of New Labour’s 1997 election pledges was to get 250,000 young unemployed
people off benefit and into work (Field, 2007). This was a powerful means of drawing
support from a population that, according to analysis of public attitudes surveys during
this period, widely believed unemployment benefit to be the bulk of social spending
(Hills, 2005).3 After its victory, Blair declared that New Labour would create ‘the
welfare to work government’ (Philpott in Deacon (Ed.), 1997: 65). The macro goal of
bringing down unemployment in order to cut welfare spending was given by Brown as
‘one clear and unapologetic reason for welfare reform’ (Brown, 1997 in Heron and
Dwyer, 1999: 96). This would reinforce New Labour’s economic credentials, showing
that it could solve economic problems that had beset its predecessors (Willetts, 1998). It
would also signal a change of direction towards the centre and garner the much needed
continued support of the median voter (Hyde et al., 1999). The NDYP was therefore a
central political symbol of Labour’s new direction, the flagship programme of broader
welfare reform that included the introduction of the national minimum wage, tax credits,
Sure Start* and pension credits (Jarvis, 2000). Allocated £1.9 billion, it was one of a
series of welfare to work programmes for different groups of the unemployed claimant
population, rolled out in 1998. Delivery started in twelve pathfinder areas in January,
representing 11% of national unemployment, and began nationally three months later
(Anderton et al., 1999).

The macro goal of reducing unemployment was linked to the policy’s related aims of
reducing welfare dependency, increasing employability and reducing social exclusion
(see for example, Department of Social Security (DSS), 1998) through a series of claims

or assumptions. The first of these, a pathological, supply-side or deficit perspective, is

3 In fact, it accounted for only 5% of spending, the majority being allocated to the disabled, pensions and
children (ibid).

* A cross-governmental programme of support for children under four and their families living in deprived
areas.

3 Of a total £3.5 billion set aside for all New Deal programmes (Field, 2007: 4)
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one in which the unemployed are seen as lacking attributes which are the cause of their
unemployment (see for example, Haughton et al., 2000 or Peck and Theodore, 2000).
This construct is critiqued in the following chapter. The policy’s premise was that
putting pressure on individuals to increase their own employability (albeit supported by
the state) would have a positive contribution to a broad range of economic benefits
including levels of employment (DSS, 1998), job creation, economic growth and
inflation, which are outside the scope of this study (see Boeri et al., 2000), but critiqued

by economists such as Peck and Theodore (2000a) and Solow (1998).

In New Labour’s welfare to work framework, the responsibility for reducing
unemployment and creating jobs was shifted away from both the market and the state
and onto the individual (Hyde and Dixon, 1999). This shift was given extra legitimacy
by questioning the relevance and validity of the traditional welfare state. Giddens
(1998) pointed to its retrenchment, claiming that its legitimacy and importance had been
undermined by globalisation, while others argued that the enlightened paternalism of

Fabian welfare state policies was outmoded (Hughes, 1998).

This decreased role was also legitimised by highlighting the moral dilemma that it faced.
On the one hand, it had a duty to alleviate poverty but on the other it was accused of
fostering dependency, reducing self-esteem and denying opportunities (Cox, 1998 and
Levitas, 1996). Therefore, rather than ensuring full employment through state
redistribution, the New Labour reformulation of the Government role was one of an
investment state enabling full employability (Commission on Social Justice, 1994;
Evans, 2003; Haughton et al., 2000). ‘Redistribution of possibility’ through the
‘cultivation of human potential’ would replace ‘after the event redistribution’ (Giddens,
1998: 99).

The validity of the policy goals also rested on a positive portrayal of work in the low-
wage flexible labour market. One in which ‘a hand up’ was better than ‘a hand out’ and
a first job would lead to subsequent better ones through individual advancement in the

flexible labour market. Moreover integration into the labour market, ‘making work pay’
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(Tonge, 1999: 229) and improving human capital was presented as the best route or a
passport to inclusion (Grover and Stewart, 1999, Levitas, 1996 and 2001, Lister, 1998,
Nye, 1996)—an argument which is critiqued in the following chapter.

The policy’s withdrawal of state responsibility for the unemployed and its compulsion
were legitimised by a moral construction that work is ‘a duty, a condition of citizenship
enforceable by the state’ (Smith, 2000: 313)—only through paid work can an individual
be judged a citizen. In a contractual model of state operating through the discourse of
rights and responsibilities, the citizen has a right to receive benefits but only in return for
looking for work (Lewis, 2000). Identifying welfare dependency as a key policy
problem and depicting unemployed people as costly to the state (MacDonald and
Coffield, 1991), Blair promoted the need for individual moral responsibility:

The greatest challenge for any democratic government is to refashion our institutions and to
bring the new workless class back into society and into useful work (Peck and Theodore,
1999: 486).

This claim drew on strong public fear and anxiety about society’s apparent moral decline
and a simple economic rationale model of motivation. As such, New Labour’s third way

rhetoric and ideology shared some moral concerns with the New Right®.

Rather confusingly, in naming one of the programme’s options after the voluntary sector
and using the sector to deliver the programme, the policy also drew on New Labour
rhetoric about the importance of voluntary activity, as espoused by David Blunkett, then
Secretary of State for Education and Employment, speaking at the Annual Conference of
the National Council for Voluntary Organisations:

Voluntary activity is the cornerstone of any civilised society. It is the glue that binds people
together and fosters a sense of common purpose. It is an essential building block in our
work to create a more inclusive society. It contains the principles of commitment and
engagement that are the foundations of democracy (Blunkett, 2001: 4).

(’They also reflected Blair’s interest in MacMurray’s interconnected communities, Christian socialism and
Etzioni’s moral communitarianism (Heron and Dwyer, 1999).

12



1.2.2 The ‘New’ Deal

Blair claimed that the NDYP was a departure from the negative history of the youth

training scheme:

Nobody says to me they’re on a skivvy scheme. The sort of language used about
employment programmes in the 1980s is not used about the New Deal (Blair, 2001 quoted
in Van Reenen, 2001: 2).

58 government schemes ran, either exclusively or inclusively, for young unemployed
people from 1972 onwards and will not be detailed here (for a comprehensive review,
see Jarvis and Campion, 2000). However, negative critiques of these previous
programmes included low level or inadequate training, inadequate work placements,
lack of choice, little sense of purpose, their socialisation of young people to low
expectations, their use as ‘warehouses’ for the unemployed and the lack of any real job
prospects at the end of them. These schemes were also accused of slave labour and
unfair pay, bullying and abusing the system (Atkinson, 1999; Bentley and Gurumurthy,
1999; Donnelly, 1998, Evans and Heinz (Eds.), 1994; Stafford, 1999; Wilkinson, 1995).

One claim to be different was that the programme would treat each person as an

individual. The ‘Jobcentre Vision’ stated:

Our service will treat each customer as an individual rather than as one group narrowly
defined by benefit entitlement. Our aim will be to tailor what we can offer to what each
individual needs (Jobcentre Plus, 2002:3).

This individualised support would be provided to the New Deal client by a Personal
Adviser (PA) to whom they would be allocated at their local job centre on reaching the
six month mark of claiming unemployment benefit. Although the client worked with
other people during their stay on the option, PAs were described as the main contact
throughout a person’s time on the NDYP and key to the process. They organised the
clients’ receipt of a range of possible services provided under the Gateway’, including

advice and guidance, direct help identifying appropriate vacancies, arranging

7 The first four months of the programme and theoretically ‘an intensive period of advice, counselling and
guidance’ (Jarvis and Campion, 2000: 31).
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appointments, contacting employers and ‘capacity raising’ such as preparing CVs, as
well as specialist support (training, educational qualifications and vocational
qualifications) (Snape, 1998). This personalised attention would also be provided by
Jobcentre Plus partners, particularly the voluntary sector, (for a discussion of the extent

to which this is a particular strength of the sector, see Billis and Glennerster, 1998).

Another claim was that the programme would introduce more choice than its
predecessors—rhetoric introduced into welfare provision by earlier Conservative
reforms (Glennerster, 1996). One of the PA’s roles would be to make the client aware
of available choices (while not raising expectations about their extent) and arrange an

individually appropriate package (Atkinson, 1999).

While the NDYP could be seen as a typical welfare to work programme in being
compulsory and, as such, based on a simple stimulus-response model (or, as more
frequently described, a carrot and stick approach) (see for example, Nickell, 2004),
policy makers claimed it was more focused on human capital, with a balance of training
and work experience and the compulsion offset by the increased choice and individual

support.

The programme’s delivery structure also differed from that of previous schemes. While
Jobcentre Plus (formerly the Employment Service (ES)) was responsible for overall
management via 142 delivery units, delivery took place through a number of partnership
models. For example in a joint venture partnership, the partnership contracted with and
included Jobcentre Plus but each partner was separately accountable for their part of the
programme, while in a private sector led modél, a private sector organisation was in the

lead and sub-contracted to individual providers (The Tavistock Institute, 1999).

The creation of these delivery models drew on New Labour’s increased links between
state, market and the voluntary sector and the comparative advantages of different
providers. They were marketed as a genuine partnership between sectors (Cartwright

and Morris, 2001), an example of joined-up delivery, which would build heavily on the
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provision of local solutions to local needs (Woodfield and Finch, 1999). Community
renewal was emphasised in this partnership approach with a harnessing of local
initiatives, third sector involvement and protection of the local public sector, with the
intention that partnership would lead to decentralisation with local decision-making.
The voluntary sector was promoted as having a special role in mediating between

different sectors.

As well as planning to operate through partnership and decentralisation, the policy
continued the internal market reforms begun pre-New Labour, claiming that awarding
contracts would increase administrative efficiency through accountability by placing

service providers,

on an objective-based, temporary, monitorable and not necessarily renewable form of
funding (OECD, 1994: 2).

Giddens was one such high profile exponent of this new public sphere,

most governments still have much to learn from business, auditing, increasing employee
participation and so on ... Social Democracy must respond to the criticism that, lacking
market discipline, state institutions become lazy and the services they deliver shoddy
(Giddens, 1998: 75).

Performance would be measured by targets, core performance measures® (published on
the internet), performance league tables, financial penalties for poor performance, and
strong monitoring of providers by ES® district'® officers and by auditors such as the
Adult Learning Inspectorate (ALD'. A reliance on measurement that some have argued

suggests a government belief that measuring in itself makes things better (Simmonds,
2002).

The programme’s evaluation was also:

% The NDYP was measured locally against 9 core performance measures with information collected and
produced for each Unit of Delivery. The first of these was the numbers of new participants and the
proportion of each cohort moving into unsubsidized, subsidized and all jobs. (Research and Development
gage, ES website).

The ES was joined with parts of the Benefit Agency in October 2001 to become Jobcentre Plus. For an
early evaluation, see (Lissenburgh and Marsh, 2003).
1% London Jobcentre Plus operates through a network of 6 districts covering the 33 boroughs (Jobcentre
Plus, 2008).
"' A non-departmental public body responsible for inspecting the quality of education and training for
adults and young people in England, raising standards and reporting its findings back to both the Secretary
of State for Education and the public. (See:
http://www.lsc.gov.uk/Jargonbuster/Adult+Learning+Inspectorate+(ALI).htm)
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the most detailed and extensive Government policy-related research programme carried out
in the UK in recent years (Millar, 2000: 11).

By 2001, over 50 research reports had been commissioned by the ES. These used both
performance and evaluation data collected by the ES nationally on core characteristics of
New Dealers and their routes through the NDYP, as well as data specific to each piece
of research. This research included analysis of macro-economic criteria most commonly
used to evaluate the programmes, such as deadweight, additionality, substitution effects,
displacement effects and net costs'? (Boeri and Layard, 2000; Philpott, 1999; McGregor
et al,, 1997; Finn, 1997). It also included case studies and surveys of delivery
arrangements at each main stage of the programme, analysing the experience of the main
policy actors, including employers and using both quantitative and qualitative
methodologies (e.g. Rodger, Burniston and Lawless (2000) on evaluating delivery and

performance in private sector led areas).

As well as numerous evaluation reports, National Statistics and the Department for
Education and Employment (DfEE) also regularly released a range of summary statistics
on their websites. These included total numbers participating in the programme,
thousands entering (or starting) and leaving the New Deal monthly and destinations

within the ND (starts on each option) by gender, ethnicity and disability.

1.2.3 The Voluntary Sector Option (VS)

Young people aged between 18 and 24 years old, who had been claiming JSA for six

months, were eligible and had to enter the NDYP or face benefit sanctions.'®. At this six

12 Layard (2001) commented that evidence on these criteria is difficult to obtain and is normally acquired
as part of an evaluation of a subsidy scheme by asking employers the following: of the individuals
subsidised, how many would have been hired anyway (deadweight)? Of the remaining jobs subsidised,
how many would have been filled by other recruits anyway (substitution) and of those remaining
subsidised jobs which represent an increase in employment in your firm, how many were at the expense of
your competitor (displacement)? Hasluck (1999) described additionality as the total effect of the
programme less deadweight.

13 Jobseekers, if meeting certain criteria, could enter before six months if they wished. These included
lone parents, people who have just left care, ex-offenders, labour market returners (if they have been out
of the market some years), large scale redundancy victims, people experiencing homelessness or without
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month mark, the jobseeker met with a PA who put them onto the Gateway'* (p.13). For
those who remained unemployed at the end of the Gateway, a choice of options was
offered by their PA. These were the VS and the Subsidised Employment, Full-time
Education and Training (FTET) and Environment Task Force (ETF) options. The VS
and ETF offered a combination of work experience (in voluntary sector organisations
and environmental projects respectively), training and jobsearch. Every option had an
element of jobsearch, CV and employability training. All options except FTET lasted

six months (see Appendix 1).

Jobseekers taking the VS option were referred by their PAs to local organisations
contracted to deliver the option and these could be private, public or private sector.
These providers were contracted to arrange a package of training, jobsearch and work
experience totalling 30 hours per week for 6 months. The work experience or placement
was arranged by the provider with a voluntary sector organisation (placement provider)
13 for 4 days per week. One half day per week was given to training in a qualification up
to NVQ Level 2 and one half day per week to jobsearch. These were delivered by
providers at their premises (although they could also be delivered by placement
providers, or, less frequently, by another organisation). As part of their contractual

requirements, providers also had to monitor client attendance and performance.

If a client completed or left an option and had not found a job, s/he could return to
claiming Income Support (IS) or remain on the New Deal, entering the follow-through
period, at which point, JSA could be claimed again and further intensive help with
jobsearch provided for a further four months. After 26 weeks, if the client had not found

work, they would re-enter the New Deal at the Gateway stage.

secure accommodation, those with physical impairments or learning difficulties, and those with literacy,
numeracy and English as a second language needs (DfEE National Statistical First Release SFR 17/2001).
14 Although continuing to receive JSA, once on the NDYP options, they were no longer registered as JSA
claimants.

!> From now on referred to as a placement or placement provider.
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1.2.4 Participation figures

Participation in the NDYP built up from 6,500 at the end of January 1998, to a peak of
149,800 by end of July 1999 (national roll out having been in April 1998)
(DfEE/National Statistics, SFR 11/2001). At that stage, 40% of people found work—
and therefore exited the programme—in its Gateway phase (Philpott, 1999: 16). At the
end of January 2001, participation in the NDYP was at 101, 900 (DfEE/National
Statistics, SFR 11/2001). 72% of people starting were men and 14% were from minority
ethnic groups (ibid). 15% of those entering the options took the VS (ibid).'®

1.3 Evaluation to 2002

1.3.1 Success

As described above, the NDYP was extensively evaluated from its implementation.
Such evaluations are typically large, complex and expensive, with a considerable
proportion of the time, money and effort involved devoted to estimating one outcome,
the impact of the programme (Purdon et al., 2001). An early national study by the
National Institute of Economic and Social Research (Riley and Young, 2000) was one
such evaluation finding that the NDYP had got more than 250,000 young people into
employment, and therefore achieved its first macro objective of reducing unemployment
quickly. It also concluded that the programme had met its job creation and economic
growth objectives having created 20,000 more jobs at any one time, increased
employment by 0.1% and contributed £0.5 billion to the economy. The net costs were
also seen as demonstrating the programme’s value for money - for every £5 spent, £3
had been returned in benefit and tax savings (ibid, 1999). By 2002, another macro
analysis found that long-term unemployment would have been almost twice as high in

2000 without NDYP and that 60,000 more young people moved into jobs in its first two

16 As at November 2007, 69,290 people were on the NDYP according to DWP statistics (accessed at
http://83.244.183.180/new_deals/ndyp/live/yp_p/tabtool yp p.html). As Riley et al. (2007) point out,

most macro-analysis has been concentrated on the first two to three years of the policy.
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years than would have done without the existence of the programme, more than half of
those unsubsidised (White and Riley, 2002). With such evaluations, the NDYP was

heralded as the key economic achievement of New Labour’s first term (Blair, 2000).

Evaluation of the different delivery models concluded that it was difficult to see:

whether these different partnership models [made] any difference to operational aspects of
delivery or to New Deal outputs and outcomes (Stern et al., 1998: 22).

However, those of delivery in general confirmed that the NDYP was qualitatively
different. Past programmes had been treated negatively by their target group and had
contributed to an enduring negative image in young people’s minds (Atkinson, 1999;
Donnelly, 1998; Stafford, 1999). However, attitudinal research identified that those
NDYP clients:

who have been on other employment programmes recognise the different tenor and intent of
New Deal, even if they are initially suspicious (Hasluck, 2000: 4).

Such early research found that the client relationship with their PA was critical,
particularly the importance of the PA’s capacity and willingness to assess their needs
and discourage them by pointing out possible limitations in their plans (Woodfield et al.,
2000). It also found that the programme offered more choice and opportunity than any
of its predecessors (Bryson et al., 2000). However, understanding choices was found to
be crucial to the success of the NDYP as the mismatching of option and placement could
result in non-completion and sanctioning (Woodfield et al., 2000). Client feedback on
the Gateway activities found that improvements in confidence and enthusiasm stemmed
from them (Woodfield et al., 2000). Employer involvement at the Gateway stage was

also greeted very positively by clients (Davies and Irving, 2000).

Studies of the FTET option found that participants were generally enthusiastic about the
option. They saw it as an opportunity to make up for less successful experiences at
school and most valued hands-on practical courses (Woodfield et al., 2000). Some saw
the option as a means of enhancing their employment prospects, others took it because
they could not get on the subsidised employment option. These evaluations also

confirmed that PAs were critical in setting up placements. Evaluations looking at the
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Subsidised Employment, VS and ETF options found that New Dealers welcomed the
opportunity to gain qualifications as well as work experience on placements. The
quality of the work experience was crucial. The size of the organisation was also a
factor: smaller organisations were able to give New Dealers a greater variety of
responsibilities. However, larger ones were associated with higher chances of retention
(Davies and Irving, 2000). Higher chances of retention were also associated with
participants’ qualifications, more skilled occupations, prior work experience and absence

of health or other problems (ibid).

There was little research solely on the VS, but the feedback that did exist found that it
was similar to that on other options, namely clients responded well when formal and
relevant training was provided as well as hands on work experience, when they found
their workplace colleagues and managers supportive and felt able to discuss any

problems with them further (Woodfield et al., 2000).

1.3.2 Acknowledged problems

As early as 2000 the Government acknowledged that there were various problems
emerging with the NDYP. Richard Layard, a key architect of the policy, wrote that the
main measure of the success of any welfare to work programme was the number of its
participants who got regular work and kept it (Boeri and Layard, 2000). Regular work,
referred to as a sustained job in NDYP terminology, was 13 weeks or more. By 2001,
40% of NDYP job outcomes were unsustained (Select Committee on Education and
Employment, 2001). What is more an increasing number of participants, 1 in 5, were
returning to the programme for the second time (ibid). By 2000, Hasluck had already

concluded that:

how to deal with clients who have passed through their New Deal Programme without a
*successful’ outcome has begun to emerge as an issue on the programmes that have operated
the longest (Hasluck, 2000: 5).

Two-thirds of VS participants left (or dropped-out in NDYP terminology) without
completing it (O’Connor et al., 2001). This was partly attributed to it not being their

first choice of option. That study and an early postal survey of providers also attributed
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drop-out to problems such as homelessness, other accommodation difficulties, the lack
of suitable jobs, drug and alcohol problems and literacy and other skills needs.
However, that and other evaluations followed a deficit model and focused on client

motivation and attitudes (The Tavistock Institute, 1998).

Problems with the referral process (mandatory and inappropriate referrals) were cited by
over half of the providers as the main reason for drop-out. They described being sent
clients with a range of difficulties which resulted in them being unready for participating
or unsuitably matched to the option. Inappropriate referral was attributed to PAs being

under pressure to make referrals, high caseloads, lack of training and high turnover.

Other negative impacts of PA pressures were identified such as inadequate
communication with provider management, discrimination against small providers and
poor liaison between the ES and options. 70% of providers in a survey of 30 New Deal
partnerships stated they had received fewer than expected referrals of clients, with some

providers having to drop out of partnerships as a result (The Tavistock Institute, 1998).

Client lack of understanding of the policy was also identified as a problem. This
included limited awareness of the range of options (and PA inability to provide
information) and of what would happen when their option came to an end, which led to
problems later on. The complicated nature of delivery arrangements was also raised as
problematic in that the client had contact with many different actors from first interview

to ‘first destination’ post-New Deal (Woodfield et al., 2000).

Factors constraining client choices included their perception, as opposed to that of their
PA, of their job readiness, the degree to which their own preferences were adhered to,
adviser caseloads, organisational representation in partnership, discrimination against
small providers and effectiveness of liaison between the ES and options (The Tavistock

Institute, 1998). A national survey of participants also concluded that,

in practice, large proportions [of participants] perceive constraint rather than choice
(Bryson, 2000: 6).
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The relationship between choice, outcomes and delivery structures was also examined.
It was concluded that it was not necessarily the partnership configuration that made a
difference but choices made within the models. Individual choice was also dependent

on PA knowledge of the sector and direct contact with it (The Tavistock Institute, 1998).

Woodfield et al. (2000) found that participants had a hierarchy of preferred options, with
either subsidised employment or the FTET as top priority or second choice. Owen et al.
(2000) suggested that that hierarchy needed to be looked at in terms of access to top
options by ethnicity. They found, for example, that 9% of minority ethnic participants

were on the subsidised employment option compared to 15% of white participants.

Limited choice for both marginalised and graduate clients was also identified as a
problem (The Tavistock Institute, 1998). For the former, PAs could not always fulfill
their supporting role by identifying basic skills needs and compiling an individually
appropriate training package or give them adequate Gateway preparation (Atkinson,
1999). Clients also reported a lack of support from their PAs and from other agencies.
There were also problems with delays in getting referred to chosen options and, as a
result, being left on the Gateway for more than four months (Walsh et al., 1999). Poor
quality training or lack of formal training and the demoralising effects of low, or no,
remuneration emerged as demotivating factors in experience of the options (Hasluck,
1999; Woodfield et al., 2000).

A group of clients described as ‘least job ready, facing the most complex and multiple
barriers to employment’ (New Deal Taskforce, 1999) and ‘harder to help’ was
constituted, one which tended to be made up of men, associated with high drop out rates,
dismissals and sanctions, a growing proportion of the total client group and concentrated
in the VS (O’Connor et al., 1999; Millar, 2000).
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These clients were said to be less motivated, comprising a higher amount of mandatory
referrals, being highly disadvantaged, and requiring intensive support (Morris et al.,
1999). This group was also found to have care responsibilities that played an important
role in its ability to participate, to be least geographically mobile and most prepared to
take drops in wages (Bryson et al., 2000). Hasluck referred to the interdependence of
such factors affecting the employability of people in this group and that the cumulative
impact of those factors on labour market experience was greater than the simple sum of
separate risks (Hasluck, 1999). In the same report, he commented that the extension of
the programme to more disadvantaged clients would require disproportionately high

levels of resources to secure positive outcomes (ibid).

Problems were also found with providers’ responses to delivering the VS, particularly
those who took on mandatory referrals. It was soon recognised that there was little
incentive in the contract structure to work with less employable participants and that the
mix of a high proportion of mandatory referrals and a small group of voluntarily
registered and committed people was challenging (Millar, 2000). Another concern was
that mandatory referrals led to the VS and its providers being labelled as the ‘sink
option’ or ‘option of last resort’. One area identified for further research included
looking into how mandatory referrals impacted on the effectiveness of the options (The

Tavistock Institute, 1998).

Other problems with voluntary sector delivery included the perception that it was at
financial disadvantage and that contract finances were insufficient (Employment Policy
Institute, 1999). Some placement providers were not being paid at all (ibid). Upfront
funding was also a burden (Blackburn, 1998). Problems in the relationships between

partners were also identified:

...a trusting partnership culture is infiltrated by some of the downsides of a rigid ‘contract
culture (The Tavistock Institute, 1998: 71).

Similarly, there were problematic contradictions in the need for voluntary organisations
to provide a client centred approach (one in which trust was also developed) and yet also

have a policing role within a sanctions-orientated, stricter benefit regime (ibid). In



relation to the effect of sanctions, an acknowledgement of some of their negative
consequences was evident in an emphatic request from the House of Commons Select
Committee on Education and Employment (2001a) that they should not affect receipt of
Housing Benefit (HB).

What was not emphasised was research finding many participants were not getting work
through the NDYP and that they were returning to unemployment benefit. It was argued
that it had important interim outcomes and that the work experience obtained through
the New Deal would substantially improve its participants’ future employability,
especially for those without any expeﬁénce of work prior the NDYP (O’Connor et al.,
2001).

Similarly, it was also downplayed that many young people were churning between
unemployment, work and welfare to work:

It should also be remembered that young people tend to be inexperienced in the labour
market and often try out different opportunities whilst learning where their long term goals
lie— (Minister of Employment quoted in Sunley et al., 2001: 505).

Although, the Minister went on to say that:

...the precise scale and causes of workfare recycling and benefit churning deserve further
detailed research (Ibid).

Early evaluation also concluded that the main delivery issue was to determine how far
provision should be matched with diverse client aspiration and how far those aspirations
had to be managed to match available provision and labour market constraints (The
Tavistock Institute, 1998). This was picked up again by the Government’s

acknowledgement that NDYP participants were ‘ambitious and aspirational’ but that:

Those aspirations will not be met by a cycle of continual short-term employment in entry
level jobs, registered unemployment and participation in New Deal (House of Commons
Select Committee on Education and Employment, 2001b: para 40).

1.3.3 Recommendations

With reference to harder to help clients, the Government stated that:
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The Employment Service will need to pay increasing attention to this group of clients. It
should seek to identify quickly the particular barriers which a participant faces and make
appropriate referrals to specialist organisations, many of which will be in the voluntary
sector. The Employment Service should build its capacity to recognise difficulties and
make appropriate referrals and its capacity to collaborate with external organisations. It is
not acceptable for young unemployed people in the NDYP client group to be overlooked
(House of Commons Select Committee on Education and Employment, 2001b: para 28).

In line with this, suggested measures in, for example, the DfEE Green Paper, Towards

Full Employment in a Modern Society (2001), looked at changes to the programme

structure, increasing flexibility through more modulated tailored pathways and providing
more support through more intensive gateways, earlier and longer intervention, and
mentoring (DfEE, 2001). Internal analysis by the Employment Service found that re-
entrants to the New Deal were more likely to get a job, and to do so more quickly, than
those on the New Deal for the first time, and step-up pilots were suggested guaranteeing
jobs for those who had already been on the option. The possibility of providers running
outreach to clients, rather than waiting for referrals from jobcentres, was also

considered.

The government responded to provider concerns that the contract structure and the focus
on job outcomes did not include recognition of working with difficult clients and the
Select Committee’s earlier recommendation by agreeing that evaluation should take into
account distanced travelled to employability (House of Commons Select Committee on
Education and Employment, 2001b). A move to formula funding and the availability of

funds for projects targeting certain groups was also considered. For example:

All future contracting for NDYP should stipulate in bidding criteria to potential delivery
agencies as to how they will meet the socio-economic needs of BME communities (Ayton
and Butt, 2001: 6).

However, there was no further discussion of the negative effects of contracts and

performance measures. In fact, a 40% job entry rate became a key target.

Finally, the programme’s supply-side focus was also recognised. The Select Committee
on Education and Employment found that there had been a disappointingly low level of
employer (including public sector) involvement (2001). It concluded that ‘a demand-led

approach within different industry sectors’ would be an effective way of increasing
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employability ‘because it uses employers' hiring requirements as the standard of job

readiness’ (ibid).

1.4 Conclusion

While thousands of young people moved from the NDYP into work in the first few years
following implementation, early evaluation of the policy identified that a growing
number of NDYP leavers returned to the programme and these people were referred to
as ‘harder to help.” It has been said that New Labour will be judged on their delivery
and many of the factors determining successful delivery may be accounted for by local
characteristics that performance indicators or macro evaluations miss (Simmonds, 2002).
The evaluations did find problems with delivery such as conflicting organisational
cultures and lack of built-in incentives to work with the harder to help clients.
Subsequent chapters investigate the processes behind those problems, which although

flagged up, were not examined in any depth due to the policy’s focus on outcomes.
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2 Chapter Two: Policy discourses and delivery problems

2.1 Introduction

New Labour partly legitimised welfare to work by claiming that policy was being made
in a more pragmatic and evidence-based way, concentrating on ‘what works’. The
empiricist and rationalist traditions in academic social policy have tended to legitimise
government policy, not only by their statistical and social science base and focus on
expert knowledge (Harris, 1992), but by their non-critical stance. As such, the discipline
has been accused of being normative dominated by lay knowledge and common sense
beliefs (Brewer, 2000).

Critical social policy academics emphasise that all policies have ideological
underpinnings and, as a consequence, are theoretically problematic and contentious.
Terms such as ‘unemployment’ and ‘poverty’ used to formulate, promote and deliver

policies, are not:

...fixed, objective and self-explanatory social phenomenon but relativistic and socially
constructed concepts (Harris, 1992: 119).

This makes it all the more important to maintain an epistemological awareness, defined
by Chambers (1987) as how we learn, how that affects what we think we know, and how
we perceive and distort the realities of others. This included bearing in mind that there
will always be several portrayals of a policy, including those officially prescribed, the
interpretation of the service as it actually is and the prospect of the service as it ought to

become (Donnison, 1965).

The last chapter summarised the series of claims used to legitimise the NDYP, its
difference from previous programmes and its success up to 2001. This chapter first
reviews critiques of the policy’s description of unemployed people, the enabling role
portrayed for the welfare state and claims made about the policy’s success, the

experience of work and its role in social inclusion. The middle section briefly reviews
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some literature on the changing nature of youth participation and experiences of
education and housing for disadvantaged youth. The chapter finishes by discussing
critiques of new public welfare management reforms, including their ability to offer

choice and individualised treatment.

2.2 Constructs

Unemployed People

As outlined in chapter one, the policy framework implicitly constructed a deficit model
of unemployed young people, presenting them as not only lacking skills and
employability but dependent on the state, deviant from the norm (in, for example, their
sense of social responsibilities) and holding negative and defeatist attitudes to work
(particularly, unwillingness to work). Therefore, there was an inbuilt suggestion that the
attitudes, character and behaviour of welfare recipients needed not only improving
(McCrate and Smith, 1998) but reforming in order to take responsibility for their own

lives and be reconnected with both the labour market and society (Lund, 1999).

Critics argued that New Labour’s portrayal of the welfare state as encouraging
dependency and of the existence of an underclass who needed to be remoralised
(Bagguley and Mann, 1992) drew directly on the New Right’s portrayal of dependency
culture in the 1980s, in which it was argued that the welfare state’s permissiveness had
created perverse incentives and thereby fostered negative attitudes to work. This was

part of a political rhetoric which:

recast social security as a mistargeted system — one which regards many claimants as
‘undeserving’ at best or fraudsters at worst (Becker, 1997:63).

The underclass was presented as a group of people who were not only marginalised from
the labour market but who had low aspirations and were behaviourally deviant with a
separate and deficient cultural and social outlook (MacDonald (Ed.), 1997; Stepney et
al., 1999)—even dangerous and in need of regulation and control (Becker, 1997). Their

behaviour was presented as the central cause of their disadvantage, entrenched and
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passed on through families and social networks, lacking in positive role models, in a
culture of poverty'’. While structural barriers to work were admitted in these analyses,
it was argued that these, including historical lack of opportunity, were overplayed
(MacDonald (Ed.), 1997, Mead, 1997 and Murray, 1994), because the underclass was
unable to respond rationally to opportunities. Mead legitimised the compulsion of
welfare to work by arguing that presuming welfare dependents could respond was the

mistaken ‘competence assumption.’

Young men were also central to this depiction of the underclass, with Murray (1994)
claiming that large numbers of healthy young men choosing not to take jobs were
evidence of its existence. In the UK context, a similar policy pessimism (which was also
class 'specific) about men outside the home and in public places fuelled a sense of
‘lawless masculinity’ (Scourfield and Drakeford, 2002) which led some to argue that
welfare to work reform was aimed at men (Levitas, 2001). Similarly, Dean (1997)
identified the spatial dimension of the construct in pointing out that youth homelessness
was seen as a housing issue, young adults in work as a low pay issue but when young

people were not in work or at home, they became ‘youth’.

The deficit model also presented young people as lacking both skills (particularly soft
ones) and ‘employability’. It was argued that employers rated soft and interpersonal
skills (for example, communication, motivation, self-confidence, esteem and team
working) as equal to, and if not more important than, occupationally-specific hard skills
(Davies and Irving, 2000). This was especially relevant to young people who were most
likely to be recruited to occupations at or towards the bottom of the occupational skill
hierarchy. Employers demanded character as well as qualifications and the right attitude

was central to this, described as the essence of employability (Nye, 1999).

17 For a discussion of this term’s origins, see, for example, Glennerster (2000).
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Work, the Labour Market and the Welfare State

New Labour’s welfare to work framework also equated paid work with social inclusion
in a positive view of young people’s experience of education and work that relied on a
social democratic depiction of education and training enabling individuals to progess in
a meritocratic environment of opportunities for all (Giddens, 1998). People are
therefore encouraged to embrace the risks said to be inherent in the new global
marketplace (Beck, 1992, Giddens, 1998) because upward mobility is possible solely

through this cultivation of human potential.

The policy also gave a moral construction to citizenship in which it was implied that a
person can not be a citizen if they do not work. This ‘citizen-worker model’ (Lister,

2003a) maintained the traditional view of:

paid employment [as the] sole marker of the responsible citizen and unemployed people, in
turn, as ... dependent on the state and ‘costly’ to it (MacDonald and Coffield, 1991).

Equating citizenship, responsibility or duty with the work ethic, while at the heart of the
ideological discourse of rights and responsibilities, again had strong similarities to the
arguments of New Right proponents of welfare to work, such as Mead (1997), who
argued that while it was important to maintain the principle that all citizens had a right to
a basic level of protection, that right could not be unqualified, but instead entitlement

had to be reconciled with obligation.

As mentioned above, the policy rhetoric presented the pre-reform welfare state as partly
causing the problem of unemployment, by being permissive and encouraging
dependency. With the introduction of welfare to work, it was given an enabling role in a
presentation of the employment question as a deficit of skills and not of jobs, in which
the duty of the state was not to create jobs or effect redistribution, but rather to enable
people to find jobs by making them more employable—in assisting the creation of ‘full
employability’ (Evans, 2003; Haughton et al., 2000). However, this role also involved
compelling citizens to meet their responsibilities. Both the enabling and enforcing
aspects were presented in a wider context of welfare state retrenchment in the face of the

nation state’s diminishing power in a highly globalised marketplace (Giddens, 1998).
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2.3 Critiques

Dependency and Deviance

Dean (1997) critiqued the construct of deviant and dependent youth by looking at its
origins and arguing that it was created as a result of the changing political economy of
the household and the labour market following the introduction of the wage labour
system when factory conditions curtailed the continued participation of young people
and compulsory education made them depend on their parents for longer. Looking
further back, it has been argued that the association between providing welfare and
creating dependency, and the labelling of unemployed people as not only dependent but
deviant, can be traced back to the origins of the welfare state and the creation of a
distinction between the deserving and undeserving poor in the workhouse (Lowe, 1999)
in which the able-bodied were judged as not willing to take responsibility for their own
lives (Jones, 2000) and establishing in British welfare provision that the poor needed to
be disciplined (Jones, 2000, Englander, 1998 and Lowe, 1999). Being in a workhouse
was worse than the conditions experienced elsewhere and this created the concept of
‘less eligibility’ and contributed to the stigma associated with being poor. Some see a
continuous welfare response to the unemployed from the repression of vacancy under
the Elizabethan Poor Law, the workhouse test, the 1834 Poor Law Amendment Act, the
1930s genuinely seeking work test and the voluntary unemployment rules of the 1980s
YTS and Restart programmes (Walker, 1996).

The conclusion is that the work ethic and the stigma of being out of work, run deep in
our modern psyche (Noon and Blyton, 1997). Work is deemed a defining part of us, one
of the principle ways in which we evaluate ourselves and each other. As Whyte

observed, for a man

to think about his job is to see himself as others see him, to remind him of just where he
stands in society (Whyte, 1943: 60).

Paid work and the work ethic’s importance are perpetuated by raising the former to a

status level that other forms of work have not achieved, the recognition of being engaged
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in something ‘worthwhile’ (Sen, 1975; Weber, 2001). Self-respect is felt through
fulfilling the social norm of engaging in paid work. Public attitude surveys at the time
of fieldwork revealed that negative public opinion persisted about the unemployed
(MacDonald (Ed.), 1997) and that the belief that unemployment was the result of
personal qualities and attitudes to work was widespread. The individual who does not

fulfil the social norm is stigmatised as deviant (Cohen, 1985), he is then:

...the subject for shaming and is assigned low status. Shame may be said to be a feeling of
inferiority or inadequacy. A feeling which is aroused when the individual becomes aware of
an ascribed weakness in his or her person, of a goal which he or she has not attained or an
expectation which he or she has not lived up to (Kaufman et al., 2003: 109).

Literature on the effects of unemployment has shown that unemployed people are both
aware of being judged and devalued by others and of their vulnerable position—and
therefore that negative public attitudes have considerable significance for self-perception
or identity (Gallie (Ed.), 1994). It has been argued that much of the negative effects of
unemployment are related to these public attitudes (Breakwell, Collie, Harrison and
Propper, 1984; Peck and Theodore, 2000). Similarly, studies looking at young men’s
unemployment have shown how it is associated with higher rates of depressive illness,
homelessness, mortality and suicide (Dennehy et al., 1997; Howarth et al., 1998, and
Allard, 1997 cited in Stafford, 1998). Suicide is the second most common cause of

death among 18 to 24 year olds (Bentley and Gurumurthy, 1999). Poverty is therefore:

itself experienced as reflection of skills and beliefs held by those enduring deprivation and
by those in the wider society (Golding, 1995: 213).

Young unemployed people internalised and were persuaded by public opinions
(Phoenix, 2004, Kildal, 1999). In ‘victim blaming discourses’ (McIntosh, 2003: 96),
they drew on the ‘responsible economic dependency model of paid work as a condition
of citizenship’ (Lister et al., 2003: 242-8) discussed in this chapter and elsewhere and
presented themselves as second class citizens (Wyn and White, 2000). Evans et al.
(2001), in looking at young adults and their sense of control, found that the UK’s more
insecure and flexible systems meant that young people needed to demonstrate greater
proactivity which in turn led them to feel responsible for their own failure or success.

Concluding reports from large scale studies looking at disadvantaged young people such
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as the Joseph Rowntree Foundation’s 26 project study of diverging paths to adulthood,
stated that, despite social exclusion and the severity of their experiences, their
aspirations were no different from other people’s (Bentley and Gurumurthy, 1999;

Jones, 2002).

Governments have many motivations for sustaining the image of welfare recipients as
unwilling to work and the stigma associated with them (Manning, 1985). For example,
stigma serves to control claimant populations by having an adverse impact on take-up of
benefits and services (MacDonald, 1997; Mack and Langley, 1985) and ensures that the
working population continues working. Although, this includes adding to the negative
image which has traditionally endured in young people’s minds about the programmes
aimed at those out of work (Atkinson, 1999; Bentley and Oakley, 1999; Donnelly, 1998
and Stafford, 1999).

However, while the social norm of work is certainly reinforced by social pathology,
policy responses that spring from such a perception may be inherently contradictory in

their objectives, by being, for example,

...aimed at developing and enhancing competence, or capabilities, or the capacity for
autonomy on the one hand and yet involving restrictions on autonomy on the other
(McLaughlin, 1997: 80).

Their effects may be opposite to those attended. For example, the stigma associated
with the programmes may make their participants anti low-status jobs (Sjoberg, 1999)

and forced participation may erode their sense of responsibility (Dean, 1997).

The concept of dependency has been critiqued on an empirical level by Hills (1995) who
pointed out that it would be difficult to actually test if the welfare state causes
dependency—studies can only look at how long people are on benefit and how many
times they return to it. Similarly, in terms of the cost of unemployment, Gardiner (1997)

pointed out that there is in fact no agreed value of getting people into employment.

Feminist and sociology of work critiques argued that viewing formal and informal work

activity as either dependent or independent is a misleading and overly simplistic model
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of human behaviour and motivation for policy formulation (Land, 1989; Lister, 1992;
Ungerson and Kember (Eds.) 1997). A person’s paid employment, rather than being
equated with their independence, is in fact predicated on the unpaid labour of others
(Lister, 1992). In other words, the economy is dependent on unpaid labour—the latter
has its ‘fingerprints’ all over paid work (Tilly and Tilly, 1998: 22). It was argued that a
more accurate depiction of society is one of associations of interdependent humans
(Dean in Baldock, 2003). For this reason, such critics called for a redefinition of

autonomy which fits with the notion of interdependence (Williams, 2000).

Those critiquing the pathological interpretations outlined above, argued that looking at

individual responses is a mistaken emphasis, instead there needs to be examination of:

how structures of authority, knowledge and power (including those of the social welfare
systems) set the parameters for individuals’ actions, whilst similarly investigating the
relationships between structures, values and behaviour in individuals’ decision-making
(McLaughlin, 1997: 90).

In the US, Wilson (1998) examined the underclass theory by looking at the large pool of
black youth identifying a ‘discouraged worker’ effect in reaction to low pay, demeaning
work and racism'®. Crime, family dissolution and low levels of social organisation were
seen as a consequence of lack of work (Wilson, 1997: xii). He provided a more
structural interpretation of the development of an underclass as the result of a long-term
cultural adaptation to class disadvantage. Looking at the impact of lack of interaction
between people of different classes and racial backgrounds in enhancing the effect of
living in a highly concentrated poverty area, he argued that dependency was not
engrained but passed on by sheer isolation from anything different in areas of highly

concentrated poverty which resulted from the welfare state’s failure to integrate the most

'8 While the racial dimension of welfare to work is not as explored in the UK context, this thesis was
influenced by the dissussion of the constructed character of ethnicity, in which it becomes understood as a
‘relational process — in which categories of community and identity are in constant formation at the
intersection of actual or imagined cultural (understood as ways of life) heritages and the
political/economic/cultural (understood as representations) relations through and upon which racisms
emerge and operate. It is around this intersection that boundaries demarcating ‘ethnic groups’ (within and
between ‘minority’ and ‘majority’ are discussed)’ (Lewis, 2000: 262).
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disadvantaged into mainstream society, and the economic downturn that saw the middle

class and manufacturing move out of urban areas.

UK academics focused on the interaction between structural changes in the labour
market and the operation of the benefit system, which they argue, is central to
understanding unemployment (Philpott, 1997). They pointed out that there is
insufficient recognition that jobs do not always pay enough and that any suggestion that
the solution is to work longer does not consider the consequences on health, family life
and childcare (Phillips, 1997). They also argued that preferring the relative stability of
benefits to the prospect of low paid insecure work could be seen as a rational response
when both the deterrence of the types of work on offer, and the problems of signing on
and off benefits are considered (ibid). What is more, withdrawal of state benefit does
not give everyone more control over their lives (Land, 1989). Research contextualising
the decisions made about work also critiqued the economic rationale model by finding
that the social and moral rationalities considered during decision-making are often more

important than the economic ones (Duncan and Edwards, 1999).

Such critics concluded that the dependency theory focus on jobseeker pathology failed
to address both the realities of individual participation in the labour market and the
important role of the employer in taking on unskilled young people and providing
training, as work-based as opposed to class-based training was shown to be more
effective for young people (Steedman et al., 1998). Problems with employer training
identified in the literature included short-termism, ad-hoc, rather than planned, solutions
to training needs and a lack of understanding of issues of workforce reproduction,
expansion and changing skill needs. However, this research also conceded that some
employers had ‘learnt the lessons of the 80s’ and instead of buying new skills, had
invested in developing staff and techniques (Penn 1999). Neglected examination of the
employer’s role was one part of a wider neglect of the demand management and job
creation which critics concluded needed to be linked with any supply-side reform (Finn,
1997; Peck and Theodore, 1999, 2000a, 2000b).
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Employability

Employability was identified as a key economic and social target by the government
(Kleinman and West, 1998). This rested heavily on the assumption that the economic
welfare of individuals and the competitive advantage of nations depended on the
knowledge, skills and enterprise of their workforces (Brown et al., 2003). Despite this
emphasis, little was really known about what constituted employability (Hasluck, 1999)
and the term was heavily critiqued. The literature pointed out that discussing
employability in isolation ignores the fact that whether a particular person is employable

or not depends partly on the balance between labour market demand and supply.

Taking the concept of skills, Crouch et al. (1999) argued that these need to be considered
in the particular context of the political economy at any time, defined as the relationship
between state, capital and labour. Whatever employers may explicitly say they are
looking for, they will be applying ‘ethnic, gender and social criteria (such as speech,
dress and behaviour) to screen applicants and will have preconceptions and prejudices
about what is suitable for various kinds of people’ (Lee et al., 1990). In other words,
skills are socially structured and not shared equally. They also include the navigational
skills needed to operate within the system of both education and employment (Cohen,
1997; Walford, 1988 and Penn, 1999). The soft skills promoted by NDYP policy
discourses, for example, may in fact be a misnomer for certain attributes that employers
conceptualise as skills (Moss and Tilly, 1995).

While government rhetoric promoted a high skills modernisation agenda and theorists
discussed ‘the post-industrial possibilities’ for the future of work, critics pointed out that
such debates were irrelevant to the ‘grim reality of working life that awaits the majority’
(Young, 1998 in Lloyd and Payne, 2002: 379). The meritocratic rhetoric used in the

policy was also critiqued:

...under the New Labour model, the field is assumed to allow relatively easy ‘capital’
accumulation ... this is simply not the case, we do not live in a meritocracy (Greener, 2002:
699).

Levitas described meritocracy as depending on:

...a process of social control exercised through the labour market and the ideology of the
work ethic. (Levitas, 2001: 459)
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She referred to a ‘Blair fantasy land’ in which the:

poor have presumably abolished themselves through the saving grace of working in
McDonalds and call centre ventures indirectly subsidised through tax credits (ibid, 2001:
458).

What is more, the education and qualifications a person obtained depended more on

their parents than ever before (Hills, 2004).

The focus on improving employability through welfare to work was termed the learnfare
approach (Field, 1997) and charged with accentuating a process of credentialism or
qualifications inflation (Atkinson and Hills (Eds.), 1998) whereby people need more
qualifications for lower skilled jobs. One likely long-term consequence envisaged was a
two-tier workforce with a growing institutional divide between skilled and unskilled
work (Field, 1997). While some argued that the labour market required even steeper
employability criteria than ever before (Steedman, 1998), the literature conflicted on the
extent to which more skills were required and in which sectors (Boeri et al., 2000; Green
et al., 2000 and Peck and Theodore, 2000b; Penn, 1999). It also debated the extent to
which ‘upskilling’ theories applied to young people because employers looked to them

for cheap, unskilled labour (Maguire and Maguire, 1997) as they:

...may well choose the immediate benefits to the bottom line that deskilling strategies
promise (Baran, 1988: 704).

Chapters 5 and 8 look at how participants on the VS talk about their employability and
the option’s role in improving it. Chapters 6 and 7 look at how those delivering the

NDYP view their clients’ employability.

Citizenship through work

Kildal (1999) argued that the positive value of work, as promoted in the rhetoric, was
actually made irrelevant by the duty of paid work being presented as a component of

citizenship. Smith (2000) argued that:

[those in poverty] can no longer be relied upon to fill low wage, low status employment on
their own initiative—

and work had become:

a duty, a condition of citizenship enforceable by the state (Smith, 2003: 313).
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He questioned the types of jobs that people were being encouraged or compelled to take

and called for:

political morality that balances a concern with achieving full employment with meaningful
employment ibid: 313).

Moreover, that:

obligations to work should be accompanied with an obligation to protect those in low paid,
unattractive work or the cycle of intermittent spells of work interspersed with recurrent
recourse to the employment service and benefits agency that characterises the work histories
of many disadvantaged people in the labour market, will continue (ibid: 321).

While dependency theorists claimed that social rights damaged young people’s
independence and self-discipline, their critics pointed to the way in which the citizen-
worker model undermined social rights (Dean, 1997; Levitas, 1996). They argued that
young people experienced a double process of disadvantage, with their economic and
socially less privileged position making them more reliant on the state. The state

reproduced those inequalities and:

notions of citizenship mask inequalities and conflate private individual rights with civic
ones (Lewis, 2000: 104).

Dean (1997) emphasised the need for young people to have social rights which
guarantee them substantive independence and afford them a status not only not
conditional upon employment (to enable them to resist exploitation by the labour
market, in jobs which were often low status and badly paid) but also not conditional on

family circumstances, thus allowing them to set up households on their own terms.

Social Inclusion through Work

New Labour’s use of social exclusion in social policy making was welcomed by some
for its extension of the conceptualisation of poverty beyond terms such as relative and
absolute and beyond income, to include measures of well-being and to incorporate
analysis of the social participation and dynamics of the actor and their various roles in
the social structure (Jordan, 1996, Room 1995). Literature that adopted a social
exclusion framework looked at the relationship between early life circumstances,
intergenerational links, mobility, environmental and area influences and later outcomes

(see for example, the work of the Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion on
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intergenerational dynamics of poverty). Its contribution was greeted positively for
highlighting the multi-dimensions of unemployment, looking, for example, at how
poverty in childhood was linked with lower educational attainment, higher

unemployment and lower earnings in adulthood (McKnight, 2000).

However, the application of social exclusion to welfare to work policy was criticised for
condensing different types of inequalities into one notion of exclusion from waged
work:

...the concept of social exclusion, as it is currently deployed, places people either inside or
outside of mainstream society, synonymous with inside or outside the labour market. The

concept works to devalue unpaid work and to obscure the inequalities between paid workers
(Levitas, 1996: 18).

As such, the stepping stone advancement promoted by the NDYP ignored the negative
aspects of work and differences in participation created by the inequalities of the labour
market (Holden, 1999; European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions, 2002).

The rationale for focusing welfare to work expenditure on the NDYP was partly that, at
the time the policy was created, youth unemployment rates had been twice the national
average for two decades (Bentley and Gurumurthy, 1999). There was evidence of
increasing polarisation within the youth market (Bynner and Parsons, 2001) and of
young people who were not in education, training or employment19 (Wilkinson, 1995), a
disengaged population termed status zero (Williamson, 2000). What is more,
unemployment early on in the career of people with low skills was found to have a
lasting adverse effect both psychologically and in terms of permanent wage reduction
(Burgess et al., 1999).

The influence of industrial and occupational change on the nature of unemployment has
been extensively discussed in the literature, but briefly includes the decline of
manufacturing (Wilson, 1997) leading to loss of manual jobs, full-time traditional male

jobs and a contraction of skilled manual occupations. Technological advancements and

1 Referred to as NEET.
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the shift towards knowledge-based service sectors have been accompanied by rising
premiums on skills, changing participation by gender (and the attendant changes in
family structure) and changing work routines, with increased flexibility in particular
(Bentley and Gurumurthy, 1999; Maguire and Maguire, 1997). This has been
accompanied by a weakening of demand for youth labour (and a fall in youth wages)
and a demise of apprenticeship type training, as employers switched their traditional
recruitment paths away from the youth labour marke