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Figure 4.2 Receipt of EDF payments among ERA customers within
two years after random assignment

Work status and measure NDLP WTC

A. All ERA customers (%)

Received EDF payments _ 18 _ 17
Sample size 1,188 1,082

B. All ERA customers who

worked (%)
Received EDF payments _ 23 _ 18

Sample size 904 1,066

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from DWP financial incentives data and ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

Delivery of EDF payments

At the start of ERA, ASAs were uncertain about how best to use EDF monies, and,
consequently, they did not proactively promote their availability to customers as
part of the ERA package. However, as ASAs grew more confident in their role
and learned how to use the EDF, they came to feel more comfortable exercising
discretion in distributing the funds and using them as a retention tool. In the
final focus groups (May 2007), many ASAs talked about how they had used the
EDF to help lone parents stay in work, especially during their first six months of
employment:

‘The one thing | definitely think they should definitely do is the EDF because,
in terms of keeping people in work in the first six months, the EDF was just
invaluable.’

This change over time was also evident in the qualitative customer interviews.
Early interviews (conducted in autumn 2004) suggested that very few customers
knew of the availability of the EDF. Their accounts confirm that ASAs did not tell
them about this element of ERA as a matter of course. Customers who received
those funds learned about them only after having told their ASAs that they were
in financial difficulty, at which point the advisers indicated that a flexible pot of
money could be used to help them. By the second wave of interviews (in autumn
2005), many more customers knew of the EDF and more had used those funds.
Still, there remained a substantial group of customers who had no knowledge of
the EDF, suggesting that many ASAs told customers about it only on a ‘need to
know' basis.

Customers’ attitudes to the EDF varied. Some who had received payments
expressed disbelief and gratitude at the help received, seen in the comments of
one customer whose car had broken down:
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‘I just couldn’t believe it. | felt like crying, and | said, “No, don’t be silly”, as
if she was lending that out of her purse, and she went, “No, you need your
car for your job”...I couldn’t believe it.’

Sometimes customers who had not received EDF payments expressed reluctance
to request the money, with many saying ‘/ didn’t need it’. Some also talked about
being embarrassed or not wanting to admit that they were struggling financially.

Despite ASAs’ growing confidence in using the EDF, some evidence suggests that
they disbursed it unevenly and for different purposes:

‘I've not really used the EDF; I've only used it five times. ...I suppose mine
[incentive payments] have been retention bonuses and training fees and
bonuses, so EDF I've probably not told them about.”

ASAs commented on some of the difficulties involved in having discretion over the
payments. One ASA talked about how she had made a large payment to help a
customer with her rent arrears. A few months later, the same customer once again
had rent arrears and the ASA realised that what the customer really needed was
help with household budgeting rather than emergency payments. Other ASAs
indicated that this was not an isolated incident.

Uses of the EDF

According to interviews with staff and customers, ASAs used EDF payments for a
number of purposes, including:

e childcare costs, including unexpected costs arising from problems claiming tax
credits;

e moving from benefits that were received weekly to a job that paid monthly,
creating difficulty managing expenses during that transition;

® moving house and having to pay two amounts of rent;
e paying for petrol when settling into a new job; and

e covering childcare expenses during unpaid sick leave.

In general, the most common uses were for childcare and housing-related
expenses.

4.4 Customers’ receipt of ERA's in-work financial
incentives

In addition to in-work job coaching and financial assistance from the EDF, ERA
offered a range of financial incentives designed to promote steady full-time
employment and skills training while employed. Using survey and administrative
records data, this section describes the extent to which ERA programme group
members received those incentives. Using qualitative data, it also describes how
staff marketed the incentives to customers, how customers viewed the offer and
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responded to it and how those who received payments tended to use the extra
money.

4.4.1 Employment retention bonus

ERA customers could receive an employment retention bonus of £400, payable
every 17 weeks, if they worked for at least 30 hours a week for 13 out of the 17
weeks. They could claim a maximum of six bonus payments.

Knowledge and take-up of the employment retention bonus

Most lone parents assigned to the programme group — 88 per cent among both
NDLP and WTC customers —said that they had heard of the employment retention
bonus (Figure 4.3). However, fewer actually received a bonus. For example, only
30 per cent of all NDLP ERA customers and 37 per cent of WTC ERA customers
received a bonus. To an important extent, this relatively low rate reflects the fact
that most ERA customers did not work full-time. Indeed, the rates of bonus receipt
climbed to 75 per cent and 76 per cent, respectively, for NDLP and WTC customers
who did work full-time. (Of course, not all of those who worked full-time did so
for the 13 out of 17 weeks necessary to qualify for the bonus.)

Figure 4.3 Awareness and receipt of employment retention
bonuses among ERA customers within two years after
random assignment

Work status and measure NDLP WTC

A. All ERA customers (%)

Were aware of the employment
retention bonus (%)" 88 88

Received any employment retention 30 37
bonuses (%)

Received more than one bonus (%)

Received all six bonuses (%) 2 1

Sample size 1,188 1,082

B. All ERA customers who worked
full time (%)

Received any employment retention
bonuses (%)

Received more than one bonus (%)

Received all six bonuses (%) 7 3

Sample size 440 442

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from DWP financial incentives data and ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

NOTE: “The source for this outcome is the 12- and 24-month customer surveys. The source for all other outcomes
is DWP financial incentives data.
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Those who received employment retention bonuses got an average of three bonus
payments during the two-year follow-up period. About 25 per cent in both target
groups received just one payment, while only six per cent of NDLP and four per
cent of WTC customers received all six bonuses (see Table E.6). It is important to
note, however, that bonus receipt rates continued to climb after the two-year
follow-up period that is the focus of this report.”®

Some customers who may have been eligible for the bonus failed to claim it.
According to staff interviews, among the reasons for this might have been a fear
among some customers that there was a ‘catch’ somewhere or a misunderstanding
that the payment would affect their tax credit eligibility or that they would not
be entitled to the payment because they had re-partnered. Some customers may
not have been aware that they were eligible. Although awareness of the retention
bonus was generally high (see Figure 4.3), it was not universal. Moreover, some
recipients indicated in qualitative interviews that they had not known about the
incentive until their ASA had reminded them. One lone parent, for instance, said
that she had increased her working hours but was unaware of the bonus until her
ASA phoned her ‘out of the blue’. Some customers may also not have claimed
the bonus simply because they had disengaged from the programme and were no
longer in touch with their advisers.

How customers used the employment retention bonus

In the qualitative interviews, customers talked about using the retention bonus in
a variety of ways. For example, some relied on the bonus to help them ‘get by’
financially; some used it for ‘treats’ or ‘extras’; and a few talked about using it for
work-related expenditures, but this was uncommon.

To get by financially

For many lone parents, the retention bonus improved their financial well-being.
This was more likely to be the case during the first few months of work and often
because it helped address financial difficulties resulting from another income
source drying up. For example, one WTC customer who had incorrectly received
too much in tax credits (a common occurrence) used the money to pay back those
overpayments: ‘I was strugqgling and it bailed me out a bit there’. Another WTC
customer was using the incentive money to take the place of child maintenance
payments that her ex-partner had stopped making. More commonly, customers
used the bonus to pay off debts accumulated while out of work or sometimes
while in work.

In some cases, the incentive was consciously used to supplement low-paid work.
Customers who used it in this way talked about being able to accept a poorly paid
job and still be better off in work.

8 For example, looking at the period of ERA operations through July 2007
reveals that 32 per cent of NDLP and 42 per cent of WTC customers received
a bonus over this extended period. In addition, 17 per cent and 11 per cent,
respectively, received all six bonuses over this period (see Table E.6).
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To pay for ‘extras’

Some customers referred to the bonus as being used for ‘extras’ or ‘treats’, which
generally revolved around family and home life — for example, going on a family
holiday, taking the children out, decorating their homes or buying consumer
goods, such as washing machines. Some customers started off using the payments
to pay off debts and then later used them for “treats’. While not strictly essential
to staying in work, a number of ASAs emphasised that using the incentive money
for these purposes could enhance customers’ well-being. They felt that being able
to afford such things was immensely important to lone parents and was a strong
incentive to work full-time.

Did the retention bonus influence customer behaviour?

Chapter 5 provides statistical evidence on the effects of ERA on customers’
experiences in the labour market within the two years after random assignment.
As will be seen, it shows that ERA was effective in increasing the likelihood that
customers would work full-time. However, that impact analysis cannot easily
isolate the effects of the retention bonus from the other features of ERA with
which it is bundled. It is possible to gain some insight into the potential influence
of the bonuses by exploring ERA staff and customers’ own views on the role of
the incentives in influencing behaviour. In general, the findings suggest that the
bonuses were a relevant influence but that that influence was also constrained by
a number of competing factors.

The customer survey data reveal considerable variety in whether customers felt
that the bonus influenced their decision-making. Around two-fifths to half of
customers who received a retention bonus said that it influenced their decision
to work 30 hours or more per week, ‘a lot’ (41 per cent and 49 per cent for the
NDLP and WTC groups, respectively). However, about another third said that it
had no influence at all on their decision to work 30 hours (37 per cent and 34
per cent for the NDLP and WTC groups, respectively) (see Table 4.2). Customers’
responses followed a similar pattern when they were asked whether the bonus
offer encouraged them to stay in full-time work.
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Table 4.2 ERA bonus recipients’ assessments of the influence of
the bonuses on their decisions concerning employment
and training

NDLP ERA WTC ERA
Outcome group group

A. Employment retention bonus

'How much did this bonus influence your decision to work 30 hours or
more per week?' (%)

A lot 41.3 49.2

A little 21.8 16.5

None 37.0 343
'How much did the bonus encourage you to stay in full-time work?' (%)

A lot 42.8 474

A little 18.7 19.1

None 38.5 33.6
Talked with Jobcentre Plus staff about work or work prospects when 72.1 77.6

claimed bonus (%)

Topic discussed, for those who talked with Jobcentre Plus staff when
claimed bonus (%)

Getting job with better pay or conditions 27.9 30.1
Increasing hours of work 11.9 243
How to negotiate a pay rise 53 4.2
How to get a promotion in present work 11.1 13.1
How to get a more permanent job or contract 133 4.0
Working out long-term career goals 38.9 36.4
Finding an training or education course 50.6 54.7
Other topics discussed 28.4 27.2
Sample size (bonus recipients) 354 409

B. Training completion bonus

'How much did this bonus influence your decision to start the training?' (%)

Alot 49.5 455
A little 25.5 27.2
None 25.0 27.4

'How much did the bonus encourage you to continue the training?' (%)

A lot 54.7 53.6
A little 16.8 23.6
None 28.5 22.9
Sample size (bonus recipients) 91 295

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

Qualitative data indicate that how well the bonus worked as an incentive to retain
work was influenced by a number of factors, such as what customers used the
incentive for, how happy they were at work, how well their childcare arrangements
were working and whether or not they wanted to undertake training. If the
customer was happy with a job, for example, the bonus was less likely to make
a difference. Some lone parents, however, talked about how the incentive gave
them the impetus to work full-time, when they might otherwise have opted for
part-time work:
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‘I 'think it’s a fabulous scheme. It gives people the incentive to boost their
hours, because otherwise you wouldn’t bother...’

A number of lone parents who had increased their hours also found this quite a
struggle and, in many such cases, looking forward to the bonus and knowing it
could be spent on something that they would not otherwise be able to afford was
very important. In these instances, the payment could act as an incentive to keep
going:
‘I went into work and said, “You have to keep me on these 30 hours now...|
put the deposit on the kids’ holiday!” And it did encourage me. It can be
hard because last week | was really busy and it would have been so easy to

say, “Next week | only want to do 20 hours”. | make sure | keep my hours
even when I'm tired.’

When customers used the incentives to repay debts accumulated while out of
work, the payments also seemed to help them remain in full-time work.

Some lone parents, though, did not want to work full-time and were indifferent
to the incentive. In these cases, financial calculations were outweighed by other
— generally family-based — considerations. These were lone parents who had other
priorities: Either they wanted to spend time training and could not combine this
with full-time work or they felt that their caring responsibilities were such that
they were not willing to work full-time.

In some instances, lone parents were held back by the limited availability of full-
time work in their place of employment. But where they were able to, some took
on a second, or sometimes a third, job in order to qualify for the bonus. Advisers
confirmed that a number of their customers did this.

There was a noticeable change over time in the opinions of ERA staff about the
efficacy of the bonus in moving lone parents into full-time work. Whereas many
staff interviewed in the first year of the programme were sceptical about the
possibilities of lone parents being ‘persuaded’ to increase their hours, by the end
of the programme most staff said that this was the biggest change they had seen.
They also talked about lone parents getting accustomed to working full-time and
appreciating the lifestyle that went with it. They emphasised the role of the bonus
in encouraging lone parents to take full-time work, although they also noted that
they may not be ready for this when first entering work:

— ‘Some didn’t go straight into full-time work.’

— ‘Aqgain they had to, you know, put their foot in the water, make sure they
could balance the home life and look after their kids.”

— ‘Yes, that’s it, a lot of people did get the full six [bonus payments], but |
think that the majority of mine probably got three or four, because it took
them a while, but once they got the confidence they then went over to
30 [hours].”
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Customers’ reactions to the bonus ending

The predominant staff view on the effect of the bonuses ending was that customers
had become accustomed to working full-time, had adopted a different lifestyle
and perhaps taken on more financial commitments and were, therefore, likely to
continue working full-time.

Customers’ thoughts about the payments coming to an end were clearly connected
to their attitudes towards receiving the payments. Customers who were claiming
the incentives but had expressed indifference to them also said that the payments
coming to an end would not change their behaviour. Customers who saw the
incentives as a ‘treat’ or an ‘extra’ had mixed reactions about their ending. Some
said that they were dependent on the bonuses, while others said that it would not
hurt financially when the payments stopped. Some of those who acknowledged
that it was ‘spare cash’ nonetheless said that they would be disappointed when
that extra money would no longer be available.

Although there were customers who said that they would be upset by the bonuses
ending, they mostly did not intend to leave work when their incomes fell. For
example, one customer in a second interview, reflecting on the bonuses ending,
said that she would “...really, really miss it but was quite resigned: “... oh well,
my treats have gone’. Confirming the staff view, she said that when the bonuses
ended, she would continue working 30 hours because she was used to it:

‘I was then in a routine. When | upped my hours | thought, “How am |
going to do it?” And | am. | mean some weeks are better than others for
babysitters, but you do it, you do get by.’

In cases where customers used the bonus for daily living expenses, there were
different responses. Customers talked about wanting to look for a better job once
the payments finished or about having to manage in other ways. When customers
had repaid debts with the bonus, their ability to manage was improved.

4.4.2 Training fees and bonus

Two types of incentives were available in ERA to encourage the take-up of
training. To be eligible for either of these training incentives, customers had to be
working 16 or more hours per week. As the first incentive, ERA staff could pay for
customers’ tuition for training courses, up to a maximum of £1,000 per person
for all courses. As the second incentive, ERA customers could receive a training
completion bonus. This incentive paid £8 for every hour of training completed,
up to a maximum of £1,000 (or 125 hours of completed training). The latter
was paid to customers once they had successfully completed training. Both forms
of incentive payments were to be made only for courses approved by ERA staff
and could not include employer-provided, on-the-job training. Customers could
receive the completion bonus even for courses that did not charge a tuition fee.
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Knowledge and take-up of the training fees and bonus

Financial payment records for the programme group customer survey sample
members indicate that ten per cent of all NDLP customers and 27 per cent of all
WTC customers received assistance with tuition fees within a two-year follow-
up period (Figure 4.4). Among those who had been in work at some point and
reported that they had also participated in training while in work, 24 and 36 per
cent, respectively, of the two target groups received tuition assistance. The amounts
paid towards fees varied widely but, for those who received this assistance, the
payments averaged £352 for NDLP programme group members and £279 for
WTC programme group members (see Table E.7).

Figure 4.4 Awareness and receipt of ERA training fee assistance
and training completion bonuses among ERA customers
within two years after random assignment

Work status and measure NDLP WTC

A. All ERA customers (%)

Received training fee assistance
10 27

Were aware of the training
completion bonus® 72 87

Received training completion bonus 8 23

Sample size 1,188 1,082

B. For those who ever worked (%)
Received training fee assistance 13 27

Were aware of the training 78
completion bonus®

Received training completion bonus 10 24

Sample size 904 1,066

C. For those who ever participated
in training while in work (%)

Received training fee assistance 24 36

Were aware of the training 36

; 91
completion bonus”

Received training completion bonus 21 33

Sample size 419 741

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from DWP financial incentives data and ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

NOTE: “The source for this outcome is the 12- and 24-month customer surveys. The source for all other outcomes
is DWP financial incentives data.
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Turning to the training bonus, as of the year two survey, 72 per cent and 87 per
cent, respectively, of NDLP and WTC programme group members were aware of
this bonus, although far fewer received it (see Figure 4.4). Data from financial
payment records show that eight per cent of all NDLP customers in ERA and 23
per cent of all WTC customers received a bonus within the two years after random
assignment, while 21 per cent and 33 per cent, respectively, of those who ever
took up training while in work received it (see Figure 4.4). (As with the retention
bonuses, receipt of the training bonuses continued to climb after the follow-up
period used for this report.”?)

Among those who received a training completion bonus, the majority (64 per
cent of NDLP bonus recipients and 63 per cent of WTC bonus recipients) received
just one training bonus during the two-year follow-up period, while just ten per
cent of NDLP and 15 per cent of WTC customers received three or more bonuses.
The average amount of each bonus was approximately £340 for NDLP customers
and £362 for WTC customers. The average total amount of all bonuses received
was £436 for NDLP customers and £491 for WTC customers within two years
(see Table E.7).

Qualitative data from staff and customers suggest a variety of reasons that may
help explain why more customers who worked and enrolled in training did not
receive a tuition payment or bonus payment. Many of these customers enrolled
in training that they had arranged themselves or that was made available through
an employer rather than by Jobcentre Plus staff. In some cases, customers did
not have to pay for the course and so they had no need to seek help with tuition
fees. Others did not claim assistance because they had lost touch with their
adviser, were unaware of the incentives or did not know that their training was
eligible. A similar picture emerged for the training completion bonus. Those who
had undertaken training independently were often not aware that they could
claim a completion bonus. As described below, this also seemed to reflect some
uncertainty on the part of staff regarding which courses were eligible for bonus
payments. In addition, the training bonus could be paid only after the training

79 Looking at the entire period of ERA operations, a higher proportion of
customers received training fee assistance and/or a training completion
bonus, compared with just the two-year follow-up period of the survey.
Fifteen per cent of NDLP and 31 per cent of WTC programme group
customers received fee payments and 13 per cent of NDLP and 28 per
cent WTC customers received at least one training completion bonus. Both
training fees and bonuses were particularly likely to be received towards the
end of an individual’s eligibility. Of those who received payments, about a
third in the NDLP group and a fifth in the WTC group received training fee
payments for the first time in their last nine months of eligibility, while about
two-fifths of NDLP bonus recipients and about a quarter of the WTC bonus
recipients received the training completion bonus for the first time in the last
nine months (Table E.7).
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was successfully completed, and some participants may not have completed the
course or may have chosen not to take an examination.

Delivering the training incentives

ASAs were keen to promote the training incentives as part of their work with ERA
customers. In the early days of the programme, when expertise on advancement
was minimal, marketing the training incentives to customers was often the principal
form of advancement support that staff offered. In early staff interviews (conducted
in spring 2004), when ASAs were asked how they promoted advancement
with customers, they often spoke simply of reminding them about the training
incentives. This is evident also in the customer survey data presented earlier (Tables
4.1 and 4.2), which showed that ‘finding an education or training course’ was
the most common form of advancement support received by customers in work
and also the most common topic discussed when customers were collecting the
retention bonus.

As ASAs’ expertise on advancement grew, their delivery of the training incentives
became more sophisticated. The incentives were still continuously marketed
but alongside a more holistic package of advancement support. Some ASAs
also reported that they improved over time in ensuring that the training was
relevant to customers. In one focus group, ASAs said that in the early stages of
the programme they were so keen for customers to undertake training that they
did not always consider whether a customer was ready for the course or if it
was the most appropriate. ASAs stressed that they would not pressure customers
to undertake training; still, they felt that continuously promoting training was
important so that lone parents would know that it was available when it was ‘the
right time’ for them to advance, as suggested earlier.

As customers began to reach the end of their 33-month eligibility for ERA, staff
would again encourage them to take up training before the incentives offer ran
out. They usually began to remind customers of the offer six months before the
end of their eligibility for the programme. Perhaps, in part, because of the strategy,
between five per cent and seven per cent of all ERA customers in each of the
target groups received their training fee or completion bonus for the first time
within the last nine months of their enrolment in ERA (see Table E.7).

ASAs differed in the level of help they offered to customers in selecting training.
Many offered a considerable amount of support in encouraging customers to take
up training and assisting them to find and select appropriate courses. Customers
spoke of ASAs helping them find a course or motivating them and ‘giving them a
push’, as in these comments from a lone parent in a second interview, reflecting
on the support she had received:
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‘The encouragement I've had from the Jobcentre has been great. When |
approached them about the course, [they were] very enthusiastic about it,
very helpful. Even so much as actually phoning the university to find out
where things are paid and things like that. They’ve been exceptionally good
in doing that.”

ASAs also reported working with customers to find ways around their barriers to
taking up training, such as lack of time. For example, this could include promoting
home learning, which was easier for lone parents to co-ordinate with their caring
responsibilities.

In other cases, ASAs' role was restricted merely to administering payments for
courses that customers had already sourced themselves. The level of support
offered generally depended on the customer’s needs. Nonetheless, there were
some customers who felt that their ASA could have done more to help them find
a course or to encourage them to take up training:

‘I think if she had said, “Well, that’s the list of courses available to you that
you can do in your own time, you know, open learning,...surely you can fit
six hours a week or whatever in that”,...and | think maybe push you a little
bit like that.”

This suggests that in some instances there was a mismatch between ASAs’ and
customers’ expectations of the level of support they should receive regarding
training.

There was also some evidence that ASAs differed in their interpretation of the
eligibility requirements for training completion bonus payments. Many customers
did not realise that they were eligible for a completion bonus if ERA did not pay
for the training (e.g. employer-paid training or other training that was free of
charge). Moreover, some customers reported that they had initially been told that
they would receive the bonus, only to be told later that they would not.

Did the training incentives influence customer behaviour?

Chapter 5 will show that ERA increased the extent to which the programme group
combined work and training (relative to the control group rate), especially for
the WTC group. As is true for the employment retention bonus, it is difficult to
isolate the influence of the training bonuses themselves on these effects. However,
data from the customer survey and from the qualitative interviews offer some
insights.

As with their views on the retention bonus, customers varied in their responses
when they were asked whether the training completion bonus had made a
difference to their behaviour. Overall, though, in comparison with attitudes
towards the retention bonus, greater numbers claimed that the training bonus
had an influence and fewer reported that it had no influence. About half the
customer survey respondents who had received the training bonus said that the
bonus offer had ‘a lot’ of influence on their decision to start training (50 per cent
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of NDLP bonus recipients and 46 per cent of WTC bonus recipients) (see Table 4.2).
Around a quarter, however, said that it had no influence at all on their decision (25
per cent and 27 per cent for the NDLP and WTC groups, respectively). Responses
were similar when customers were asked whether the bonus had any influence on
their remaining in training.

Qualitative data similarly suggest that a substantial number of customers would
not have undertaken training had it not been for the financial incentives, although
this included the payment of training course fees as well as the completion bonus.
As one customer explained:

‘That’s what’s made me do it, having the money there to do it. I've wanted
to do it for a long time.’

The financial incentives can be seen to have acted as an enabler, either by providing
the money to take a course that had previously been seen as financially inaccessible
or by enabling lone parents to reduce their hours or take time off work to complete
the training but still allowing them to be paid for this time via the training bonus.
For others, the financial incentives were more of a motivator and inspired the lone
parent to consider training. Indeed, some lone parents joined ERA with specific
training in mind or very quickly came to a decision about undertaking training,
while others took more time to make that choice.

Qualitative data also suggest that, as important as the incentives may have been,
adviser support was also key. The ASAs ensured that customers knew about
the financial incentives and in many cases helped to motivate and facilitate the
movement into training. Some training participants stressed that their ASA had
been pivotal in motivating them to begin a training course. In some cases, ASAs
also provided continuing encouragement and support while participants were
enrolled in their courses.

Sometimes customers did not actually attend or complete a course they had
enrolled in. Some attributed this to a lack of ongoing support and their need for
more continued encouragement. However, some also felt that their ASA (and
the incentives) had at least helped ‘plant a seed’ in making them think about the
possibility of training, which they might pursue in the future.

Of course, for lone parents who were working, lack of time was a major barrier
to taking up training. Many simply could not fit it into their daily routine. One
customer in a third interview, reflecting on her use of the programme, stated:

‘I just couldn’t fit everything in, and keeping my house how [ like it and look
after my children the way | want to and go to college and change my career,
| just couldn’t do it.”

Another issue was the stage in the customer’s life course, with some customers
expressing a wish to defer advancement through training.®° In many instances, this

8 See Hoggart et al., 2006, for further discussion of this issue.
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was because they had caring responsibilities but some customers also commented
on the need to build up their experience in work before undertaking training.
ASAs also noticed this. In the earlier interviews, they noted that many lone parents
(particularly in the NDLP group) did not appear interested in training, but in later
interviews said that this had changed over time:

‘So it might take them a bit longer to access the training, because at the
time it’s juggling the job with the kids, increasing the hours and then, | don’t
know, don’t know, and then all of a sudden, maybe 18 months down the
line, | want training! They can see a bigger picture, they can see that they
can do that.’

Financial concerns were another factor that limited training uptake, despite the
availability of the financial incentives. Some customers talked about the difficulty of
undertaking training as it meant forgoing income and in some cases also resulted
in extra costs. A small number of customers felt that the incentives offered were
not sufficient to make up for these costs. A related problem was that the training
bonus was not paid until the end of the course, so if extra costs had to be paid,
such as childcare during training, they would have to find a way of meeting those
costs up front.

Other customers who chose not to pursue training felt that their employer had not
been supportive or would not allow them the time off from their jobs to attend
courses. Sometimes practical issues, such as the course schedule conflicting with
the customer’s work hours, made the desired training unfeasible. Some customers
also believed that they did not need additional training in order to reach their
desired job or goals.

4.5 Conclusions

This chapter has explored ERA customers’ receipt of in-work job coaching and
support, as well as their use of the programme’s financial incentives for full-time
work and for combining work and training. Along with Chapter 3, it provides a basis
for assessing the ‘strength’ of the ERA ‘treatment’ delivered to lone parents.

In general, the findings in this chapter suggest that customers in the ERA group
who entered work within the two-year follow-up period received a substantial
post-employment intervention through Jobcentre Plus. It differed in both content
and intensity from what those customers would have experienced had ERA not
existed (as evidenced by comparisons with workers in the control group). A
substantial proportion of ERA customers received advice and guidance from staff
on employment retention and advancement goals; help with personal and family
problems that could interfere with work; and encouragement and assistance in
accessing training while employed. Most customers were aware of the financial
incentives the programme offered and many took advantage of them. Workers
in the control group received much less assistance from Jobcentre Plus staff on
retention and advancement issues and, of course, they were not eligible for ERA’s
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financial incentives. Together these findings suggest that the implementation
of ERA created a substantial post-employment ‘treatment contrast’ between
the programme and control groups for the NDLP and WTC target groups alike.
Chapters 5 and 6 show whether, as delivered, ERA improved both target groups’
success in the labour market.

At the same time, the chapter points to a number of challenges that Jobcentre
Plus staff encountered in operating the ERA model in the real world. For example,
although most working ERA customers had some in-work contact with ASAs,
the nature and quality of the support they received varied substantially, ranging
from the simple processing of bonuses and perfunctory interactions to specialist
advancement action planning. ASAs also varied in the extent to which they were
proactive in reaching out to their customers; in keeping participants engaged in
the programme and convincing them that they had something of value to offer;
in their level of expertise and confidence in providing guidance to customers on
advancement issues; and even in their marketing of the financial incentives offer.
Over time, though, ASAs became more comfortable and skilled in delivering in-
work support and in administering the incentives.

These observationssuggest that perhaps with better staff trainingand management,
customers’ receipt of in-work advice and support and take-up of the financial
incentives might have been even higher. At the same time, there were hurdles
that a better administration of ERA would not easily have overcome. For example,
many participants simply did not want to work full-time, often because of their
caring responsibilities, and so the employment retention bonus held no appeal
for them. Many also found it too difficult to manage the extra time it would
take to incorporate training into their busy lives or faced other practical obstacles
that were beyond the programme’s control. Still others were new to work and
understandably viewed advancement as a longer-term goal. (Chapter 7 takes a
closer look at some of these issues.)

The findings in this chapter thus provide reasons to expect that ERA will indeed
have positive impacts on customers’ labour market outcomes, but also reasons to
expect that some of those effects may be modest. A number of findings, including
the investment in training activities and the continuing increase in incentives take-
up rates after the end of the two-year follow-up period, also suggest that the full
benefits of ERA will take more than two years to accrue.
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5 Impacts of ERA on labour
market and other
outcomes

5.1 Introduction

The report on the Employment Retention and Advancement (ERA) programme’s
first-year impacts®' provided the first evidence of the effects of ERA on a range
of outcomes that included employment, earnings, welfare benefits and training.
The findings presented in this chapter build on those early results but go further,
covering the first two years after random assignment and a broader set of outcome
measures.® The two-year focus allows more time for the effects of retention and
advancement to be observed, these being intrinsically longer term in nature. It
also makes it possible to capture ERA's effects as it evolved into a more mature
programme and overcame some of the start-up problems encountered during its
first year of operations. However, it is important to remember that participation
in ERA can last for up to 33 months — nine months beyond the two-year point.
Consequently, the analysis in this chapter is not a post-programme assessment;
rather, it provides an account of progress to date. Answering questions about
what happens to individuals after ERA requires that outcomes be observed over a
still longer period, which will be essential for determining more accurately whether
ERA was successful in helping lone parents break the ‘low-pay, no-pay’ cycle.

The impact estimates in the remainder of this chapter are presented separately
for the New Deal for Lone Parents (NDLP) group as a whole and the Working Tax
Credit (WTC) group as a whole. For the NDLP group, the estimates are calculated

81 Dorsett et al., 2007.

8 For some individuals in the WTC booster sample (see Appendix B), the ‘year
2" survey in fact took place up to four months before the end of the second
year. Such individuals accounted for only a small proportion — about 14 per
cent — of the WTC group as a whole.
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as a simple average of the six district-level results, each of which provides a
separate test of ERA under particular circumstances. The results for each district
are given the same weight when calculating the overall summary effect, which
can therefore be seen to represent the average effect of six separate tests of ERA.
Variations across districts are considered in Chapter 6.

For the WTC group, the small sample size for some of the districts reduces the
extent to which each district-level result can be viewed as a separate valid test of
ERA. Consequently, the results for the WTC group as a whole weight the district-
level results according to the size of the districts. This means that the results for
larger districts (which should be more reliable tests of ERA) contribute more to the
overall average than the results for smaller districts (which will be less reliable).

The chapter begins by examining ERA's overall effects on a broad set of labour force
and benefits outcome measures. It then takes a closer look at the programme’s
effects on customers’ employment dynamics and advancement-related behaviours
and achievements. Finally, it briefly examines ERA's effects on selected measures of
children’s well-being.

Throughout the chapter, the presentation focuses first on the NDLP group and
then on the WTC group. Intuitively, there is some appeal to viewing the NDLP
and WTC customers as related, in the sense that one could envisage a particular
trajectory for a lone parent that would encompass both NDLP and WTC. That is,
lone parents at the stage of taking the first step towards re-entering the labour
market may participate in NDLP and from there find part-time work that fits well
with their childcare requirements and allows them to begin to receive tax credit.
Seen in this way, the WTC group can be viewed as the NDLP group slightly further
down the line. This is far from being a precise interpretation, of course, since
many in the WTC group would never have participated in NDLP and some in the
NDLP group may never work. Nevertheless, viewing the effect on the NDLP and
WTC lone parents in tandem may offer a rough feel for how ERA might affect
outcomes for lone parents after they become more established in work.

5.2 The expected effects of ERA

Before presenting the impact estimates themselves, it is helpful to consider what
effects one might expect ERA to have. There is an important distinction here
between NDLP customers and WTC customers. Specifically, NDLP customers were
out of work or working fewer than 16 hours per week at the time of random
assignment, while WTC customers were already working from 16 to 29 hours per
week at this time. This fact alters the ERA experience for the two groups.

NDLP customers are first exposed to the pre-employment component of ERA. This
may influence job search behaviour in two ways, relative to the services routinely
provided as part of the New Deal. First, advisers may encourage customers to
seek longer-lasting jobs that offer more potential for advancement. Restricting
potential jobs in this way may have the effect of extending the period of job
search. As explained in Chapter 3, however, there is little evidence that advisers
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systematically offered such advice. More important is the fact that simply offering
the ERA retention bonus alters the financial inducement to look for work. Because
that bonus rewards any type of full-time work, it may encourage individuals to
consider jobs that they might otherwise have regarded as too poorly paid. This
may expand the pool of jobs deemed acceptable and thereby speed up the job
search process. At the same time, because the retention bonus is payable only
for full-time work (defined as 30 or more hours per week), ERA should prompt
individuals to favour such jobs over part-time positions.

An important consideration is the extent to which any change in employment
caused by ERA might affect earnings. For individuals who start working as a result
of ERA, the earnings impact will clearly be positive. The same is also true for those
who increase their hours but keep the same hourly rate. However, there are two
more complicated scenarios: First, ERA may cause some individuals to work more
hours but at a lower wage than they would have otherwise. This may be because
the combination of earnings and the retention bonus leaves them better off, such
that they may be willing to accept lower-paying full-time positions or because
the lower-paying jobs have attractive characteristics — perhaps they are more
conveniently located or offer better employment benefits. For such individuals,
the effect on earnings may be small or even negative. Second, for individuals
who would otherwise work in excess of 30 hours per week, the availability of the
retention bonus under ERA may allow them to achieve the same level of income
while working fewer hours (although still more than 30). Should they choose to
reduce their hours to a level closer to the retention bonus threshold, the effect on
earnings is likely to be negative. Overall, it is not necessarily the case that ERA will
Increase earnings.

As mentioned above, this report also considers the effects of ERA on children’s
well-being. This is an area of clear concern but economic theory provides little
guidance regarding what impact to expect.®2? However, in policy debates over
welfare-to-work programmes, concern is often expressed that increasing parents'’
involvement in work may come at the expense of their caring responsibilities
and, in turn, their children’s welfare. Past evaluations of North American
welfare-to-work programmes that include wage supplements suggest that such
programmes can have positive effects for young children but not necessarily for
adolescents.®* In the case of ERA, it may still be too soon to judge whether altering

8 Grogger and Karoly, 2007.

8 Morrisetal. (2001), in their synthesis of five evaluations, found some evidence
that programmes that offered working parents financial incentives to work
and subsequently increased their employment and incomes were associated
with improved school achievement for younger children. By contrast,
mandatory employment services that increased parents’ employment but
had no effect on income had few effects on younger children, positive or
negative. At the same time, findings from the Canadian Self-Sufficiency
Project and Florida’s Family Transition Program point to the potential for
small negative effects on some aspects of adolescents’ behaviour and school
achievement.
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the employment pattern of lone parents has positive or negative effects on their
children. Nevertheless, the results presented in this chapter offer an empirical
contribution to the debate on the interaction between parental employment and
child welfare in the UK.®

Box 5.1 summarises both the main findings from the earlier report on first-year
impacts and those from this report on second-year impacts.

Box 5.1 Summary of main year 1 and year 2 findings
The report on first-year impacts shows that, for the NDLP group, ERA:

e increased employment — 66.2 per cent of the ERA group worked at some
point in the first year, compared with 61.7 per cent of the control group
(an increase of 4.5 percentage points). The employment effect was not
significant at the end of the first year;

e increased the hours worked — 22.3 per cent of the ERA group worked
full-time at the end of the first year, compared with 14.9 per cent of the
control group (an increase of 7.4 percentage points);

e increased earnings — average earnings in the first year were £3,594 for the
ERA group, compared with £2,783 for the control group (an increase of
£811);

e reduced reliance on Income Support (IS) — 45.6 per cent of the ERA group
received IS at the end of year 1, compared with 49.5 per cent of the control
group (a reduction of 4.0 percentage points).

For the WTC group, small sample sizes meant that it was possible to achieve
a robust estimate only for the East Midlands, where ERA:

¢ did not affect employment (nearly all members of this target group worked
steadily);

e did not affect total earnings;

e increased hours worked — 27.8 per cent of the ERA group worked full-time
at the end of the first year, compared with 17.8 per cent of the control
group (an increase of 10.1 percentage points).

Continued

85

For a recent contribution to this literature in the UK, see Dex and Ward
(2007).



Impacts of ERA on labour market and other outcomes

101

Box 5.1 Continued

The current report on second-year impacts finds that, for the NDLP group,
ERA:

e increased employment — 67.5 per cent of the ERA group worked at some
point in the second year, compared with 62.9 per cent of the control group
(an increase of 4.6 percentage points). The employment effect was not
significant at the end of the second year;

e increased the hours worked — 25.4 per cent of the ERA group worked full-
time at the end of the second year, compared with 18.7 per cent of the
control group (an increase of 6.6 percentage points);

e increased earnings — average earnings in the second year were £4,781 for
the ERA group, compared with £4,108 for the control group (an increase
of £673);

e reduced reliance on IS, based on analysis of administrative data — for IS at
month 24, the survey data showed a statistically insignificant effect. With
the larger number of observations available using administrative data,
a small reduction of 2.2 percentage points was found (41.9 per cent of
the ERA group received IS, compared with 44.1 per cent of the control

group).

For the WTC group, in the second-year report, sample sizes were sufficient to
achieve a robust pooled estimate for all six districts. ERA:

e increased the hours worked — 39.0 per cent of the ERA group worked full-
time at the end of the second year, compared with 26.4 per cent of the
control group (an increase of 12.6 percentage points);

e increased earnings — average earnings in the second year were £8,962 for
the ERA group, compared with £8,458 for the control group (an increase
of £503).

This report also considers additional outcomes. The results suggest that
individuals altered their behaviour in response to ERA: Relative to the control
group, those in the ERA group found work more quickly, their first employment
lasted longer, and their probability of working full-time for at least four months
was higher. This matches very closely to the retention bonus criterion of being
employed at least 30 hours a week for 13 out of 17 weeks. However, the
fact that there was no significant employment effect two years after random
assignment suggests that, while ERA may have prolonged employment, this
has not been substantial enough to affect outcomes in the long run for the
NDLP group. For the WTC group, retention is not such a pressing issue, given
the high levels of employment in both the ERA group and the control group.
For both the NDLP and WTC groups, it is the move from part-time to full-
time work that most clearly demonstrates the extent to which ERA increased
advancement. Related to this, ERA increased training and also resulted in
individuals in work taking steps to improve their employment position.

Continued
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Box 5.1 Continued

Lastly, the results do not provide any compelling evidence that ERA reduced
children’s well-being as a side effect of its impacts on parents’ hours
worked. It should be borne in mind that children are likely to share in the
improved financial circumstances of the household that result from increased
earnings.

5.3 ERA’'s impacts on work and earnings

5.3.1 NDLP

Outcomes for the control group are the benchmark used to judge the effects
of ERA because they represent what would have happened to the ERA group
in the absence of the programme. Figure 5.1 shows the proportion of those in
the NDLP control group who were employed in each month of the two years
following random assignment. The proportion employed rose fairly rapidly over
the first three months, from 24.0 per cent to 37.3 per cent. However, from around
the fourth month, growth became more gradual, eventually reaching 53.4 per
cent. Therefore, without ERA, just over half of the NDLP programme group would
have been employed two years after random assignment. The fact that the
proportion employed at any time during the follow-up period — 70.5 per cent —is
considerably higher than the proportion in work in any given month indicates that
many individuals enter work but do not work consistently. In fact, about a quarter
of those who had worked at some point were not employed in month 24.8¢ This
evidence is suggestive of the degree of employment retention within the NDLP
customer group.

Table 5.1 summarises the impact of ERA on employment, based on responses to
the surveys carried out at 12 and 24 months after random assignment. It shows
that ERA increased the proportion of lone parents ever employed during each
of the two years after random assignment. (For guidance on how to read the
impact tables in this report, see Box 5.2.) The size of the effect was fairly similar
in both years. Over the two-year period as a whole, ERA increased the probability
of having worked from 70.1 per cent for the control group to 75.7 per cent for
the ERA group, for a statistically significant impact of 5.6 percentage points. This
translated to an additional 1.1 months in employment on average.

8 Using the information from Figure 5.1: (.705-.534)/.705 = .243.
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Figure 5.1 Control group employment rates over the first two
years after random assignment
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

NOTES: “A total of 261 respondents were interviewed before 24 months had elapsed since random
assignment. These respondents are not included in this figure.




Impacts of ERA on labour market and other outcomes

‘syudpuodsau
SUIOS I0J {7 YIUOW URY} J9JE] 10 ISI[Ied doe[d j00) Yorym ‘ASAInS IedA-0M) dY} JO SWI) Y} e snye)s Judwho[duws 0y SI9JY,
U0 1A | = 4y PUB QU0 13 G = 4 “JUID 1O ()] = 4 :SB PAIBIIPUI I8 S[OAJ] JOUBIIJIUTIS
reonsnels “dnoid jonuod oY) pue dnoi3 Y Y3 10 SOWOIIN0 UIIMII] SQIUIIIIP 0} parjdde axom $1$93-1 PafIel-oMm I,
"SOOUQIQMJIP pue swins Sunenoed ur sarouedardsip YIS asned Aew SUIpunoy
‘squiow dydwes Jo
SONS1I9)ORIBYD JUWUFISSe wopuel-a1d 10J Sur[[onuod ‘sarenbs }sed] Areurpio Suisn pajsnlpe-uorssardar a1om sajewnsy SHLON

"SKOAINS IOWI0}ISNO YJUOW-Z PUB -7 VI WOl suonenored DN ‘DU N0S

LEO'T  T8O0°1 6011 8SI°I az1s ojdureg
0960 10" 7’68 €68 161°0 9¢ LCS v'es (%) T Ppuow e SunyIom
0000 wxx 0°C 9l Syl 8¢1°0 S0 S'L 0L -1 sTeok ur owm 1ed
000°0 sk CC L's €L 0000 sk L] e s -1 sTeak ur awm [n g
vL1°0 €0 L'1T 0°¢CC €000 TTHN I'TT el -1 sreak ug
POYIOM SYIUOW JO JAqUINU 9FRIIAY
9¢1°0 01 v'L6 £'86 000 wxx 96 1'0L L'SL ¢ STeaX
081°0 'l 9v6 856 9100 xx OV 6°C9 S'L9 [RLLIN
9200 s L] 656 9°L6 ¥00°0 sk LS L6S €S9 [ Te9 X
(%) SuLmp payIOM IOAY
anfeA-q (goedwr)  dnoi3  dnoi3 | onjea-g (goedwr)  dnoi3  dnoi3 QwoNQ
QOURIJI(] [ONU0) VYA QOUAIYI(] [0HU0) VIH
ILM d'TAN

104

juswubisse wopuel Ja)je sieak om} ulym JusawAhojdwa uo Y3 Jo sPaH3 L°G d|qel



Impacts of ERA on labour market and other outcomes

105

Box 5.2 How to read the impact tables in this report

Most impact tables in this report use a similar format, illustrated below. The
example below shows a series of employment outcomes for the ERA group
and the control group for the NDLP customer group. It shows how many
hours members of both the ERA group and the control group worked at
month 24. For example, about 25 (25.4) per cent of ERA group members and
about 19 (18.7) per cent of control group members worked 30 or more hours
per week at month 24.

Because individuals were assigned randomly either to the ERA programme or
to the control group, the effects of the programme can be estimated by the
difference in outcomes between the two groups. The ‘Difference’ column in
the table shows the difference between the two groups on several outcomes.
These differences represent the programme’s impact on various outcomes.
For example, the impact on working 30 or more hours per week at month
24 can be calculated by subtracting 18.7 from 25.4, yielding 6.6 percentage
points. Thus, ERA increased the likelihood that people would work 30 or
more hours per week.

Differences marked with asterisks are ‘statistically significant’, meaning that it
is quite unlikely that the differences arose by chance. The number of asterisks
indicates whether the impact is statistically significant at the one per cent,
five per cent, or ten per cent level (the lower the level, the less likely that the
impact is due to chance). For example, as shown below, the ERA programme
had a statistically significant impact of 6.6 percentage points at the one per
cent level on customers working 30 hours or more. (One asterisk corresponds
to the ten per cent level; two asterisks, the five per cent level; and three
asterisks, the one per cent level.) The P-value indicates the probability that the
difference arose by chance.

Some measures in Chapter 5 are shown in italics and are considered ‘non-
experimental’ because they include only a subset of the full report sample. For
example, because workers in the ERA group may have different characteristics
than workers in the control group, differences in these outcomes between
those workers may not be attributable to the ERA programme. Statistical
significance tests are not conducted for these measures.

Continued




106

Impacts of ERA on labour market and other outcomes

Box 5.2 Continued

Outcome ERA Control Difference P-value
group group (impact)

Hours worked per week at
month 24 (%)

Did not work 44.6 47.3 -2.6 0.191
1 to 15 hours 4.3 4.9 -0.6 0.453
16 to 29 hours 25.6 28.9 -3.3 * 0.072
30 or more hours 25.4 18.7 6.6 *x* 0.000
Average weekly hours among 26.3 24.8

workers at month 24

ERA's effect on full-time employment was more pronounced. The ERA group
worked full-time for an average of 5.2 months over the two years, compared with
only 3.5 months for the control group. This is a statistically significant difference
of 1.7 months. It is not surprising that much, if not all, of ERA'S employment
effect appears to be driven by the effect on full-time employment, since working
30 hours or more is a criterion for the retention bonus. There was no significant
difference between the ERA group and the control group in the amount of time
spent in part-time employment over this two-year period.

Figure 5.2 allows a more detailed insight into the evolution of the employment
effect. The top panel plots the proportion in employment each month for the
two years following random assignment. The solid line represents the ERA NDLP
group, while the broken line represents the control group. The monthly impact
is shown by the dashed line and a diamond marks the x-axis at those months for
which the impact is statistically significant. The figure shows a small but statistically
significantly positive employment effect for most of the first 18 months following
random assignment but effects beyond this point were mostly not significant.

Table 5.2 shows that by the end of the follow-up period (month 24), those in
the ERA group were working, on average, 1.6 more hours per week than those
in the control group. This was due largely to the shift from part-time to full-time
work. ERA increased the proportion working 30 or more hours per week by 6.6
percentage points. This represents a 35 per cent increase over the control group
rate of 18.7 per cent.
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Figure 5.2 ERA group and control group employment rate trends

over the first two years after random assignment
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the control

group.

A white diamond indicates that the impact is statistically significant at the 10 per cent level. A black
diamond indicates that the impact is statistically significant at the 5 per cent level.

?A total of 261 respondents were interviewed before 24 months had elapsed since random
assignment. These respondents are not included in this figure.
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Impacts of ERA on labour market and other outcomes

By encouraging employment and, in particular, full-time employment, ERA
increased earnings. These impacts were sizeable, averaging £1,550 over the two
years. Excluding bonus payments, the ERA group earned an average of £8,049
over this period, compared with £6,498 for the control group. These effects
represent large increases in percentage terms. In the first year, the earnings impact
was 31 per cent of control group earnings. Put another way, the ERA group’s
earnings were 31 per cent higher than they would have been in the absence of
the programme. In the second year, their earnings gain relative to the control
group was smaller but still sizeable at 16 per cent. For the entire two-year follow-
up period, the ERA group’s earnings were 24 per cent higher than they would
have been without ERA.

The earnings impacts persisted through the end of the two-year follow-up period.
In month 24, the increase in weekly earnings of £13.10 is 16 per cent higher
than the control group’s earnings (£81.30).%” This pattern of earnings effects
appears to fit well with the observed employment effects. As shown above, ERA
increased the proportion of people in work in nearly all months in the first year
and, furthermore, encouraged a move from part-time to full-time employment.
In the second year, the effect on the proportion employed became statistically
insignificant halfway through the year and thereafter most of the earnings effect
was a result of increased hours alone. Because the employment effect faded in the
second year, a reduction in the earnings effect is not surprising.

Alternative results using administrative data

The results discussed so far are based on survey data. Estimates have also been
made using administrative data. Administrative data have the advantage of being
available for the entire NDLP customer group, which was randomly assigned
between October 2003 and April 2005. Maximising the size of the estimation
sample in this way allows the most statistically precise impact estimates possible.

The advantage of administrative data relative to survey data is that they do not
suffer from either survey non-response or respondent recall error. However, there
are also important limitations: First, the range of employment outcomes available is
much narrower than in survey data. Second, and more important in some regards,
administrative data do not capture all employment spells and sometimes not all
relevant details are available for those spells that are captured (see Box 5.3).

8 The national minimum wage for adult workers (age 22 or over) was £4.50
per hour from 1 October 2003; it increased to £4.85 per hour on 1 October
2004, to £5.05 on 1 October 2005 and to £5.35 on 1 October 2006
(www.lowpay.gov.uk). On 1 October 2007, it rose to £5.52.
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Box 5.3 A note on administrative employment data

There are two caveats relating to the use of administrative employment data in
the UK: First, these data cover only individuals whose employers participate in
the Pay-As-You-Earn (PAYE) system (a method of paying income tax whereby
the employee receives wages with the tax already deducted by the employer).
This means that self-employment spells are not captured and that there is
only partial coverage of employees who earn less than the PAYE threshold
(currently £100 per week). Second, the employment data require extensive
cleaning to be suitable for evaluation purposes. In a significant number of
cases, the start and/or end dates of employment are unknown.

The extent to which employment is recorded differently in the survey and
administrative data is best seen by considering employment at month 24 among
survey respondents. Since this equates to roughly the time of the wave 2 survey,
month 24 outcomes in the survey data are free from the recall error that might
be relevant when considering retrospective outcomes. This means that the
survey data can be viewed as providing a reliable indicator of the true level of
employment at month 24. This can be compared with employment at month 24
as suggested by the administrative data. Doing so, sizeable differences are evident.
Employment as indicated by the survey data (53.4 per cent for the control group
in Figure 5.1) is considerably higher than that indicated by the administrative data
(39.5 per cent for the control group in Table 5.3). This difference can arise from
two sources: First, part of the difference may be attributable to the fact that the
administrative data exclude low earners, the self-employed and, indeed, those
working informally. Second, it may be that the inconsistencies in the administrative
data and the prevalence of unknown start and end dates mean that the indicators
of employment at a point in time are subject to error. In any event, the fact
that there is a difference calls for caution with regard to estimates based on the
administrative data.

In line with this, impacts on employment estimated from the administrative data
tend to be smaller, showing little effect. Similarly, when the administrative data
analysis was extended to include all NDLP customers who were randomly assigned,
not just the survey respondents, no statistically significant effects were found in
any given month over the two years following random assignment (Table 5.3).
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Table 5.3 Effects of ERA on employment and earnings within
two years after random assignment for NDLP
customers, estimated using administrative records

ERA Control Difference
Outcome group  group  (impact) P-value

Ever employed during (%)

Year 1 56.2 55.3 0.9 0.451
Year 2 55.6 53.8 1.8 0.125
Years 1-2 66.1 64.6 1.5 0.179
Average number of months employed during
Year 1 4.5 4.4 0.1 0.377
Year 2 4.9 4.9 0.0 0.989
Years 1-2 94 93 0.1 0.648
Employed during month 24 (%) 39.7 39.5 0.2 0.844
Average earnings during 2005-2006 tax year (£) 3,676 3,315 361 *** 0.005
Time to first employment (%)
Employed in month of RA” 24.9 24.6 0.4 0.732
1 to 6 months 24.8 22.3 2.5 ** 0.018
7 to 12 months 7.5 93 -1.8 *** 0.009
13 to 23 months 8.8 8.4 0.5 0.509
Never employed in first 24 months 33.9 354 -1.5 0.179
Length of first employment spell (%)
0 months 339 354 -1.5 0.179
1 to 6 months 23.1 21.3 1.8 * 0.076
7 to 12 months 12.2 12.3 0.0 0.970
13 to 23 months 20.5 20.4 0.0 0.968
24 months 10.3 10.6 -0.3 0.672
Worked in year 1 and worked consecutively for (%)
Less than 6 months 9.8 93 0.6 0.409
6 to 12 months 12.7 12.2 0.5 0.510
12 or more months 33.6 339 -0.3 0.825
Sample size = 6,787 3,365 3,422

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Work and Pensions Longitudinal Survey employment
records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-
random assignment characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the
control group. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; and
*#% =1 per cent.

Includes all customers randomly assigned between October 2003 and April 2005.

RA refers to random assignment.
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The administrative and survey data were more consistent in revealing a positive
impact on earnings. Figure 5.3 allows for a side-by-side comparison of survey-
based and administratively recorded earnings impacts for NDLP customers. It
shows that, according to the administrative data, ERA increased average earnings
for survey respondents in the 2005-2006 tax year by £615.88 Reassuringly,
this administrative data-based impact estimate is very close to the £673 impact
in the second year after random assignment that is estimated from survey data
collected for the same sample.®® Figure 5.3 also shows the earnings impact based
on administrative data for the full NDLP sample (i.e. all those randomly assigned
between October 2003 and April 2005). Like the other earnings impact estimates,
this one is also positive and statistically significant, providing further assurance of
ERA's success in increasing earnings. However, at £361, it is somewhat smaller than
the two estimates for the survey sample. This may partly reflect differences between
the types of people in the survey sample relative to the full random assignment
sample;®® or it may reflect the fact that for many people in the full sample the
2005/06 tax year fell relatively soon after their date of random assignment — or a
combination of both factors. (See Table 5.3 for estimates of ERA's effects on other
outcomes measured by administrative data.)

8  Administrative data on earnings relate to the UK tax year, which runs from
April through March.

8 The degree to which the 2005-2006 tax year matches the second follow-up
year after random assignment for any particular sample member depends
on her date of random assignment (see Chapter 2). For those randomly
assigned in March 2004, this corresponds to the second year following
random assignment. For those randomly assigned earlier (or later) than this,
the 2005-2006 tax year relates to a later (or earlier) period relative to their
date of random assignment.

% Due perhaps to survey non-response or that the survey cohort differs in
some way from the full randomly assigned population.
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Figure 5.3 Earnings impact estimates for NDLP customers,
by sample and data source

800 - Impact on average
year 2 carnings Impact on earnings in
700 | 673 s 2005-2006 tax year
615 sxx
600 -
500 + Impact on earnings in
2005-2006 tax year
@ 400 361 xxx
300 - §§§§§§§§;
Survey sample, Survey sample, Full random
survey data earnings records assignment sample,
200 ~ (N =1,995) (N =2,297) earnings records
(N =6,787)
100 - “
: N\

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys and Work and Pensions
Longitudinal Survey earnings records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random
assignment characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the control
group. Statistical significance levels are are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; and *** = 1 per
cent.

5.3.2 WTC

Monthly employment among the WTC control group is shown in the bottom
panel of Figure 5.1.°" Nearly all members of the control group worked at some
point over the two-year period, which reflects the fact that only those who are
in work receive WTC. Furthermore, the proportion in work remained fairly stable,
suggesting that advancement may be a more important concern than retention
for individuals in the WTC group.

Because all WTC customers should have been employed at the time of random
assignment, it is not surprising that ERA did not increase the proportion ever
employed during the follow-up period. For this group, it is much more important
to focus on the amount of time employed. As Table 5.1 shows, both the ERA
group and the control group worked about 22 months over the 24-month follow-
up period, leaving little room for improvement. However, ERA caused a significant

" The analysis of employment and earnings effects for the WTC group is based
entirely on survey data. This is because Work and Pensions Longitudinal
Study (WPLS) administrative data are available only for WTC customers who
at some stage received benefits payments and not for the full WTC sample.
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shift from part-time to full-time work. In particular, it caused a reduction of two
months in the amount of time spent in part-time employment and this was fully
accounted for by a similar-sized increase in the number of months spent in full-
time employment (Table 5.1).

Table 5.2 shows that, for the programme group, ERA increased by 1.6 the average
number of hours worked at month 24. This impact is identical to that produced
for the NDLP programme group. However, this was from a higher base: Whereas
the NDLP control group worked an average of 13 hours per week at this time, the
corresponding level for the WTC control group was 22 hours. The higher base for
the WTC group, in turn, reflects their higher rates of employment relative to those
in the NDLP group. Considering the distribution of hours for the WTC group, a
strong move from part-time to full-time work is clearly visible. The increase of
12.6 percentage points in the proportion working full-time at month 24 is almost
entirely accounted for by the reduction of 11.8 percentage points in working part-
time.

As seems most likely with an increase in full-time work, ERA also raised earnings
for WTC customers in ERA. Over the two-year period, earnings were greater by
£874 as a result of ERA, reflecting a gain of 5.3 per cent over the control group’s
earnings of £16,392.

5.4 ERA's impacts on benefits receipt

The aim of this section is to demonstrate the effect of ERA on benefits receipt. In
designing ERA, the expectation was that by encouraging lone parents to stay in
work, to work full-time and to advance, over the long-term they would have less
need to claim benefits. This section assesses whether, in the two years following
random assignment, ERA did indeed reduce the proportion of lone parents claiming
benefits or the amount of benefits received.

5.4.1 NDLP

Lone parents in the NDLP group were all claiming IS at the time of random
assignment. Table 5.4 shows that, according to the responses given by NDLP
customers, ERA had no impact on the proportion receiving IS two years after
random assignment. This is consistent with the finding that ERA had little effect
on customers’ employment rate at this point. The fact that ERA caused a shift
from part-time work (16-29 hours per week) to full-time work (30 plus hours per
week) should not have any effect on receipt of IS, since it is payable only for those
who are out of work or who are working fewer than 16 hours per week. It is also
interesting to note that for both the ERA and the control groups, receipt of IS had
fallen dramatically to a level of just over 40 per cent within two years.
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Table 5.4 shows that ERA had little effect on other benefits, with the exception of
Housing Benefit (HB). ERA reduced the proportion claiming HB at month 24 from
56.5 per cent to 50.4 per cent. This reduction of 6.1 percentage points is very
similar to the reduction of 6.8 percentage points after 12 months found in the
report on first-year impacts.?? This reduction may be due to the increased earnings
caused by ERA.

5.4.2 WTC

The results in Table 5.4 for the WTC group are quite similar to those for the NDLP
group. Again, the only significant effect relates to HB. ERA caused a reduction of
4.6 percentage points in the probability of claiming HB at month 24. As with the
NDLP group, the effect appears stable over time; the report on first-year impacts
showed a reduction of 4.9 percentage points at month 12.%® Again, this may
reflect the higher earnings brought about by ERA.

5.4.3 Alternative tests using administrative data

As in the case of the employment and earnings outcomes, it is possible to
observe benefits information (other than HB) using administrative data. Benefits
information taken from administrative data is of high quality and can reliably be
used to observe benefit status over time. The results below pertain to the full
random assignment sample.

Table 5.5 shows that, using administrative data, the effect of ERA on IS receipt in
month 24 is estimated to be a reduction of 2.2 percentage points. This is similar
in size to the estimate based on survey data (1.7 percentage points), although
the result based on administrative data achieves statistical significance, perhaps
due to the larger number of observations available for estimation. With regard to
outcomes calculated over a longer period of time, ERA reduced the number of
months NDLP customers spent on IS in both the first and second years following
random assignment. It also reduced IS payments by around five per cent, or £282,
over this period. However, it had no statistically significant effects on receipt of
Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) or Incapacity Benefit (IB), benefits received by very
few NDLP customers in the follow-up period.

Table 5.5 also shows a consistency with the survey-based results in the estimated
effect on benefit receipt in month 24. Both datasets suggest a statistically
insignificant effect in month 24. In fact, there were almost no significant effects
for any benefit outcomes. The exception is a marginally statistically significant
reduction in the likelihood of receiving IB for the WTC group.

2 Dorsett et al., 2007.
3 Dorsett et al., 2007.
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Table 5.5 Effects of ERA on benefits receipt within two years
after random a55|gnment, estimated from
administrative records

NDLP WTC
ERA Control Difference ERA Control Difference

Outcome group  group  (impact) P-value group  group  (impact) P-value

Average number of

months receiving benefits®

in

Year 1 7.4 7.8 -0.4 Fxx 0.001 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.797
Year 2 5.4 5.7 -0.3 ** 0.018 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.941
Years 1-2 12.8 13.5 0.7 HH* 0.002 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.931

Receiving benefits” in

month 24 (%) 41.9 44.1 2.2 % 0.061 8.1 8.0 0.1 0.949

Average total amount of

benefits® (£) received in

Year 1 2,909 3,063 =155 *** 0.004 186 198 -12 0.543
Year 2 2,002 2,129 =127 ** 0.028 220 222 -2 0.945
Years 1-2 4911 5,192 <282 HH* 0.007 406 420 -14 0.726

Number of months

received JSA in

years 1-2 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.987 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.880

Average total JSA

received in

years 1-2 (£) 84 83 1 0.952 39 37 2 0.858

Number of months

received IS in

years 1-2 12.8 13.5 -0.7 *** 0.002 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.889

Average total IS received

in years 1-2 (£) 4911 5,192 =282 *** 0.007 367 383 -16 0.688

Number of months

received IB in

years 1-2 0.8 0.7 0.1 0.522 0.4 0.5 -0.1 0.241

Ever received IB in

years 1-2 (%) 8.4 7.7 0.7 0.317 4.0 5.4 -1.4* 0.077

Sample size 3,365 3,422 1,415 1,400

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Work and Pensions Longitudinal Survey benefits receipt records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the control group.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** =5 per cent; and *** = 1 per cent.
Includes all customers randomly assigned between October 2003 and April 2005.

JSA = Jobseeker's Allowance; IS = Income Support; IB = Incapacity Benefit.

“Benefits refers to Income Support for New Deal for Lone Parents customers, and a combination of Income

Support and Jobseeker's Allowance for Working Tax Credit customers.
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5.5 Retention and advancement

The preceding analysis has shown the overall effect of ERA over the two years
following random assignment. As noted already, it is not possible to examine
directly the effect of ERA on retention or advancement for the NDLP group, since
differences between the ERA group and the control group may partly reflect an
effect of ERA on job entry. However, considering other outcomes may provide
clues as to the extent of any retention effect:

e the number of employment spells gives an indication of the amount
of movement from job to job. This could be indicative of advancement if
changing jobs is motivated by progression but could also indicate employment
instability;

e the number of non-employment spells gives a further indication of the
success of ERA in reducing lone parents’ likelihood of returning to benefits after
having found work;

e the amount of time taken to find employment could demonstrate ERA's
success in assisting lone parents to find work quickly or the motivating effects
of the retention bonus. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, it is also possible
that ERA might increase the time taken to enter work;

¢ the duration of the first employment could suggest which of these scenarios
was more likely, as a longer first employment would be consistent with seeking
out a better job match, while a shorter period of initial employment might
indicate that the first job was regarded as a stepping stone to employment with
better prospects;

e the amount of time spent in continuous employment shows whether the
retention bonus and/or other assistance from ERA had an impact on encouraging
lone parents to stay in work;

¢ the characteristics of jobs are examined, since these can provide a clue as to
whether individuals are progressing into ‘better’ jobs. Grading the quality of jobs
is challenging, not least because jobs may score differently for different measures,
but examining the characteristics directly can help give some understanding of
advancement.

5.5.1 NDLP

Table 5.6 shows that ERA caused a slight increase in the number of employment
spells experienced among the NDLP group but the average number of spells over
the two years following random assignment was slightly less than one. In view of
this small number, it is possible that this result is simply capturing the effect on
employment that has already been discussed. There were no statistically significant
differences between the ERA group and the control group in the number of spells
out of employment.
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ERA reduced by a month and a half the average amount of time taken to find
work by those in the NDLP group. It also increased the likelihood that they found
work within the first six months following random assignment. This suggests that
ERA did not lead its participants to take more time searching for jobs (in the
hope of finding a ‘better’ job), a concern that was raised at the beginning of this
chapter. Instead, it appears that ERA accelerated job entry.

Table 5.6 also shows that the first employment lasted 11.3 months for the ERA
group, which is a month longer than for the control group. ERA also raised
the likelihood of being employed continuously for the entire two-year period
following random assignment from 14.6 per cent to 17.8 per cent. This suggests
that ERA may have encouraged lone parents to find work quickly, without having
a detrimental effect on the quality of the job match.

Reflecting the impact of ERA on increasing the amount of time spent in full-
time employment, the ERA group was substantially more likely than the control
group to have worked full-time for at least four consecutive months. This was
important, as respondents were eligible for the retention bonus only if they
worked at least 30 hours a week for 13 out of every 17 weeks. In the ERA group,
33.6 per cent had worked continuously for at least four consecutive months,
compared with 25.0 per cent among the control group. This 8.7 percentage point
gain represents an increase for the ERA group of 35 per cent over the control
group rate. Interestingly, most customers (about 90 per cent) who began full-time
jobs worked consecutively for at least four months, whether they were in the
ERA group or the control group; thus, ERA's effect here was on increasingly the
likelihood of taking on such work in the first place.**

Advancement is a more complex concept whose interpretation is partly subjective.*
The outcomes considered in Table 5.7 focus on particular dimensions of job
quality, including job stability, responsibilities, fringe benefits (broadly defined),
customers’ own assessment of their jobs and employment costs. The overriding
impression from the results is that there was little effect on these dimensions of
advancement.

%  Other data in Table 5.6 show that consecutive employment begins to fall
noticeably between six and 12 months after starting work for the NDLP
group.

% Hoggart et al., 2006.
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Overall, while individuals appear to have reacted to ERA by favouring full-time
work over part-time work, there is little evidence as yet of a substantial effect
on employment retention. This is consistent with the fact that the differences
between the ERA group and the control group in their rates of employment
were not significant at the end of the two-year period. The move to full-time
employment represents a form of advancement. However, other outcomes related
to advancement showed little effect of ERA. Possibly, it is unrealistic to expect a
substantial effect on advancement within two years for the NDLP population.
Many of them will have been out of work for some years and may want to
re-acquaint themselves with the practice of working before focusing on progression
in employment. Alternatively, it may be that the dimensions of job quality covered
in the questionnaire, while thorough, miss those qualities that are most important
to the NDLP population.®®

5.5.2 WTC

As previously noted, retention is a less important issue than advancement for the
WTC group. In view of this, the most important result in Table 5.6 is the finding
that ERA raised the probability of working full-time for at least four months by
10.3 percentage points — a 36 per cent improvement over the control group rate
of 28.9 per cent.

Table 5.7 shows that there were few statistically significant impacts on the types
of jobs ERA customers held. (In general, the WTC group held better-quality jobs
than did NDLP customers, probably reflecting their higher skill levels and stronger
attachment to the labour force.)

5.6 ERA's impacts on training

This section assesses whether ERA had an impact on the amount of training
undertaken by lone parents and on the qualifications that they acquired. The
ability of ERA to influence training activity is important as a potential mechanism
for enhancing the prospects of lone parents advancing in work by developing
their human capital. ERA was expected to induce training through two types of
incentives: First, ERA staff could pay for customers’ tuition for training courses,
up to a maximum of £1,000 per person for all courses, provided that customers
took the courses while they were working 16 or more hours per week. Second,
ERA customers could receive a training completion bonus. This incentive paid £8
for every hour of training completed, up to a maximum of £1,000 (or 125 hours
of completed training). Again, customers had to be working 16 or more hours per
week to be eligible for the training completion bonus.

5.6.1 NDLP

Table 5.8 shows that ERA increased the likelihood that NDLP customers would
participate in training or education by 4.7 percentage points. This was from a

% These issues are returned to in Chapter 7.
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high base: 55.8 per cent of the control group participated in training or education
at some point during the two years, even without ERA's assistance. This was not
confined to training while out of work, since the results show an increase in the
probability of combining work and training of 5.6 percentage points above a
control group rate of 29.7 per cent.”’

Table 5.8 also shows that training was often arranged by Jobcentre Plus. ERA
increased participation in such training by 7.1 percentage points. There is no
evidence yet of an effect of this increased training on qualifications gained over
the two-year period.

When the firstand second years after random assignment are considered separately,
it emerges that ERA increased the proportion of the NDLP group participating in
education or training over the first 12-month period but there were no statistically
significant impacts in the second year. While this appears to suggest that the
training and education activity induced by ERA diminished over time, the effect
on the proportion that combined employment and training was positive in both
years (not shown in the table). Together, these results suggest that ERA may have
reduced the proportion receiving training while out of work in the second year. A
possible interpretation of this might be that those in the ERA group received the
training they desired in the first year and so became less likely to undergo further
training in the second year, relative to the control group. Alternatively, out-of-work
lone parents in the ERA group may defer training until they find employment,
perhaps in the knowledge that this might entitle them to compensation for their
studies.

Table 5.8 also shows that ERA increased, by 6.8 percentage points, the probability
that an individual worked full-time at some point in the two years since random
assignment and undertook training while employed. There was no effect on the
probability of an individual working part-time at some point and undertaking
training while employed. Overall, it is striking that of those in the programme group
who worked full-time at some point, half undertook training while employed (the
corresponding level among the control group was 43.4 per cent). Also impressive
are the high rates of training among employed control group members.*®

9 This does not imply directly that ERA increased training for those in work.
It could equally be the case that employees are more likely to participate in
training and that the observed increase in training while in work is simply
capturing the increase in employment due to ERA. However, the same
pattern is observed for the WTC group, for which there was no employment
effect, thus supporting a conclusion that ERA did directly increase training
among those in work.

% Because the types of people who worked full time in the programme group
may differ in systematic ways from those who worked full time in the
control group, comparing these two groups of workers does not yield a
pure experimental impact estimate. For this reason, the difference in training
between these two groups is not presented as an impact in Table 5.8.
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The results in Table 5.9 show that ERA caused a small but significant increase
in the number of courses taken. Those in the ERA group who did participate in
some training courses took an average of just under three courses over the two
years, amounting to almost 270 hours. Among the control group, those who
participated in training took a similar number of courses but spent an average of
304 hours in training. This suggests that those in the NDLP group responded to
ERA by taking more and shorter courses.

Table 5.9 Effects of ERA on number and duration of training or
education courses taken by customers within two years
after random assignment

NDLP WTC

ERA Control Difference ERA Control Difference
Outcome group  group  (impact) P-value | group group  (impact) P-value

Average number of
training or education
courses taken

All customers 1.7 1.5 0.2 ** 0.023 2.1 1.8 0.3 #** 0.001

Those who
participated in any
training or education 2.8 2.7 2.9 3.0

Average number of
hours spent in training
or education courses

All customers 158 167 -9 0.556 161 137 24 0.132

Those who
participated in any
training or education 268 304 230 232

Average number of
weeks spent in training
or education courses

All customers 16.9 16.5 0.3 0.776 23.5 16.7 6.8 0.000

Those who
participated in any
training or education 28.5 29.9 33.1 28.4

Sample size 1,188 1,109 1,082 1,037

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the control group.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; and *** = 1 per cent.

Italics indicate comparisons that are non-experimental since they were calculated over a portion of the sample.
Statistical tests were not performed.

5.6.2 WTC

For the WTC group, ERA's effect on training was stronger. Table 5.8 shows that,
while the WTC control group’s participation in training or education over the
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two years was only somewhat higher (at 59.6 per cent) than the rate among
the NDLP control group (55.8 per cent), ERA's impact of 12.6 percentage points
was considerably larger. A similarly sized effect was evident when considering the
effect of ERA on combining training and employment. Furthermore, these effects
were sizeable and statistically significant in each of the two years after random
assignment (13.3 percentage points in year 1 and 11.7 percentage points in year
2). The role of Jobcentre Plus is very strongly evident. Participation in training
arranged by Jobcentre Plus was almost non-existent among the control group. ERA
increased such training by nearly 20 percentage points. As with the NDLP group,
there is no strong evidence yet of improved training or educational qualifications
as a result of ERA.

Those in the ERA group who undertook training enrolled in an average of three
courses over the two-year period considered and spent an average of around
230 hours in courses. ERA increased the number of courses taken but not the
number of hours spent on them (Table 5.9). At the same time, ERA resulted in
an additional 6.8 weeks in which customers participated in training. Again, the
results appear to suggest that those in the WTC group reacted to ERA by taking
more and shorter courses.

Table 5.8 also shows that ERA increased, by 14.2 percentage points, the proportion
of WTC customers who worked full-time at some point in the two years since
random assignment and undertook training while employed. In addition, in
contrast to the findings for the NDLP customers, there was also a statistically
significant, though small, impact (3.7 percentage points) on the proportion that
worked part-time at some point in the two years since random assignment and
undertook training while employed. The fact that this impact is found despite the
marked shift away from part-time work that was brought about by ERA, strongly
suggests that ERA acted to encourage training among those in work. Further
supporting this inference is the finding among those in the programme group
who worked full-time at some point: 74.6 per cent undertook training while
employed, compared with 54.6 per cent for the control group. For those who
worked part-time at some point, the corresponding levels are 65.0 per cent and
55.2 per cent.

5.7 ERA’s impacts on taking steps towards advancement

In addition to assessing how much advancement customers have already achieved,
it is useful to consider whether ERA has influenced the particular steps individuals
have taken so far to try to advance. These might include, for example, negotiating
a pay rise or looking elsewhere for better employment. It has been suggested
already that advancement is likely to be a more immediate concern for the WTC
group than for the NDLP group. NDLP customers might be expected to have a
stronger focus on achieving sustained employment (something already achieved,
for the most part, by the WTC group). However, one might also expect NDLP
customers to become more interested in advancement once they overcome the
initial employment retention hurdle.
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Chapter 4 shows that for both the NDLP and WTC lone parents, those in the ERA
group who worked were much more likely to receive in-work help or advice from
Jobcentre Plus than those in the control group who worked and that this advice
was typically more frequent and provided by more specialised staff. The following
sections examine whether, because of this assistance or any other programme
features, ERA increased the likelihood that programme group members would
take advancement steps (in addition to pursuing full-time work) to improve their
jobs or earnings.

5.7.1 NDLP

The top panel of Table 5.10 presents some descriptive statistics showing that,
among customersinthe ERA group who ever worked within the two years following
random assignment, 77 per cent reported taking at least one of a variety of steps
to improve their work situation or earnings. Moreover, 38 per cent actively looked
for another job while working. These rates were higher than the rates observed
for workers in the control group but not by much.

The bottom panel of Table 5.10 shows ERA's impacts on whether customers in
the programme group both worked and took steps to advance. It shows that
ERA increased the likelihood of both working and taking steps to advance by a
statistically significant 6.6 percentage points over the control group rate of 52.1
per cent (a gain of nearly 13 per cent). It also increased the likelihood of working
and actively looking for another job by 4.5 percentage points over the control
group rate (an 18 per cent gain).

The increased level of help and advice provided by Jobcentre Plus as a result of
ERA covered a wide range of advancement topics. It is perhaps most informative
to consider how this translated into specific actions. The main effects of ERA
in this regard were to increase efforts to work more hours, to negotiate better
terms, to find a different type of employment with the same employer or to look
for a better job with another employer. Those individuals looking for a better job
elsewhere accounted for 30 per cent of the ERA group. They used a range of
methods in their job search. Most commonly, individuals looked for another job
on their own. ERA increased the proportion who worked and searched elsewhere
for another job on their own from 24.4 per cent to 28.6 per cent. ERA also had
small but statistically significant effects on a number of less common job search
channels. The proportions working and looking for a better job by using a private
recruitment agency, by going to a careers office and by some other method, were
all increased slightly by ERA.
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5.7.2 WTC

Workers in the WTC programme group were slightly more likely than those in
the NDLP programme group to try to improve their employment circumstances.
And, since more WTC customers overall were working, a higher proportion of the
entire WTC group was focused on advancement. Table 5.10 (top panel) shows that
almost 83 per cent of workers in the WTC ERA group took steps to improve their
work situation or earnings while they were employed, and 41 per cent took steps
to find another job. The bottom panel shows that ERA increased by a statistically
significant 4.5 percentage points the proportion that took steps to improve their
work situation or earnings. This is from a high starting point — more than three-
quarters of the control group reported taking such steps.

ERA spurred WTC customers’ efforts to increase their working hours and to find
work with a different employer. It also increased the use of a range of job search
channels, at least by a small amount. However, it did not increase efforts to
negotiate better terms or to find different work with the same employer.

5.8 ERA's impacts on children’s well-being

Children share in the improved financial circumstances resulting from their parent’s
increased earnings and, in this regard, their welfare is closely linked to that of
their parent. The non-financial aspect of children’s welfare is also important. It is
perhaps unrealistic to expect ERA to have had any effect on children’s well-being
so soon after its introduction. However, it is clear that encouraging lone parents
to participate more fully in the labour market may have consequences for their
children. As discussed previously, there is little theoretical or empirical evidence to
inform expectations here. The most relevant studies — evaluations of welfare-to-
work programmes in the US and Canada offering financial incentives to work — do
appear to find some positive impacts on young children’s school performance.
However, it does not necessarily follow that such findings will apply in the UK.

Although positive effects on children would be welcome, it is also important
to assess any detrimental effects associated with encouraging lone parents to
increase their hours of work. Seen in this light, the absence of any effects on
children’s welfare in the current study may be regarded positively, since it would
indicate that children were not harmed, especially as a consequence of ERA's
positive effects on the take-up of full-time employment.

The analysis, thus, considers a range of outcomes relating to children’s general
well-being, social activities, academic performance and behaviour.®

% It should be borne in mind that these indicators of child well-being are based
on the responses of the child’s parent.
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5.8.1 NDLP

Overall, there were very few statistically significant effects of ERA for the children
of NDLP customers (Table F.2). It is important to treat the handful of significant
findings with caution, given the large number of measures considered and the
small magnitude of the effects observed. It is still possible, of course, that more
substantial effects of ERA could emerge in the longer term.

5.8.2 WTC

As with the NDLP group, there were few statistically significant effects for the
children of those in the WTC group (Table F.2). Again, it may be that effects will
emerge with time.

5.9 Conclusions

In attempting to draw conclusions from the results presented in this chapter, an
important point to bear in mind is that they do not capture the full effects of ERA.
In total, an individual’s ERA experience could span a full 33 months, so participants
were still eligible to participate in the programme after this report’s follow-up
period ended. Thus, it is not possible yet to say whether ERA's effects will grow
stronger in the longer term or whether they will fade quickly after the in-work job
coaching, support and financial incentives are withdrawn.

Summarising the main results, the impression is of an intervention that has had
considerable success in influencing the labour market behaviour of lone parents.
Among those on NDLP, ERA increased the chances of being in work and this
positive effect was sustained for a year and a half. Importantly, ERA increased
the take-up of full-time work. This is a particularly noteworthy result, since it
appears so far to have been a sustained increase — it remained visible at the latest
period for which information is available. It was also the increase in hours that
was the most notable ERA effect among the WTC group. Greater labour market
engagement resulted in positive earnings impacts for both groups. There was a
reduction in IS receipt for the NDLP group over the 24 months but this was close
to zero by the end of the two years.

It is interesting to note how the effects appear to have altered over time. ERA
increased employment among the NDLP group in the first year following random
assignment to a greater extent than in the second year. Correspondingly, the
effect on earnings was greater in the first than in the second year. However, the
main impact was to increase the proportion working full-time. This effect was, if
anything, greater in the second year than in the first. The impact on earnings over
time reflected these opposing influences — the impact on earnings in the second
year was slightly lower than in the first year. For the WTC group, the effect on
employment is of less interest since all individuals should have been working when
randomly assigned. As with the NDLP customers, it is the move from part-time
to full-time work that is most impressive. Interestingly, the size of the ERA effect
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for each of the two years was very close to that for the NDLP group. Importantly,
the positive effect was visible in both years. Furthermore, the positive effect on
earnings was statistically significant in the second year, unlike the first year where
the effect was positive but not significant. To summarise, ERA appears to have had
a positive effect on hours and earnings that has been sustained across the two
years considered.

The question of how these effects arose is central to understanding whether ERA
might achieve its core aims of promoting employment retention and advancement.
This is a complicated issue to unravel. Disentangling the effect on job entry from
the effect on retention for the NDLP group is far from straightforward. (Retention
is not a significant issue for the WTC group.) Most telling is the fact that there
was no difference in the probability of being employed two years after random
assignment. This suggests any positive effect on retention that ERA might have
had (and note that some results are at least consistent with the possibility that it
had such an effect — for example, those in the ERA group had longer employment
spells than those in the control group) was not substantial enough to alter longer-
term employment rates.

There is little evidence so far of ERA having had a direct effect on customers’
advancement in ways other than their moving from part-time to full-time work.
However, there is some evidence that ERA encouraged individuals to take steps
to improve their position in work. In both the NDLP group and, especially, the
WTC group, those in work were more likely to participate in education or training
and were also more likely to try to improve their work situation in other ways. It
may be that these efforts in time will translate into more concrete evidence of
advancement.

Overall, the results point towards an intervention that has so far been successful
in encouraging greater labour market participation among lone parents. The
key question is whether and for how long the results will persist, a question the
evaluation will continue to study over the next few years.






ERA’s impacts across districts and subgroups

6 ERA's impacts across
districts and subgroups

6.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to consider whether the impact of the Employment
Retention and Advancement (ERA) programme varies across districts and across
different subgroups of lone parents. The possibility that there might be district-
level variation arises because differences in local labour market conditions, staffing
patterns and implementation practices could be expected to have an impact on
the effectiveness of the programme. Chapter 5 presented impacts for the New
Deal for Lone Parents (NDLP) group as a whole, with a weighting scheme that
provided the average effect of ERA as if six separate tests (one for each district)
had been carried out. This chapter considers whether ERA had a positive impact
on NDLP customers across all districts regardless of local circumstances or whether
its effects were highly dependent on local circumstances.

Because of smaller sample sizes, reliable impacts for the Working Tax Credit (WTC)
group cannot be computed separately for each district. Consequently, the district-
level analysis in this chapter concentrates on differences between the East Midlands
region, which had the largest sample size, and all other districts combined. Such
a comparison, rather than identifying variation in impacts across specific districts,
provides an indication of the extent to which the effects for the East Midlands
might hold more broadly.

The chapter begins by considering variation in effects across districts for a range
of economic outcomes, including employment, earnings and benefits receipt,
followed by impacts on selected programme outcomes, such as the receipt of
in-work advice and the training and retention bonuses. Subsequent sections assess
variation in these effects across a range of subgroups of lone parents. Although
the chapter makes use of both survey and administrative data, as already described
in Chapter 5, administrative data on employment and earnings are not used for
the WTC group.
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6.2 ERA's economic impacts across districts

When the effects of ERA are considered for individual districts, it is apparent that
the programme had different impacts in some districts compared with others.
However, smaller sample sizes at the district level mean that a given impact is
more uncertain and less likely to be statistically significant. For this reason, the
primary focus in the following analysis is not whether the impact in a given district
is statistically significant but whether the variation in effects across districts is
statistically significant. If this variation is not statistically significant, then there is
no evidence to conclude that the effects of ERA differed across districts.

6.2.1 NDLP

Table 6.1 presents impacts by district for the NDLP group based on customer
survey data. Overall, the effects of ERA look strongest in North West England,
Scotland, and Wales. Effects on earnings over the first two years, for example, are
£3,125 in North West England, more than a 50 per cent increase over the control
group’s earnings of £5,816. Effects in North West England also seem qualitatively
different from those in the other districts, in that ERA led to a substantial increase
in employment rates.

At the same time, however, it is not possible to infer from these data that the
effects are different across districts from a statistical standpoint. None of the cross-
district differences for these outcomes is statistically significant, as indicated by
the final column in the top panel of the table. Although North West England
seems to stand out, it is not possible to conclude that ERA ‘worked’ in some
districts and ‘did not work” in others. A glance at the effects in the table supports
this conclusion. In each district, there is some positive effect on earnings, although
many of these differences are not statistically significant (in part owing to small
sample sizes). Most districts also saw an increase in the fraction of NDLP customers
working full-time in month 24, from 3.6 percentage points in North East England
to 12.1 percentage points in Scotland.

Turning to the administrative data for all NDLP customers randomly assigned,
Figure 6.1 shows that ERA increased the number of months spent in employment
over the two years following random assignment in North West England but
did not have a statistically significant impact in any of the other districts. This
is consistent with the survey data showing that ERA's main effect in most other
districts was not to increase employment rates, but to increase hours worked.
This difference in effects across districts is statistically significant. In contrast, ERA’s
effects on average earnings in the 2005-2006 tax year did not significantly vary
across districts. The two data sources taken together suggest that North West
England stands out, in terms of increasing employment rates. Overall, however,
the findings do not support a conclusion that ERA worked in some districts but
not in others.
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Table 6.1 Effects of ERA on employment, earnings, and benefits
receipt within two years after random assignment for
NDLP customers, by district

P-value for

ERA Control Difference differences
Outcome group  group  (impact) P-value across districts
East Midlands
Employment and earnings
Ever worked during years 1-2 (%) 72.9 73.9 -1.0 0.811 0.163
Working at month 24 (%) 534 58.0 -4.6 0.320 0.519
Average hours worked per week at month 24 13.8 14.0 -0.2 0.895 0.628
Working 30+ hours per week at month 24 (%) 245 19.7 4.8 0.228 0.611
Number of months worked full time in years
1-2 42 3.6 0.6 0.368 0.216
Total average earnings in years 1-2 (£) 6,965 6,489 476 0.617 0.440
Benefits
Receiving IS at month 24 (%) 43.2 37.4 5.7 0.215 0.212
IS amount amount per week (£) 33 28 4 0.324 0.290
Receiving WTC at month 24 (%) 38.6 46.2 -7.5 0.110 0.172
WTC average amount per week (£) 20 20 0 0.924 0.882
Sample size = 428 221 207
London

Employment and earnings

Ever worked during years 1-2 (%) 67.1 63.0 4.1 0.403
Working at month 24 (%) 50.6 48.8 1.8 0.729
Average hours worked per week at month 24 13.9 11.9 2.0 0.212
Working 30+ hours per week at month 24 (%) 24.6 18.1 6.5 0.121
Number of months worked full time in years

1-2 4.7 32 1.5 ** 0.037
Total average earnings in years 1-2 (£) 8,435 7,595 840 0.485
Benefits

Receiving IS at month 24 (%) 47.2 48.5 -1.3 0.796
IS amount amount per week (£) 34 36 -2 0.701
Receiving WTC at month 24 (%) 35.1 31.9 32 0.531
WTC average amount per week (£) 15 13 2 0.569
Sample size = 370 194 176

(continued)
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Table 6.1 Continued

ERA Control Difference

P-value for
differences

Outcome group group  (impact) P-value across districts
North East England

Employment and earnings

Ever worked during years 1-2 (%) 74.9 67.4 7.4 * 0.086
Working at month 24 (%) 57.5 51.0 6.4 0.186
Average hours worked per week at month 24 14.1 12.8 13 0.372
Working 30+ hours per week at month 24 (%) 22.5 19.0 3.6 0.380
Number of months worked full time in years

1-2 43 3.7 0.6 0.425
Total average earnings in years 1-2 (£) 6,670 5,960 709 0.419
Benefits

Receiving IS at month 24 (%) 34.0 433 -9.2 H* 0.049
IS amount amount per week (£) 28 32 -3 0.456
Receiving WTC at month 24 (%) 49.7 41.5 82 * 0.095
WTC average amount per week (£) 24 20 4 0.371
Sample size = 408 214 194

North West England

Employment and earnings

Ever worked during years 1-2 (%) 78.0 63.8 14.2 ##* 0.002
Working at month 24 (%) 56.5 49.8 6.7 0.186
Average hours worked per week at month 24 15.4 12.7 2.7 * 0.071
Working 30+ hours per week at month 24 (%) 29.5 20.6 8.9 ** 0.041
Number of months worked full time in years

1-2 6.5 3.9 2.7 H* 0.001
Total average earnings in years 1-2 (£) 8,940 5816 3,125 #** 0.004
Benefits

Receiving IS at month 24 (%) 41.0 46.4 -5.4 0.283
IS amount amount per week (£) 32 38 -6 0.227
Receiving WTC at month 24 (%) 45.5 39.2 6.3 0.214
WTC average amount per week (£) 23 18 5 0.192
Sample size = 385 200 185

(continued)
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Table 6.1 Continued

P-value for

ERA Control Difference differences

Outcome group group  (impact) P-value across districts
Scotland

Employment and earnings

Ever worked during years 1-2 (%) 79.9 75.9 39 0.374
Working at month 24 (%) 53.8 51.1 2.7 0.618
Average hours worked per week at month 24 15.3 12.8 2.5 0.135
Working 30+ hours per week at month 24 (%) 27.7 15.5 12,1 *** 0.006
Number of months worked full time in years

1-2 5.8 3.4 2.4 **x 0.002
Total average earnings in years 1-2 (£) 9,028 6,860 2,168 * 0.054
Benefits

Receiving IS at month 24 (%) 412 37.8 3.5 0.512
IS amount amount per week (£) 27 24 2 0.570
Receiving WTC at month 24 (%) 472 479 -0.7 0.898
WTC average amount per week (£) 24 25 -1 0.764
Sample size = 349 178 171

Wales

Employment and earnings

Ever worked during years 1-2 (%) 79.9 79.7 0.2 0.961
Working at month 24 (%) 58.3 60.0 -1.7 0.753
Average hours worked per week at month 24 14.5 14.6 0.0 0.984
Working 30+ hours per week at month 24 (%) 22.8 20.5 23 0.601
Number of months worked full time in years

1-2 5.4 3.7 1.8 ** 0.030
Total average earnings in years 1-2 (£) 8,135 6913 1,222 0.261
Benefits

Receiving IS at month 24 (%) 36.5 342 23 0.659
IS amount amount per week (£) 31 23 8 * 0.092
Receiving WTC at month 24 (%) 47.5 51.7 -4.2 0.441
WTC average amount per week (£) 26 23 3 0.463
Sample size = 357 181 176

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the control group.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** =5 per cent; and *** = 1 per cent.

A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts differed significantly across districts. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as: T = 10 per cent; 11 =5 per cent; and 11 = 1 per cent.

IS = Income Support; WTC = Working Tax Credit.
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Figure 6.1 Employment, earnings and benefits receipt within

two years after random assignment for NDLP
customers, estimated from administrative records,

by district
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Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the control
group. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** =5 per cent; and *** = 1 per cent.
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One concern with analyses by district is that positive effects in one district may
stem from any number of factors that vary across districts, some having to do
with the types of people served, implementation practices or local economic
conditions. For example, the large, positive effects on employment seen for North
West England may not be related to the programme’s performance in the district
per se, but to the fact that this district’s sample included a higher representation of
a certain type of NDLP customer who, in general, benefited greatly from ERA. As
a hypothetical example, consider NDLP customers with higher education levels. If
ERA had larger effects for these lone parents and if North West England contained
a disproportionate share of this group, the larger effects observed for this district
relative to the others would simply be due to compositional variation across the
districts. It is possible to address this issue to some extent with analyses that
account for this variation.’® Although not shown here, the results suggest that the
relatively strong performance in North West England is not due to differences across
districts in customers’ characteristics, circumstances or previous work experience.
However, there is also no strong evidence from the implementation research that
North West England stood out in terms of programme implementation. The lack
of a strong hypothesis about why the effects on months worked should differ in
North West England, coupled with the finding that district-level impacts do not
vary significantly for most other labour market outcomes, reinforce the conclusion
that there is no evidence of cross-district variation in ERA's effect.

Figure 6.1 shows ERA's impacts on the average number of months receiving
benefits, either Income Support (IS) or Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA), by district,
based on administrative data. The cross-district difference in impacts is not
statistically significant. Survey data, reported in Table 6.1, also suggest little cross-
district variation in impacts on benefits receipt across several different benefits
outcome measures.

6.2.2 WTC

Table 6.2 presents results for the WTC group. With the exception of the modest
increase in employment rates in the other districts, as compared with the East
Midlands, the overall story is similar. In the East Midlands, ERA was associated
with WTC customers working longer hours on average during the two years
after random assignment and this was also the case in the other districts. ERA
significantly raised the proportion of respondents working full-time at month 24
by 13.7 percentage points in the East Midlands and by 10.6 percentage points in
the other districts combined. Effects on earnings over the two-year period are also
roughly similar, although the independent effects are not statistically significant
(in contrast to the statistically significant earnings effect observed for the pooled

100 Technically, accounting for this variation (in what is sometimes referred to as
a ‘conditional’ impact analysis) involves regressing the outcome of interest
on treatment status interacted with district and interacted with a range of
demographic variables that define various subgroups of interest.
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sample, as shown in Chapter 5). In general, the labour market effects for the
East Midlands generalise more broadly to the other districts. This finding provides
support for the results in Chapter 5, which are based on a sample that gives
relatively more weight to the East Midlands.

Effects on benefits receipt are shown in the bottom panel of Table 6.2 (for survey
data) and Table 6.3 (for administrative data). Both sources tell a similar story and
illustrate a divergence in effects. As shown in Table 6.3, ERA raised the likelihood
that WTC customers in the East Midlands received benefits (either JSA or IS)
24 months after random assignment by 2.4 percentage points over a very low
control group rate of only 5.0 per cent. (It is not clear why ERA would increase
benefits receipt for this group, although this effect does match the slight reduction
inemploymentratesat month 24.) By contrast, ERA appeared to reduce, somewhat,
the likelihood of claiming these benefits in the other districts. These differences
between the East Midlands and the other districts are statistically significant.

In sum, there is no evidence to suggest that ERA's effects differed across districts.
For the NDLP group, North West England stood out with respect to ERA's effect
of increasing employment rates. However, this district did not appear to stand out
from the others in terms of implementation. The difference in North West England
should not be overemphasised, given that ERA’s effects on earnings and other
labour market outcomes did not vary significantly across districts. For the WTC
group, the employment effects presented for the East Midlands, although not the
benefits receipt effects, were found to generalise broadly to the other districts.
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6.3 ERA's impacts on receipt of services and incentives
across districts

The evaluation report on ERA's first-year impacts documented a fair amount
of variability in programme implementation across districts. Although it was
not possible to rank the districts according to one composite measure of
implementation, the participation analysis also showed some variation in effects
on key measures of customers’ interaction with the programme and Jobcentre
Plus. This section considers district variation in effects over two years for several
summary participation outcome measures: receipt of in-work help and advice
on employment-related issues, combining work and training and receipt of the
training and employment bonuses.™

6.3.1 NDLP

The top panel of Table 6.4 shows ERA's effects by district on the likelihood that NDLP
customers would both work and receive help and advice from Jobcentre Plus while
employed and on their likelihood of both working and taking on training while
in work. ERA's effects on the first of these measures are statistically significantly
different within, as well as across, districts (as indicated by the daggers). In other
words, the programme substantially increased the receipt of in-work help and
advice for NDLP customers in all districts, but by a larger degree in some districts
than in others. It is important to note that these in-work outcomes are calculated
over all customers, regardless of whether they worked during the two-year period.
Since the outcome measure is a combination of having worked and having received
help or advice, some differences in impacts across districts might be driven by
variation in the rates of having worked. However, a look at employment rates
across districts from the earlier section shows that these rates do not vary enough
or in ways that account for the differences in the combined measure. For example,
the impact of 36 percentage points in the East Midlands, relative to the impact
of 25.4 percentage points in Scotland, is not due to a difference in employment
rates, since employment was slightly higher in Scotland.

ERA produced a positive impact on the likelihood of combining work and
training. However, the variation in this effect across districts was not statistically
significant.

The top panel of Figure 6.2 presents rates of bonus receipt for the NDLP
programme group. (The control group had no access to bonuses). This analysis
uses administrative data for the full sample. Results are very similar to those based
on responses to the survey for the survey sample.

101 See Chapter 4 for a fuller discussion of these participation measures.
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Figure 6.2 Receipt of ERA work and training bonuses within two
years after random assignment, estimated from
administrative records, by district (ERA group only)

New Deal for Lone Parents customers
100 ~
80 -
~ 60
e 35.4 32.4
40 4 23 27.0 28.4 : 954
204 119 6.6 38 6.9 52 7.9
0 -
East Midlands London North East North West Scotland Wales
England England
Working Tax Credit customers
100 ~
80 -
~ 601
S 32.9 36.5
40 233 4
20 | —- -
0
East Midlands All other districts
O Received training bonus M Received employment retention bonus
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from DWP financial incentives data.
NOTE: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

As Figure 6.2 shows, receipt of the employment retention bonus is much higher
than receipt of the training bonus and the two rates do not seem to be positively
correlated across districts. (In fact, there seems to be a slight inverse relationship
between the two rates, in that districts with a higher rate of receipt of the retention
bonus tend to have a lower rate of receipt of the training bonus.) Receipt rates for
the retention bonus range from a high of 35 per cent in North West England to a
low of 22 per cent in the East Midlands and this variation in receipt rates, which
is statistically significant, does not appear to be due to variation in employment
rates across districts (see Table 6.1). The average individual who received retention
bonuses received about three over the two-year period (not shown). There is less
district variation in the receipt of the training bonus.

6.3.2 WTC

Results on participation-related measures for the WTC group are shown in the
bottom panel of Table 6.4. As in earlier sections, results here are shown only for
the East Midlands compared to all other districts combined, given the small sample
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sizes across the other five districts. Not surprisingly, rates of in-work support are
much higher for the WTC group than for the NDLP group, given the former group’s
much higher employment rates. Across all districts, ERA produced substantial
impacts on receiving in-work help or advice. However, the East Midlands appears
to stand out: The receipt of in-work help or advice increased by 73 percentage
points relative to the control group, compared with about 59 percentage points
in the other districts combined (ranging from 39.8 per cent in London to 70.7 per
cent in Scotland). (The difference in impacts between the East Midlands and the
other districts is statistically significant.) London also had the lowest rate on this
outcome for the NDLP group.

The results show no significant difference across districts in the rate of combining
work and training. Large and statistically significant impacts on this measure were
observed in the East Midlands as well as the other districts combined.

The bottom panel of Figure 6.2 presents findings on bonus receipt for the WTC
programme group. Receipt of the retention bonus is fairly similar — 33 per cent in
the East Midlands compared to 37 per cent in all other districts. As found for the
NDLP sample, the East Midlands seems to have somewhat higher rates of training
bonus receipt: 23 per cent in that district, compared with 15 per cent for all other
districts, a difference that is statistically significant.

6.4 ERA's economic impacts across subgroups

The subgroup analysis seeks to explore whether ERA had different effects for
particular groups of lone parents. Evaluations of employment and training
programmes in the US have found that some programmes work better for particular
types of individuals. The Texas site in the US ERA evaluation, for example, has
shown larger effects for individuals with recent work experience.’® In contrast, the
effects of a welfare-to-work programme with financial work incentives for welfare
recipients in Minnesota were larger and more lasting for relatively disadvantaged
parents.'® Aside from the empirical evidence, it is easy to imagine that ERA’s
effects might vary across subgroups of customers who have, for example, different
skills, views of work or family circumstances that might affect their prospects in
the labour market, even in the absence of ERA.

For example, earlier work as part of the ERA evaluation examined work and care
orientations for a subsample of participants and found that some lone parents
prioritised care for their children and were not focused on advancement issues.'%
Thus, lone parents with young children and a care orientation may be less likely
to take up ERA's offer than those with older children. Similarly, those with higher
education levels may be more likely to take up training in response to the training

12 Martinson and Hendra, 2006.
103 Gennetian, Miller, and Smith, 2005.
1% Hoggart et al., 2006.
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bonus. In other cases, those who are expected to have a more difficult time in the
labour market, such as ethnic minorities, those who have little work experience,
and those who face other employment barriers, might respond differently to ERA.
Should the findings suggest that the programme is more effective for certain
subgroups of customers, policymakers might consider giving those types of
individuals priority for post-employment services and incentives like those offered
by ERA. On the other hand, finding little variation across subgroups would also
be encouraging, since this would indicate that ERA works for a wide range of
people.

Where possible, the analysis is based on administrative data for the full random
assignment population, in order to maximise the available sample size. In the
case of the WTC group, concerns about the reliability of the administrative
employment and earnings data mean that it is necessary to restrict the subgroup
analysis to survey respondents and the items available from the survey interviews.
The disadvantage of this approach is that the smaller number of cases available
for analysis reduces the likelihood of identifying statistically significant differences
between subgroups.

As with the district-level analyses, the primary focus in this section is on subgroups
for whom differences in impacts are statistically significant, denoted by daggers in
the tables.'® In addition, one difficulty in interpreting subgroup differences is that
individuals fall into multiple groups. For example, the number of months worked
before random assignment is likely to be correlated with the age of the youngest
child, in that those with children under the age of seven might be expected to
have spent less time in employment over recent months than those with older
children. Therefore, if the impact of ERA appears to differ depending on the age
of the lone parent’s youngest child, this may be partly because the parent had less
work experience before random assignment, rather than solely because of the age
of the youngest child. Where appropriate, conditional impact analyses are used to
address this issue (see the first footnote in this chapter).

6.4.1 NDLP

Table 6.5 and the top panel of Table 6.6 present the results for the NDLP group.
Table 6.5 presents results based on Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study (WPLS)
administrative data for the full sample, while Table 6.6 presents results using survey
data for the survey sample.'® In addition to the subgroups mentioned above,
also included are a cohort subgroup to capture improvements in programme
implementation over time and two subgroups measuring employment barriers or

195 These tests for differences in impacts across subgroups do not account for
the fact that when multiple subgroup differences are tested, a few will be
statistically significant simply by chance. These results should be interpreted
with this caution in mind.

1% No equivalent to Table 6.5 is provided for the WTC group, given that
administrative data are not used for this group.
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labour market disadvantage. The barriers to employment include problems with
access to transport or childcare and problems with health, housing, basic skills,
or anything else identified as important by the respondent. NDLP customers were
regarded as being severely disadvantaged if their educational qualifications were
at General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) level or lower, they had not
worked in the three years before random assignment and they faced at least one
barrier to employment.

The tables show a few differences across groups. For example, ERA increased the
average numbers of months employed during the two-year follow-up period for
ethnic minority'” NDLP customers by 1.2 months over this two-year period but
had no significant impact on the amount of time that white'®® lone parents spent
in employment (Table 6.5). The analysis using survey data to estimate impacts on
months in full-time work tells a similar story (Table 6.6). In contrast, the analysis
of earnings effects based on survey data shows a large difference in impacts by
ethnicity, while the administrative data analysis does not.'®

Another difference in effects occurs across subgroups defined by educational
qualifications. For NDLP customers with higher qualifications, relative to those
with lower qualifications or none, ERA had larger effects on the average number
of months worked during the follow-up period (although not on full-time work)
and on earnings. Finally, despite improvement in the ERA programme over time,
there is no evidence to date that it has been more effective for the later-entering
cohort.

Overall, aside from these few noteworthy differences in impacts across subgroups,
the results suggest that ERA had positive effects across a wide range of NDLP
customers, including those who, by various measures, could be considered more
disadvantaged or less disadvantaged when they entered the programme.

107 Ethnic minority lone parents included the following groups: Asian or Asian
British-Bangladeshi; Asian or Asian British-Indian; Asian or Asian British-Other
Asian; Asian or Asian British-Pakistani; Black or Black British-African; Black or
Black British-Caribbean; Black or Black British-Other Black; Chinese or Other
Ethnic Group-Other Ethnic Group; Mixed-Other Mixed; Mixed-White and
Asian; Mixed-White and Black African; Mixed-White and Black Caribbean.

1% The definition of white lone parents included the following groups: White-
British; White Irish; White other.

109 Separate analyses suggest that the effects of ethnic minority status are
not accounted for by its correlation with other factors, such as district,
qualifications, work history, etc.
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6.4.2 WTC

The second panel of Table 6.6 presents results from the survey for the WTC group.
In contrast to the NDLP findings, the WTC data suggest no differences in effects
across subgroups. In other words, none of the subgroup differences is statistically
significant. Even the pattern of (non-significant) effects is, in some cases, quite
different from that for the NDLP group. For the NDLP group, for example, ethnic
minorities showed consistently more positive impacts. For the WTC group,
although the effect on earnings is larger for ethnic minority customers, the effect
on months employed full-time is higher for white customers. Similarly, ERA did not
have larger effects for WTC customers with higher qualifications, as it did for the
NDLP group.

6.5 ERA's impacts on receipt of services and incentives
across subgroups

It is easy to imagine that different demographic groups might have more or less
interaction with the programme. Women with young children, for example, might
be less interested in advancement in the short term and less willing to participate
in services. This section presents effects for subgroups on several key measures of
programme involvement.

6.5.1 NDLP

Table 6.7 presents impacts by subgroup for NDLP customers. It shows some
subgroup differences in impacts on receipt of in-work help and advice and fewer
subgroup differences in impacts on combining work and training. For many
of the differences on these two measures, the story seems to be one of larger
effects for subgroups that are less disadvantaged or more work-ready. However,
it appears that the variation in impacts on the two measures is driven more by
variation in employment rates than by differences in levels of engagement with
the programme among customers who are employed. For example, ERA led to
larger effects on in-work help and advice for more educated individuals. For those
with fewer employment barriers, there were also large effects on in-work help
and advice, as well as on the likelihood of combining work and training.'™ But
these results are driven mostly by higher rates of work during the two-year period
among those with more education and fewer employment barriers. In contrast, the
larger effects for women with older children do not seem to be related to higher
employment rates. These women may simply be at a stage in their lives when they
are more likely to take up the programme’s offer of advice and training.

110 The size of the impacts on these outcomes will depend on the level of
employment among the programme group and also on the size of the impacts
on employment. For a given percentage effect on combining work and
training, for example, the size of the impact will be larger for a programme
group with a 70 per cent employment rate than for a programme group
with a 30 per cent employment rate.
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Another subgroup difference of note is that ERA had larger effects on the two
participation measures for ethnic minority NDLP customers. This difference is
not a result of employment differences but may be due to the very low rate of
service receipt for the control group. The data suggest that, in the absence of ERA,
ethnic minority customers in the NDLP group have very low rates of contact with
Jobcentre Plus advisors while in work and fairly low rates of training. Finally, the
later cohort tends to show larger effects on both outcomes, a result that supports
the earlier findings that programme implementation improved over time.

Table 6.8 presents results for bonus receipt. Rates of receipt of the retention bonus
are somewhat higher for the less disadvantaged groups, including NDLP customers
with higher education levels, fewer work barriers and older children. At the same
time, as with receipt of in-work advice, retention bonus receipt is higher for ethnic
minorities. Variation in the receipt of the training bonus follows a similar pattern.
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Table 6.8 Bonus receipt rates among NDLP customers, estimated
from administrative records, by subgroup

Ever received work | Ever received training

retention bonus within [bonus within 24 months| Sample

24 months follow-up follow-up size
All participants 28.1 7.2 3,365
Race/ethnicity T
White 27.0 7.3 2,833
Ethnic minority 34.7 6.5 519
Age of youngest child T 1t
Under 7 years 23.6 5.9 1,905
7 to 11 years old 28.0 8.8 805
12 to 16 years old 44.0 9.7 476
Number of months worked in 3
years prior to random assignment T 1t
None 22.3 4.9 1,656
1-12 31.0 7.0 774
13+ 36.2 11.7 935
Housing status T Tt
Family 253 53 251
Social 27.4 6.1 2,220
Private 31.1 10.8 854
Qualifications T Tt
None 20.0 3.5 778
GCSE 26.3 6.6 1,602
A-Level or above 41.4 12.0 738
Cohort T 1
Early (October 2003 - May 2004) 26.5 5.8 1,756
Late (June 2004 - April 2005) 29.9 8.9 1,609
Number of barriers to employment T
None 32.0 7.3 1,197
One 26.9 7.0 1,269
Two or more 24.3 7.5 899

(continued)
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Table 6.8 Continued

Ever received work

Ever received training

retention bonus within |bonus within 24 months| Sample
24 months follow-up follow-up size
Severely disadvantaged T T+
Yes 15.4 2.8 769
No 31.9 8.6 2,596
Child under 7 and no work in 3
years prior to random assignment T T+
Yes 18.9 4.1 923
No 314 8.5 2,299

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from DWP financial incentives data and baseline information forms

completed by DWP staff.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Includes all customers randomly assigned between October 2003 and April 2005.
A statistical test was performed to measure whether impacts differed significantly across subgroup
categories. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: + = 10 per cent; T+ = 5 per cent; and {71 =

1 per cent.

Family housing refers to situations where the customer is living with his/her parents or other

friends or relatives. Social housing refers to housing in which the Local Authority (local government)
or a private housing association is the landlord. Private housing refers to owner-occupied housing or

housing that the customer rents privately.

Barriers to employment include transport, childcare, health, housing, basic skills, or other self-

identified problems.

Severely disadvantaged refers to those participants with General Certificate of Secondary
Education (GCSE) qualifications or lower, no work in the three years prior to random assignment, and

at least one barrier to employment.

6.5.2 WTC

Table 6.9 presents results for the WTC group, showing relatively few significant
differences across groups. For the receipt of in-work advice, ERA led to larger
effects for WTC customers with older children and those in private housing. These
effects do not seem to be due to differences in employment rates over the follow-

up period.

For combining work and training, only the difference across cohorts is statistically
significant, with the earlier cohort showing larger effects. This finding is
counterintuitive, given the implementation findings pointing to the programme’s
improvement over time. However, the earlier section also showed somewhat
larger effects on earnings for the early cohort, although this difference was not

statistically significant.
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Table 6.10 presents results for bonus receipt. There is less significant variation
in receipt of the retention bonus than for the NDLP group, probably because
nearly all of the members of the WTC sample worked at some point during the
follow-up period. Key differences are that women with older children were more
likely to receive the retention bonus, as were those who were not moderately
disadvantaged. The early cohort again shows a more positive effect on retention
bonus receipt. Rates of training bonus receipt vary more often across the subgroups,
with less disadvantaged individuals more likely to receive a bonus. For example,
rates of receipt are higher for women with older children, those with more recent
work experience and those with more education (a particularly large difference).

Table 6.10 Bonus receipt rates among WTC customers, estimated
from administrative records, by subgroup

Ever received work Ever received training
retention bonus within 24 [bonus within 24 months| Sample
months follow-up (%) follow-up (%) size

All participants 34.5 19.5 1,415
Race/ethnicity
White 344 19.8 1,295
Ethnic minority 36.1 16.0 119
Age of youngest child 1T T
Under 7 years 29.2 15.0 498
7 to 11 years old 32.2 20.3 427
12 to 16 years old 44.0 233 379
Number of months worked in 3
years prior to random assignment T+
None 29.4 13.9 18
1-12 33.6 10.7 150
13+ 34.6 20.7 1,247
Housing status THT
Family 25.4 12.2 88
Social 35.7 16.1 532
Private 342 22.7 781
Qualifications 1t
None 29.4 13.8 172
GCSE 35.5 16.6 645
A-Level or above 34.7 24.9 424
Cohort T
Early (October 2003 - May 2004) 40.4 16.4 271
Late (June 2004 - April 2005) 33.1 20.2 1,144
Number of barriers to employment
None 373 16.8 470
One 332 21.1 638
Two or more 33.1 20.6 307

(continued)
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Table 6.10 Continued

Ever received work Ever received training
retention bonus within 24 |bonus within 24 months| Sample
months follow-up (%) follow-up (%) size
Moderately disadvantaged T
Yes 313 18.0 518
No 36.4 20.4 897

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from DWP financial incentives data and baseline information forms
completed by DWP staff.

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Includes all customers randomly assigned between October 2003 and April 2005.

A statistical test was performed to measure whether impacts differed significantly across subgroup
categories. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: T = 10 per cent; 11 = 5 per cent; and T11 =
1 per cent.

Family housing refers to situations where the customer is living with his/her parents or other
friends or relatives. Social housing refers to housing in which the Local Authority (local government)
or a private housing association is the landlord. Private housing refers to owner-occupied housing or
housing that the customer rents privately.

Barriers to employment include transport, childcare, health, housing, basic skills, or other self-
identified problems.

Moderately disadvantaged refers to those participants with General Certificate of Secondary
Education (GCSE) qualifications or lower and at least one barrier to employment.

6.6 Conclusions

The results suggest that ERA's effects, documented in Chapter 5, were fairly
consistently spread across districts and across a range of subgroups. For the NDLP
group, ERA appears to have had effects across all districts, although North West
England stood out as having increased employment rates. However, this district
did not stand out in terms of programme implementation. For the WTC group,
the results suggest that ERA's effects in the East Midlands were generally similar to
those in the other districts. Although rates of in-work contact were higher in the
East Midlands, the economic impacts were no larger in that district.

Interms of variation across subgroups, the overall conclusionis that the programme’s
effects did not vary substantially by the characteristics of the lone parents. The
exceptions to this rule for the NDLP group were larger effects for ethnic minority
lone parents and for more educated lone parents. In addition, for both the NDLP
and WTC groups, there was no pattern suggesting that ERA had larger effects for
either more or less disadvantaged parents.

Effects on interaction with the programme did seem to be larger for less
disadvantaged groups but this pattern appears to be due to their already higher
employment rates. Higher rates of programme interaction for these groups did
not translate into larger economic impacts.
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There were two exceptions to these broad patterns: First, ERA had larger effects
on programme interaction for women with older children, for both groups of
lone parents. These effects did not seem to be due to their higher employment
rates, but may be the results of their desire and readiness to move into work and
advance. There is no evidence so far, however, that they benefited more from the
programme in terms of employment and earnings.

Finally, the most intriguing result is for the ethnic minority customers in the NDLP
group. ERA had quite large effects for this group, on both interaction with the
programme and subsequent labour market outcomes, especially as captured by
the survey data. It is not clear what particular barriers ERA may have addressed for
this group to help them improve their employment and earnings but the results to
date are encouraging and warrant further investigation.
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/  Lone parents’ work
journeys and ERA’s
effectiveness

7.1 Introduction

The findings on the Employment Retention and Advancement’'s (ERA')
programme two-year effects presented in Chapters 5 and 6 are broadly positive.
Compared with their control group counterparts, New Deal for Lone Parents
(NDLP) participants more quickly entered work and both NDLP and Working Tax
Credit (WTC) participants were more likely to work 30 or more hours per week,
with a corresponding increase in average earnings. They were also more likely
to participate in training while employed, which might contribute to additional
earnings gains in the longer run. Some impacts are fairly large and, therefore,
impressive, especially given the limited British and international knowledge base
on effective post-employment strategies. At the same time, ERA has yet to show
much effect on other aspects of advancement and its impacts on employment
retention are not particularly large or clear-cut. As many participants were still in
the programme when the two-year follow-up period for this report ended, it is
too soon to draw final conclusions about the programme’s overall effectiveness.
However, it is worth considering at this time why ERA had the effects it did and
why some of its effects so far have not been larger.

This chapter explores those questions. To do so, it draws heavily upon the process
study’s intensive longitudinal qualitative research with a number of NDLP and WTC
customersin the ERA programme group. These individuals have been followed over
a two- to three-year period (see Table A.1). By examining their attitudes towards
and experiences in work over an extended time — for example, how they manage
their transitions to work, how they view full-time work and how they think about
other aspects of advancement — the analysis reveals some of the special challenges
that lone parents faced in striving to remain employed and progress in work and
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what these imply for ERA's ability to help them succeed. The chapter includes
numerous brief vignettes to ‘get behind the numbers’ and convey more of a ‘real-
life” flavour of participants’ experiences in the labour market and their interactions
with the ERA programme.

The exploration starts by considering how customers responded to some of
ERA's primary goals of promoting sustained employment, full-time work, and
skills building through training or education while employed. The next few
sections discuss these topics. The chapter then presents a broader framework for
understanding customers’ pathways towards advancement, with some illustrations
of ERA's role in those work journeys.'"

7.2 ERA’s goals and participants’ experiences in work

7.2.1 Retaining employment

As Chapter 5 shows (Table 5.1), a majority (76 per cent) of the NDLP customers
in ERA worked at some point within the two years after random assignment.
However, many of these workers did not remain employed. For example, only
55 per cent were employed at the time of the 24-month interview.

Previous qualitative research on ERA explored reasons for work exits among NDLP
customers.’? |t observed that common obstacles to retaining work included
temporary contracts, redundancy, inability to coordinate childcare with work,
breakdown of childcare arrangements, dissatisfaction with working conditions,
poor family health, problems with budgeting and debts and difficulties with
transport to work. The research suggested that work retention is a process that
individuals move through at different rates and it is not uncommon for customers
to experience spells out of work before achieving steady employment. In addition,
obstacles to work entry could recur as threats to work retention.

The qualitative longitudinal research undertaken for this report confirms these
earlier observations but it also suggests that issues that may threaten work
retention can, and do, occur even later when lone parents may have been in
work for two or more years. One NDLP customer, followed over three interviews,
is a case in point. Shortly after beginning ERA, she started working part-time at a
local shop with a schedule that was compatible with her children’s school hours.
The work suited her and her three primary and secondary school-age children.
After two years, however, she was made redundant when the shop changed
hands. She received Income Support (IS) until she found another job in a different
shop. By then, however, her time on ERA had ended. At the third interview, she
was working in yet another job, this time at a local school. While this job was

" Other research tracking lone parents in work has identified similar patterns
characterised by spells in work and out of work. See, for example, Millar,
2006; Ray et al., 2007; and Stewart, 2007.

"2 Hoggart et al., 2006.
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also compatible with her caring responsibilities, a drawback was that she would
not receive a work income during school holidays and was concerned about the
viability of this during the summer break. While she enjoyed working, she wished
to work only part-time within school hours and was resistant to the idea of using
formal childcare. As this case illustrates, retention can be a continuing issue that
extends well beyond the first few years in employment.

Some lone parents managed to retain their work despite events in their lives that
may have posed a threat to their employment. It was also evident that some
working lone parents were able to overcome personal circumstances to maintain
their work at a steady rate. However, these circumstances could make their
progression in work more challenging. One NDLP customer found that holding
onto her job working weekly shifts of 16 to 20 hours at a call centre was not
easy. Her child was diagnosed with a disability during the course of ERA and she
required additional time off for hospital appointments. Her employer was not
sympathetic to her taking time off from work, so she needed to restrict her work
hours in order to attend to her child’s needs:

‘I suppose everything does go around work. Everything revolves around
work, so you have to make sure anything that you’ve got planned doesn’t
go in your working hours.’

7.2.2 Taking on full-time work

ERA was designed to improve employment outcomes in part by encouraging full-
time work. The ERA retention bonus, conditional on work of 30 hours or more per
week, was intended to act as an incentive to work full-time for those who may
not otherwise choose to do so. Advisory staff had a responsibility to encourage
consideration of full-time work and remind customers of the financial incentives.

By the time of the second customer survey, participation in work of 30 or more
hours per week was close to seven percentage points higher for the NDLP
programme group and 13 percentage points higher for the WTC programme
group, compared with their control counterparts. Many lone parents started
out working part-time (16 to 29 hours per week), so advancement could also
be construed as increased work hours, specifically to 30-plus hours per week.
The qualitative evidence, along with the impact findings in Chapter 5, identified
moving into full-time work as the most common form of advancement. Most
of these customers were able to increase their hours in their current job. Some
workplaces offered limited opportunities for full-time work and, in these cases,
customers moved to a different employer or took on additional hours elsewhere.

Still, despite ERA's success at increasing rates of full-time employment, only 25 per
cent of all NDLP customers (and about 46 per cent of those employed in month
24) were working full-time (Table 5.2). Among WTC customers, only 39 per cent
(about 44 per cent of those employed in month 24) were working full-time. Why
were these rates not higher?
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To address this question, the qualitative data point to certain patterns among those
who remained in work and did not increase their work hours. These individuals
were more likely to lack one or more of the following conditions that can facilitate
full-time employment:

e stable childcare;
e a work environment that enabled increased hours;
e a strong interest in working more at this time;

* some qualifications;

other support mechanisms facilitating informal childcare; and

e growth in confidence through their work experience.

Three factors in particular were seen to set the parameters for work advancement
of this type: the nature of employment, the point of time in the family life course
and personal circumstances.

The type of job was significant for advancement opportunities. There were
instances where lone parents felt that their potential to advance was restricted by
employers who could not offer more hours or posed conditions on added hours.
In one instance, a WTC customer who worked as a home care worker was told
she could work more hours only if she took on a night shift, something she did
not wish to do. The nature of the job could also pose restrictions on progression.
Many lone parents in the qualitative sample worked in part-time, low-skilled jobs
(e.g. domestics, care workers, retail, school assistants) that are characterised by
poor working conditions and limited opportunities for advancement.’® Others
worked for smaller employers that offered few positions and no real career path.

The point at which ERA was introduced into a lone parent’s life was also significant.
Limitations were often tied to the age of the children. Some parents said that
they wanted to wait until their children were older before they increased their
work hours. One NDLP customer, with a preschool-age child, had taken extended
maternity leave with a spell on IS before starting ERA. She re-entered work as a
part-time administrator. As a new mother, it was important to her to provide a
working role model for her child but with work hours that suited her family. This
balance was important and contributed to her ability to continue working. She
preferred to wait until her child was in school before increasing her work hours.

Earlier qualitative research on ERA'# found that lone parents’ attitudes towards
work advancement were influenced by how they identified themselves in the roles of
carer and worker and how they envisioned combining these roles. Understandably,
those with a stronger orientation towards care were more inclined to defer their
aspirations for advancement to a future time. In these cases (as also explained

3 Millar et al., 2006, discuss the limited opportunities offered by such jobs.
"4 Hoggart et al., 2006.
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in Chapter 4), financial incentives and advisory support were unlikely to sway
parents from their decision to work part-time hours. Orientations to family care
set boundaries on the amount of time lone parents wished to spend away from
their children. Generally speaking, although lone parents with younger families
often chose to balance their time in favour of their children, there were notable
exceptions to this pattern. Some lone parents with younger children increased
their work hours, while others insisted on being available for their teenagers.
Indeed, Chapter 6 showed that for parents of younger children and older children
alike, ERA had positive impacts on the average number of months spent working
full-time (see Table 6.6).

7.2.3 Combining training with work

ERA also aimed to improve employment outcomes by supporting the acquisition
of new qualifications and skills. Financial support for training fees and a training
completion bonus were intended to encourage the take-up of training and many
customers looked to their ERA advisers to help them arrange appropriate training
courses. Results reported in Chapter 5 suggest that ERA substantially increased
the likelihood that lone parents would combine work and training, particularly
among WTC customers.

The survey findings also suggest that programme group parents were more likely
to have participated in training and to have worked an average of 30 or more
hours over an employment spell. As shown in Table 5.8, among full-time ERA
workers, 51 per cent of NDLP customers and 75 per cent of WTC customers
participated in a training or education course while working. In contrast, among
part-time ERA workers, 40 per cent of NDLP customers and 65 per cent of WTC
customers took on training or education while employed. (The corresponding
rates among the control groups were lower for these working groups.) Some
of this training was offered by employers and affirms differences between the
development opportunities offered in part-time and full-time employment.'" Yet,
the results show that support from ERA had a positive impact.

Training may be viewed as a step towards advancement and it is notable that
such high proportions of lone parents made efforts in this regard, especially those
working full-time. Still, the qualitative evidence suggests that some lone parents
found it difficult to participate in education or training in addition to (and outside
of) full-time work; they simply could not find the time to fit both activities into
their busy lives, despite ERA's incentives and support. In these cases, they had to
choose between devoting extra time to work or to training but not to both. One
WTC customer illustrates this challenge. Before entering the ERA programme,
she had been working part-time in a local supermarket. With help from her ERA
adviser and financial support for equipment from the Emergency Discretion Fund
(EDF), she established a business of her own on a casual basis (in addition to her
supermarket work), which supplied enough extra hours to allow her to draw the

5 Millar et al., 2006.
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ERA retention bonus as well as increase her earnings. She eventually decided to
grow her business but realised she needed more qualifications to do so. She found
a suitable training course at the local college but decided her work arrangement
would be too difficult for her to manage. She then stopped her business and used
the extra time to focus on her training while she continued to work part-time at
the supermarket:

‘I thought, | wouldn’t be able to manage it all. | wasn’t sure how much work
was involved in the course. It was quite a lot of learning as well. Homework
and everything.’

This customer also justified her approach to combining work and training on a
financial basis. She reasoned that the training bonus would compensate for most
of her lost wages and foregone income from the retention bonus, which she
would no longer receive. After completing her college course she was keen to
work full-time again but was undecided whether to resurrect her business or to
find similar work with an employer.

The research also shows that many individuals had not completed their ERA-
funded training during the study observation period or, if they had completed it,
they had not yet applied their new skills or qualifications in the work world. Some
were awaiting qualifications before moving on. Others had taken steps to improve
their work through training but it was not known if they had carried through
any plans to apply their new skills in their current jobs or in a new vocation. This
finding is also apparent in the relatively low numbers who received the training
completion bonus, as reported in the customer survey (see Chapter 4). This may
be an artefact of the study’s time frame and, arguably, had the observation period
been longer, there may have been greater opportunities for lone parents to apply
their training and improve their employment position. The qualitative data also
show that some customers had difficulty converting training into advancement at
work. For example, one NDLP customer talked about how she had not completed
all her training until after her time on ERA had finished. At that point she was
very disappointed that she did not get any help converting the training into work
advancement, which in her case would have meant becoming self-employed.
All these findings underscore the importance of time needed for work changes
to occur. Two or three years may not be sufficient for people to enact change,
especially those with low skills or limited work experience.

7.3 Work journeys and ERA support

A more summary way to understand the myriad pathways towards advancement
represented by ERA customers’ experiences, is through the framework of ‘work
journeys’. This concept is offered here as an heuristic device for conceptualising, in
broader terms, the diversity of customers’ employment trajectories and changes in
work patterns over time. People who travel on different work journeys experience
very different kinds of struggles in the work world and, thus, present different
sets of challenges to programmes like ERA that aim to help them advance. These
journeys can be categorised into three general groups:
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e Steady: Customers entered work, remained in work throughout the follow-
up period, and finished ERA holding a job with hours and conditions similar to
those of the job in which they started;

e Broken: Customers entered work but also experienced at least one spell out of
work while on ERA; and

e Advanced: Customers entered work, remained in work, and furthered their
work position (in any one of a variety of ways) while participating in ERA.

The analysis presented here uses this framework to understand the evolving work
experiences and interactions with ERA of 36 NDLP and WTC programme group
working customers who participated in the qualitative longitudinal study. Some
of these individuals had completed the ERA programme by the time of their last
interview, and all had at least some experience working since they had entered
the study. Of course, the reality of lone parents’ working lives is more complicated
than the classification scheme implies. Thus, although these categories are useful
as an analytical tool, it is important to recognise that considerable diversity exists
within each of the groups, and individual journeys overlap categories. A boxed
case study is used to illustrate each of these journeys.''

7.3.1 Steady work journeys

Steady journeys were the most common type of work pattern found in the
sample. The WTC customers in this category were working when they entered
ERA and remained with the same employer throughout the study (see Box 7.1).
NDLP steady workers frequently returned to the type of employment that they
had been previously undertaking, reasserting their qualifications and experience.
Common work patterns in this group were:

e same employer and hours;
e changed employer, same hours;
e increased part-time hours;

® increased, then decreased, work hours.

116 Aljases are used in these case studies.
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Box 7.1 Steady work journey: Leah

Leah illustrates a steady-journey pattern. Before entering the ERA programme,
she had trained and worked as a nurse but took time out to raise her family
after her marriage failed. On ERA, she returned to nursing and also worked
part-time as an assessor for social care students. Her children were now older,
the youngest a teenager. She remained with the same employer during the
research observation period.

She received the retention bonus while on ERA and found it useful to keep
her motivated in a job that, at times, she found difficult. Leah’s employer
paid her fees to undertake a degree course that she had identified. She also
received an EDF payment to help her with finances when she entered work.

Leah wanted to advance and took steps towards that goal through her
training but she felt that her place of employment created a barrier to further
progress. She attributed this to a lack of senior jobs and some difficulties
with her manager. She felt that the continuing support she received from her
ERA adviser kept her motivated and enabled her to talk through her work
problems:

‘I contact [adviser] almost every month or so, or more often than that
because I'm having a lot of problems and he was there to support. He
supported me through everything. He knows everything that I'm going
through.’

This emotional support was very important to her, especially because her
social networks were limited.

7.3.2 Broken work journeys

Broken journeys were less common in the qualitative sample and were observed
only among the NDLP group. Some of these cases were women returning to work
who had spent a number of years out of the labour market raising their children
before joining ERA. Others were trying to break into a different line of work. While
all had a spell out of work while on ERA, the work journeys of the individuals in
this group were diverse:

single job exit followed by steady employment;
single long-term job exit;
multiple spells in and out of work;

work advancement followed by a job exit.

The case presented in Box 7.2 provides an example of a broken work journey that
was shaped by limited work skills, family circumstances and parental decisions
about combining work with care.
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Box 7.2 Broken work journey: Fiona

Fiona experienced numerous starts and stops in three different lines of work
and at the end of the ERA study period, she was no longer in employment, due
to personal circumstances. She had a history of unskilled work and personal
illness that rendered her unable to work. When she started on ERA, she had
two pre-school-age children and had not worked since becoming a parent.

On ERA, Fiona started her own business in the leisure industry. She reasoned
that self-employment would allow her the flexibility she needed to care for
her children. But business was poor and she had to stop after three months.
She then found a job as a home carer, working half days around her childcare
arrangements. She left this job after a few weeks because she was struggling
financially and found she was not better off compared to when she was not
working. She returned to IS.

Ultimately, Fiona wished to organise her work around her children. She
enjoyed the autonomy she had had with her own business and decided to go
back to it:

‘lam enjoying doing it, but the financial thing does come into it, obviously.
I think, I’'m like a lot of people, that | would be able to live a life of luxury
and spend all my time bringing up the kids, but I've got to work...I am
doing something that | enjoy doing, so it's making it easier to actually go
and work.’

Because her business income was unreliable, she took on a part-time job
with a media company and with the extra hours, she was able to receive
two retention bonuses. She primarily wanted to earn enough income to ‘get
by’ in a job that would enable her to personally care for her children. Fiona
continued to combine the two jobs until she left employment to have another
baby.

This customer reported that she had little contact with her ERA adviser apart
from meetings around the retention bonuses. She was not interested in
training and any plans for advancement were long term.

7.3.3 Advanced work journeys

Advanced journeys were more common among WTC customers, confirming how
those lone parents who were relatively established in employment were more
receptive or prepared to advance. Within these journeys there was also diversity,
incorporating different ways of progressing in work:

e higher earnings through increased hours or a job promotion (same or different
employer);

e extra responsibilities;
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* increased job satisfaction;
e improved work-care balance;

e self-employment.

There was considerable overlap among the work journeys. Some of the respondents
with broken journeys also advanced by eventually moving to better jobs or they
advanced before losing their jobs. Some of those with steady journeys either
advanced subjectively through training or advanced in terms of increasing their
hours before dropping back. Box 7.3 illustrates a case in which a lone parent with
a history of broken employment (before ERA) succeeded in finding a job which
represented advancement in more than one way.

Box 7.3 Advanced work journey: Emily

Emily was the mother of three children aged 17, 15, and 13. Before starting
on ERA, she had had a history of low-paid, low-skilled jobs that she formed
no attachment to and tended to leave because they paid the minimum wage.
After starting ERA, she moved to a better job as a train guard, which she
enjoyed. Along with better pay, she had more responsibilities, greater security,
and an employer-supported pension:

‘It was nice to be able to have a secure job which pays well, knowing | got
a pension with this job which | didn’t with the other jobs.’

The security that she valued was put to the test when she became ill and
needed to go on sick leave for six months. At the time of the third interview,
she was able to return to work. It is very unlikely that this would have been
possible in her previous jobs.

The primary drivers pushing her into better work included her desire to find a
job with pension rights, and financial considerations that encouraged her to
pursue work full-time. She was ready to move into full-time work when she
started ERA because her children were older and no longer needed childcare.
In the third interview, she talked about how she had moved from organising
work around her children, to trying to fit her family responsibilities around
work. Interestingly, she attributed this change to the nature of her work rather
than changing attitudes towards her caring responsibilities. She enjoyed her
job more, had more responsibilities and felt more committed to it. She also
noted that her parents lived in the local community and were therefore able
to provide back-up support. She was very positive about the way ERA had
helped her with work matters and noted that support from her Advancement
Support Adviser (ASA) was especially important.

Continued
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Box 7.3 Continued

Emily is a good example of a lone parent who benefited from her involvement
in the ERA programme, for whom it came along at ‘the right time’ and
expedited her journey. Her advancement journey incorporates multiple
elements of advancement: more pay, a ‘better’ job and improved personal
satisfaction. Her own personal definition of advancement focused on doing a
job she enjoyed, and she thought ERA had helped her achieve this:

‘Well, | just wanted a good job, to do a job that | actually enjoy doing
while | was doing it, because | wasn’t enjoying my other job ... ERA gave
me the confidence and the boost to go and get a different job. | think |
might still have been in my other job, not happy, wondering what | am
going to do for money. They gave me the confidence to make me think
about things, and helped me look for things ... they show you what you
could do.’

Classified this way, the journeys can be seen as processes that the ERA intervention
would be expected to have an impact upon. For example, the retention support
offered through ERA is designed to prevent broken journeys and assist in moving
individuals out of ‘the low pay, no pay cycle’; while the advancement support
offered through ERA is designed to promote advanced journeys. Steady journeys
might be seen as an intermediate stage between broken and advanced; as
discussed in Chapter 4, advisers often found it easier to promote advancement
with customers once they had become established in work.

Respondents differed both in the extent of ERA support they utilised and the extent
to which it made a difference to their work journeys. There were some customers
who did not receive any of the financial support; others had not maintained
much contact with an adviser. Some expressed a sense of self-reliance and did
not want to be dependent on advisory support; others felt that ERA had little to
offer them, either because they were working part-time or did not feel ready to
progress. In the case of those with broken journeys, the majority of job exits were
involuntary (dismissal, redundancy, temporary contracts). Hence, there was little
ERA or advisers could do to prevent these situations but they could play a role in
helping customers find new jobs. In some cases, as for example in the case of one
NDLP customer, advisers helped ensure that customers did not revert to benefits
but ultimately advanced into a better job. By the same token, some lone parents
who advanced in their work may have done so of their own accord, relying on
their past experience and qualifications. Others, such as Emily, were clearly aided
by the ERA intervention.

In some of these cases, therefore, it is possible that continuing support might have
made a difference in customers’ work trajectories: by facilitating movements back
into work after work exits, by supporting customers to find new employment where
they were not happy in their work or by starting discussions on advancement that
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customers could act upon when they were ready. Consistent and flexible adviser
support over time was important and, as the longitudinal analysis illustrates, the
directions customers take in work are liable to change. A three-way categorisation
of work patterns can oversimplify a complex story.

7.3.4 Changes over time

Evidence from the longitudinal in-depth interviews with customers underscores
the importance of the temporal dimension — that retention and advancement
are dynamic processes that unfold and change over time. While the research
respondents recounted their experiences between the interviews, it was clear that
the final interviews were occurring at one point in work journeys that were still
unfolding. These journeys involved pauses, halts and reversals and they rarely
flowed in a linear progression. Some work achievements were unstable and were
undermined by unexpected changes in work or family situations, resulting in
reduced work hours or a job exit. In time, though, individuals often recovered and
moved beyond such setbacks. It, thus, stands to reason that more individuals in
the qualitative study might have shown evidence of advancement had they been
observed over alonger period of time. Alonger-term view would also accommodate
the fact that a substantial number of lone parents were still undertaking training
within the first two years after random assignment, as captured in the survey data,
and might eventually see a payoff from that investment.

The longitudinal study of lone parents in work enabled the researchers to observe
changes that occurred within individuals as well as to compare and contrast across
different individuals. Two work behaviour patterns that emerged from this analysis
warrant discussion because they hold implications for the future delivery of in-
work support to the lone parent population. These changes correspond to the
ageing of the family and exposure to work over time.

Lone parents’ concerns about their children’s well-being were always paramount.
With the passage of time, many lone parents stated that it became easier for
them to establish themselves in work as their children became older, became
more independent and assumed responsibility for themselves and sometimes
for their siblings. Many lone parents in the sample had youngest children who
were teenagers or became teenagers as the study progressed and this placed
fewer immediate time pressures on the parent. Correspondingly, the relationship
between lone parents’ care and work orientations changed over time, often
becoming more congruent with efforts to advance in work. In fact, over time, it
was common for lone parents to switch from trying to construct their work lives
to accommodate their caring responsibilities, to organising care arrangements to
suit the needs of their working lives. As part of this evolution in perspectives, lone
parents began to prioritise moving into work they enjoyed or that would provide
a better standard of living, rather than, for example, planning for jobs that fitted
in with school hours.

Another distinct pattern noted among working lone parents (primarily among
those who had re-entered work through ERA) was increased dissatisfaction with
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their jobs or a desire to change jobs after an extended time in work. This mainly
occurred once they had settled their families into a stable work routine and
had proved to themselves they could do it. The analysis has shown that it was
common for lone parents to experience what could be termed a ‘honeymoon’
period during the early stages of work and this tended to positively influence their
attitudes towards the job. It was not uncommon for NDLP customers to begin
work with low expectations of the types of jobs they could perform, particularly
if they had few skills and little experience to offer. Stable employment provided
a sense of achievement and an initial high level of satisfaction with a job that
actually might have been poorly paid or unsatisfactory in other ways. Over time
and with growth in self-confidence, customers’ expectations in work tended to
rise and they became more critical of their jobs.

There were a number of reasons why the longer customers had been at their
jobs, the more anxious they were to move on, including being unhappy at work,
feeling unfulfilled, wanting to move in another direction and the realisation that
they could progress. Dissatisfaction with work could act as a catalyst for change
—and for seeking new help from ERA. An example of this was provided by a lone
parent customer who started a full-time job in retail after devoting some years
to caring for her children. At first, she enjoyed her new job, but then became
frustrated, partly because she was required to work anti-social hours, but also
because she felt she was being treated unfairly. In addition, she was dissatisfied
with the amount of pay she was getting, given her responsibilities. By the second
interview she had moved to another job as a day carer which she enjoyed and the
hours were more suitable for her family.

These behavioural changes observed among ERA lone parents complement the
advancement ethos of the programme. As stated in previous findings on ERA,'"”
lone parents assert different preferences for how they balance their working
and caring roles. The current research has found that individuals can shift their
priorities on care and work over time, and this will affect the desired balance.
Time spent as a worker, alongside the ageing of the family, enabled lone parents
to concentrate on developing their working roles. These findings provide further
insights into the psychology of deferred work advancement. They suggest that
lone parents and their families need time to adapt and adjust to the life changes
brought on by work, perhaps more time than was offered in the design of the
ERA programme. The implication for an in-work intervention like ERA is that tools
that support progress in work need to be flexible enough to accommodate these
changing needs and perspectives.

7.4 Conclusions

The in-depth longitudinal interviews with working lone parents offer a reminder
that work advancement is often a lengthy and evolving process, commonly

"7 Hoggart et al., 2006.
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involving a change in employer and requiring time for a person to learn a new skill
or acquire a qualification. The two-year time available to date for the ERA impact
evaluation may not be sufficient to fully capture the effects of these changes.

Other processes may also have tempered the impacts of ERA, including experiences
relating to changes in lone parents’ views of themselves as capable workers. There
is every reason to believe that these same individual processes were occurring
among control group NDLP and WTC lone parents, so that as time passed in work,
these individuals were also taking steps to improve their employment outcomes.
Indeed, Table 5.10 shows high proportions of working control group members
‘taking steps’ on their own to advance.

A heightened self-esteem among lone parents was one of the outcomes reported
by both customers and advisory staff. This often came about as lone parents and
their families bedded into a working routine and began to realise their potential.
As they spent time in work, developed heightened confidence in their capabilities
as a worker, established routines as a working family and as their children aged,
lone parents began to demand more from their jobs. The "honeymoon period’
was over.

When the conditions were right, employers might have recognised their employees’
potential with added responsibilities and a possible pay rise. But it was more often
the case that lone parents took steps to improve their work and pay independent
of their employers, such as by looking for a new job. Some were helped by their
ERA advisers in this process.

One might also argue that the passage through a "honeymoon period’ in work,
an attendant shift to a working-carer identity and movements towards sustainable
employment, are processes that occur in many work trajectories among mothers.
These changes may act as drivers for progression in work. The research has shown
that by identifying and then capitalising on such drivers, a post-employment
programme such as ERA can play an important part in helping lone parents
advance towards better and sustainable employment.
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8 Next steps in the ERA
evaluation

This latest report on the implementation and effects of the Employment Retention
and Advancement (ERA) programme offers further promising evidence that
Jobcentre Plus can effectively deliver a post-employment intervention that combines
substantial in-work adviser support and financial incentives. Although building the
capacity of staff and managers to implement ERA proved very challenging, the six
pilot districts showed that it could be done: They delivered the core features of the
ERA model, with practices that improved over time. Their experiences thus offer
important lessons on operational approaches, both pointing to some approaches
that are worth emulating in future programmes like ERA and others that should
be avoided.

Is ERA achieving its ultimate objectives? The results so far are encouraging. Lone
parents in the ERA group worked more than they would have in the absence of the
programme — especially in full-time jobs — and this led to substantial improvements
in their average earnings during the two years after they entered the programme.
Moreover, these effects are larger than most of those observed within a similar
time frame among pilot retention and advancement programmes in the US. There
is little evidence so far that ERA has helped participants succeed any more than
they would have without the programme in obtaining or advancing to higher-
wage or ‘better’ jobs (according to other criteria). However, ERA did increase their
participation in training or education while employed. That effect, along with the
continuing career advice and assistance that participants received while in work
during the second follow-up year, might help them achieve better jobs in the
future.

All participants were still enrolled in ERA at the end of the two-year period covered
by this report’s impact analysis and would remain enrolled for another nine months.
Some were still in training programmes. Therefore, the findings available so far are
necessarily of an interim nature. This fact, plus the recognition that retention and
advancement can take a long time to unfold, makes a longer-term perspective
essential for producing a full and fair assessment of ERA's potential.
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Fortunately, the evaluation of ERAwill continueforseveralmoreyears. Administrative
data on employment, earnings and benefits receipt will be collected for three
additional years, allowing researchers the opportunity to estimate ERA's impacts
on those outcomes for a total of five years after sample members entered the
study. This will show whether ERA’s early positive impacts grow, remain the same
or decline over time. In addition, a fifth-year customer survey will be administered,
allowing for an assessment of the programme’s longer-term effects on a broader
range of advancement outcomes, as well as on child poverty and family quality-of-
life indicators. Efforts will also be made to learn more about the relative influence
that particular ERA components, such as its financial incentives, may have had on
ERA's impacts.

The continuing evaluation will include a full benefit-cost analysis. Interim benefit-
cost estimates, showing the return on the Government’s investment in ERA, along
with the overall economic gain or loss experienced by ERA's participating families,
will be issued beginning in early 2009. These estimates will be updated and
refined as more data become available. In addition, special analyses may attempt
to estimate the costs and benefits likely to be observed in a national roll-out of
ERA. The final results from the impact and benefit-cost analyses will be available
in early 2011.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, ERA's two-year impact findings for the New Deal 25
Plus (ND25+) target group are presented in a separate report. Those findings are
less positive than the results for the lone parent customer groups. Overall, there is
less reason at this time to expect that ERA will turn out to be a worthwhile strategy
for assisting that customer group, although the interim results do include some
indications that effects might grow stronger over time. For the ND25+ customers,
as for the two lone parent groups, a more definitive assessment will be made after
longer-term follow-up data are collected.
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Table A.1

studies

Data sources used for the ERA process and impact

Data source

Sample

Time period and coverage

Qualitative data

Four rounds of in-
depth staff interviews

(87 interviews in total)

Interviews with key
informants

Technical Adviser
diaries

Site visits and
observations

Five rounds of in-
depth customer
interviews (301
interviews in total)

Round 1 : 3 staff interviewed per site.

Round 2 : 6 staff interviewed per site; plus ERA
manager interviews (one per site)

Round 3 : One small focus group of 3-4 staff per site.
Round 4 : One small focus group of 3-4 staff per site;
plus interviews with 8 ERA managers.

Technical Advisers : Two rounds of interviews and a
two-day debriefing.

DWP Project Team : Two rounds with 6 interviews
each.

Weekly diaries detailing ERA implementation issues.

Several rounds of site visits conducted in conjunction
with the staff in-depth interviews and on an ad-hoc
basis. The qualitative team also observed managers'
meetings and continuous improvement workshops.

Round 1 : 8 customers interviewed per site.
Round 2 : 15 customers interviewed per site.
Round 3 : 22 customers interviewed per site.
Round 4 : 6 customers interviewed per site.

Round 5 : Follow-up interviews with some customers.

Round 1 : May/June 2004.
Round 2 : May/June 2005.
Round 3 : May/June 2006.
Round 4 : May/June 2007.

Technical Advisers : March
2004 and June 2005.
DWP Project Team: March
2004 and May 2006.

September 2003 to June 2005.

Visits to each site in March
2004, May 2004, May 2005,
and June 2006. Several other
visits to individual sites
occurred throughout
programme implementation.

Round 1: March 2004.
Round 2: November 2004.
Round 3: Autumn 2005.
Round 4: Autumn 2006.
Round 5: Spring 2007.

Staff surveys

Two rounds of staff
surveys

Round 1 : 74 Advancement Support Advisers (ASAs)
and 165 Personal Advisers replied to the survey.
Response rate across both groups of 70 per cent.
Round 2 : 90 ASAs replied to the survey. Response
rate of 81 per cent.

Round 1 : January 2004.
Round 2 : January 2006.

(continued)
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Table A.1

Continued

Data source

Sample

Time period and coverage

Customer surveys

Surveys administered
to programme and
control group
customers 12 months
after random
assignment

Surveys administered
to programme and
control group
customers 24 months
after random
assignment

A randomly selected subsample of programme and
control group sample members randomly assigned
between December 2003 and November 2004.
NDLP group: 2,604 respondents, representing a
response rate of 87 per cent.

WTC group : 1,344 respondents, representing a
response rate of 93 per cent.

A subsample of programme and control group sample
members randomly assigned between December 2003
and November 2004 that responded to the 12-month
customer survey.

NDLP group: 2,297 respondents, representing a
response rate of 76.7 per cent.

WTC group: 2,119 respondents, representing a
response rate of 78.9 per cent.

Surveys were administered
between December 2004 and
February 2006 and covered
one year following each
customer's random
assignment date.

Surveys were administered
between November 2005 and
March 2007 and covered the
two years following each
customer's random
assignment date.

Administrative records

DWP benefits receipt
data from the Master
Index database, the
Generalised Matching
Service (GMS)
database, and the Joint
Unemployment and
Vacancies Operating
System (JUVOS).

DWP employment data
from the Work and
Pensions Longitudinal
Study (WPLS).

DWP earnings data
from the WPLS.

All NDLP and WTC sample members.

All NDLP sample members.

All NDLP sample members.

Benefits receipt records :
October 2001 to March 2007.

Employment records:
October 2003 to March 2007.

Earnings records:
April 2005 to March 2006.

Bonus receipt data

DWP data on ERA
customers' receipt of
the retention and
training bonuses

Al NDLP and WTC programme group members.

October 2003 to July 2007.

Baseline data

Baseline characteristics
collected at intake

All sample members.

October 2003 to April 2005
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Appendix B
Non-response analysis for the
two-year customer survey

The analysis in this report focuses on the 9,602 Jobcentre Plus customers who were
randomly assigned to the programme or control group in the UK Employment
Retention and Advancement (ERA) study between October 2003 and April 2005.
This group is referred to as the full sample in the following tables. Many of the
impacts presented in this report come from responses to a customer survey. The
first wave of the survey covered the first 12 months since random assignment and
the second wave covered the second 12 months. Due to the time and resources
required to conduct the survey, not every customer was selected to participate.
Instead, a subset of the full sample was randomly selected to participate in
the survey and represent the larger group. This subset came from the pool of
customers randomly assigned between December 2003 and November 2004. This
group is referred to as the fielded sample. However, several customers selected
to participate in the survey could not be located, refused to participate or could
not be interviewed. Sample members who were unable to participate in the survey
are referred to as non-respondents, while those members who completed the
survey are referred to as respondents. Those customers who did not respond
to the first wave of the survey were not approached in the second wave. Since
a large proportion of Working Tax Credit (WTC) customers were not recruited
into the sample until after the 12-month survey was administered, the first wave
survey sample was relatively small; therefore, a second sample was fielded from
the WTC group customers who were randomly assigned between December 2004
and January 2005 and added to the original fielded sample for the 24-month
survey. These customers were asked about their experiences during the first two
years since random assignment and were included in most of the survey outcomes
presented in this report'®.

"8 These survey respondents are omitted from estimates of participation in
activities or services that examine the first and second years of follow-up
separately since these customers were only asked about their experiences
over the full two-year period.
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This appendix assesses the extent to which the respondent sample is representative
of the full sample and whether the impacts estimated using the responses to the
survey can be regarded as applying equally to the full sample. To preview the key
results, the level of survey response was very high and tended to be particularly
associated with certain characteristics. However, there was no evidence of bias
resulting from basing estimates on the respondents sample; on the contrary, the
available evidence suggests that estimates based on the respondent sample agree
with estimates based on the full sample.

B.1 Response rates

Response rates are very high by conventional standards, especially considering
that those who did not respond to the first wave of the survey were not contacted
for the second wave. This increases confidence that the results estimated for
respondents will hold for the full sample. Table B.1 shows that there are 6,787
New Deal for Lone Parents (NDLP) customers in the full sample. Of those, 2,995
were selected to be in the fielded sample and 2,297 of these responded to the
second-year survey, yielding a 77 per cent response rate. The WTC group has a
full sample of 2,815, a fielded sample of 2,686, a respondent sample of 2,119
and a response rate of 79 per cent. (Survey sample sizes by target group, research
group, and district are presented in Table B.2.)

Table B.1  Survey response rates for the 24-month customer

survey
NDLP WTC

ERA Control ERA Control

Total group  group Total group group

Full sample size 6,787 3,365 3,422 2,815 1,415 1,400

Fielded sample size 2,995 1,482 1,513 2,686 1,342 1,344

Respondent sample size 2,297 1,188 1,109 2,119 1,082 1,037

Non-respondent sample size 698 294 404 567 260 307
Response rate (%) 76.7 80.2 73.3 xEX 78.9 80.6 77.2 **

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the ERA 24-month customer survey.

NOTE: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
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Table B.2 Survey respondent sample size, by customer group

and district
NDLP WTC

ERA Control ERA Control
District group group group group
East Midlands 221 207 616 607
London 194 176 79 74
North East England 214 194 102 98
North West England 200 185 69 61
Scotland 178 171 121 109
Wales 181 176 95 88
Total 1,188 1,109 1,082 1,037

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the ERA 12-month customer survey.

B.2 Comparison of impact estimates from
administrative records

Despite these high response rates, it is still possible that impact estimates for the
group for which survey data are available may not agree with impact estimates
based on the full sample. Although survey data are not available for the full sample,
employment, earnings and benefits data from administrative records are. Using
these administrative records, estimates based on the full and fielded samples can
be compared with estimates based on the respondent sample. This provides an
insight into whether estimates based on the smaller (respondent) sample can be
regarded as unbiased estimates for the full sample. Should this be the case for
the outcomes held in administrative records, we can be more confident that the
impact estimates for the outcomes available only in the survey data also apply to
the full sample.

Table B.3 contains impact estimates from the administrative records data for the
number of months receiving benefits and the number of months employed in the
first and second years after random assignment, as well as average earnings for the
2005-2006 tax year for the full and respondent samples. The NDLP group shows
negative impacts on benefits for all time periods and sample groups. While all
three time periods show statistically significant impacts for the full and respondent
samples, only the first-year outcome is statistically significant for the fielded
sample'®. The three samples show statistically significant impacts on earnings,
though the magnitude of the impact is slightly larger for the respondent sample.

"9 However, the impact on the number of months employed in the two years
of follow-up for the fielded sample is nearly significant with a p-value of
.128.
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This is due to a higher level of earnings in the programme group but also a lower
level of earnings in the control group for the respondent sample when compared
to the other samples. There are no impacts on employment for any sample. The
WTC group shows consistently statistically insignificant impacts on benefits across
samples. Employment and earnings data from administrative records were not
available for the WTC group, due to reasons mentioned in Chapter 2. Overall, the
comparison of administrative records shows very similar impact estimates for the
full sample and the respondent sample for both customer groups. This is the best
available test of whether the respondent sample is capable of delivering unbiased
impact estimates and the strong suggestion is that it is reasonable to generalise
the survey response findings to the full sample.

Table B.3 Comparison of impacts on the benefits receipt and
employment of the full sample and the respondent
sample, estimated using administrative records

NDLP WTC
ERA Control Difference ERA Control Difference
Outcome group group  (impact) group group  (impact)
Full Sample
Number of months on benefits
1-12 months post-RA* 7.4 7.8 -0.4 H** 0.9 0.9 0.0
13-24 months post-RA 5.4 5.7 -0.3 ** 1.0 1.0 0.0
1-24 months post-RA 12.8 13.5 0.7 #** 1.9 1.9 0.0
Number of months employed
1-12 months post-RA 4.5 44 0.1 n/a n/a
13-24 months post-RA 4.9 4.9 0.0 n/a n/a
1-24 months post-RA 9.4 9.3 0.1 n/a n/a
Earnings in the 2005-2006 tax year (£) 3,676 3,315 361 *** n/a n/a
Sample size 3,365 3,422 1,415 1,400
Fielded Sample
Number of months on benefits
1-12 months post-RA 7.4 7.7 -0.3 ** 0.9 0.9 0.0
13-24 months post-RA 5.5 5.7 -0.2 1.0 1.0 0.0
1-24 months post-RA 12.9 13.3 -0.5 1.9 1.9 0.0
Number of months employed
1-12 months post-RA 4.5 4.5 0.0 n/a n/a
13-24 months post-RA 4.9 5.1 -0.2 n/a n/a
1-24 months post-RA 9.3 9.5 -0.2 n/a n/a
Earnings in the 2005-2006 tax year (£) 3,649 3,219 431 ** n/a n/a
Sample size 1,482 1,513 1,342 1,344

(continued)
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Table B.3 Continued

NDLP WTC
ERA Control Difference ERA Control Difference

Outcome group group  (impact) group group  (impact)
Respondents' Sample
Number of months on benefits

Year 1 73 7.8 -0.5 *xk 0.9 0.9 0.0

Year 2 54 5.9 -0.5 ** 0.9 1.0 0.0

Years 1-2 12.7 13.7 -1.0 *** 1.8 1.9 0.0
Number of months employed

Year 1 4.6 4.4 0.2 n/a n/a

Year 2 5.0 5.1 0.0 n/a n/a

Years 1-2 9.6 9.4 0.2 n/a n/a
Earnings in the 2005-2006 tax year (£) 3,799 3,185 615 *** n/a n/a
Sample size 1,188 1,109 1,082 1,037

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Work and Pensions Longitudinal Survey employment, earnings, and benefits
data and the ERA 24-month customer survey.

NOTES: Benefits refers to Income Support for New Deal for Lone Parents customers and a combination of
Jobseeker's Allowance and Income Support for Working Tax Credit customers.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the ERA group and the control group.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; and *** = 1 per cent.

"RA refers to random assignment.

B.3 Comparison of baseline characteristics

It is of interest to understand the factors influencing whether an individual in the
fielded sample responds to the survey. To some extent, this can be explored by
comparing the characteristics of respondents with those of non-respondents.

Tables B.4 and B.5 present means of selected baseline characteristics by customer
group for the full sample, the fielded sample and for respondents and non-
respondents to the survey. Statistically significant differences between the
characteristics of respondents and non-respondents are denoted by asterisks in
the table. Overall, respondents and non-respondents are statistically significantly
different in a number of regards. This is common in surveys and may have a variety
of explanations. For example, members of the fielded sample who have ties to a
community through family are easier to locate for survey participation than those
who do not, so it is not surprising that response rates are higher among those
who are married or who have more than one child.



202

Appendices — Non-response analysis for the two-year customer survey

Table B.4 Comparison of the baseline characteristics of the full
sample and the survey sample for NDLP customers

Respondents  Non-respondents
Full Fielded to 24-month to 24-month

Characteristic sample sample survey survey
District (%)

East Midlands 16.7 16.7 18.5 10.5 ***

London 16.7 16.6 15.4 20.9 ***

North East England 16.6 16.7 17.1 15.5

North West England 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7

Scotland 16.7 16.7 15.7 19.8 **

Wales 16.6 16.7 16.7 16.6
Date of random assignment (RA) (%)

October 2003 - December 2003 9.9 3.7 3.8 3.5

January 2004 - March 2004 30.4 345 34.9 33.1

April 2004 - June 2004 21.3 24.5 24.6 24.1

July 2004 - September 2004 23.6 25.8 253 27.4

October 2004 - December 2004 12.7 11.5 11.4 12.0

January 2005 - April 2005 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Female (%) 94.9 94.5 95.2 92.1 ***
Single (%) 72.6 72.9 71.3 78.4 ***
Number of children (%)

None 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.2

One 53.5 54.2 534 57.0 *

More than one 45.5 447 45.5 41.9 *
Education (%)

O-level 47.0 47.2 46.7 48.6

A-level or above 21.9 22.1 23.5 17.2 ***

Other 7.5 7.2 7.5 6.4

None 23.7 23.6 223 27.9 ***
Number of months worked in three years prior to RA (%)

12 or fewer 72.2 71.9 71.8 72.2

13-24 13.2 13.0 12.8 13.9

More than 24 14.6 15.1 15.5 13.9
Worked in the past year (%) 304 29.3 29.8 27.6
Age (%)

Under 30 42.1 42.7 41.6 46.3 **

30-39 39.3 39.3 39.9 37.5

40 or older 18.6 18.0 18.5 16.3
Age of youngest child (%)

Under 8 64.4 65.2 65.0 65.8

8-12 229 22.1 222 21.8

13-16 11.4 11.4 11.4 11.3

(continued)
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Table B.4 Continued

Respondents  Non-respondents

Full Fielded to24-month to 24-month

Characteristic sample sample survey survey
Ethnic minority (%) 12.7 12.7 12.3 13.8
Weekly earnings in the past year for

current/most recent job (£) 28.8 27.7 27.6 27.8
Average number of months on benefits in

the two years prior to RA (%) 17.2 17.1 17.1 17.4
Sample size 6,787 2,995 2,297 698

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from baseline information forms completed by DWP staff, ERA 24-month
customer survey, and Work and Pensions Longitudinal Survey benefits receipt records.

NOTES: Benefits refers to Income Support.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the respondent group and the non-
respondent group. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; and *** = 1 per
cent.
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Table B.5 Comparison of the baseline characteristics of the full
sample and the survey sample for WTC customers

Respondents  Non-respondents

Full Fielded to 24-month to 24-month

Characteristic sample sample survey survey
District (%)

East Midlands 56.3 58.9 57.7 63.3 **

London 8.0 7.3 7.2 7.4

North East England 9.9 9.2 9.4 8.3

North West England 6.5 6.7 6.1 8.6 **

Scotland 10.9 9.9 10.9 6.4 ***

Wales 8.4 8.1 8.6 6.0 **
Date of random assignment (RA) (%)

October 2003 - December 2003 2.7 1.1 1.3 0.5

January 2004 - March 2004 10.7 11.0 12.6 5.3 wxE

April 2004 - June 2004 9.2 9.6 10.6 6.2 ***

July 2004 - September 2004 14.1 14.7 15.6 11.3 #%*

October 2004 - December 2004 37.1 38.6 39.6 34.9 **

January 2005 - April 2005 26.2 249 20.4 41.8 ***
Female (%) 97.4 97.3 97.6 96.5
Single (%) 45.1 443 42.7 50.3 ***
Number of children (%)

None 1.6 1.5 1.2 2.4 **

One 50.0 49.5 48.9 51.7

More than one 48.4 49.1 49.9 46.0 *
Education (%)

O-level 45.0 443 43.7 46.7

A-level or above 30.7 30.7 31.8 26.6 **

Other 12.2 12.4 12.7 11.6

None 12.1 12.5 11.9 15.0 **
Number of months worked in three years prior to RA (%)

12 or fewer 12.8 12.0 12.0 12.0

13-24 12.9 12.7 12.6 13.1

More than 24 74.4 75.3 75.4 75.0
Worked in the past year (%) 97.4 97.7 97.5 98.4
Age (%)

Under 30 17.0 16.9 15.2 23.2 ***

30-39 47.1 47.0 473 45.9

40 or older 359 36.1 37.5 30.9 ***
Age of youngest child (%)

Under 8 43.8 43.7 422 49.3 ***

8-12 30.6 30.9 31.9 27.4 **

13-16 20.1 20.0 20.8 17.3 *

(continued)
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Table B.5 Continued

Respondents  Non-respondents

Full Fielded to 24-month to 24-month
Characteristic sample sample survey survey
Ethnic minority (%) 7.8 7.5 7.3 8.3
Weekly earnings in the past year for
current/most recent job (£) 116.7 117.1 117.3 116.1
Average number of months on benefits in
the two years prior to RA (%) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Sample size 2,815 2,686 2,119 567

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from baseline information forms completed by DWP staff, ERA 24-month
customer survey, and Work and Pensions Longitudinal Survey benefits receipt records.

NOTES: Benefits refers to a combination of Jobseeker's Allowance and Income Support.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the respondent group and the non-
respondent group. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; and *** = 1 per
cent.

Since some of these characteristics may be correlated — for example, education and
weekly earnings — multiple regression is used to determine which characteristics
differ statistically significantly across respondents and non-respondents while taking
all other characteristics into account. Table B.6 shows the results of regressing an
indicator of response status on the characteristics shown in Tables B.4 and B.5, as
well as an indicator of research group, in order to better understand the process
governing response. The ‘parameter estimate’ column captures the effect of each
characteristic on the probability of responding to the survey; asterisks denote the
significance level of this effect.
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Table B.6 Treatment/control status as a predictor of survey

response
NDLP WTC
Parameter (Standard Parameter (Standard

Characteristic estimate error) estimate error)
Treatment status 0.068 0.015 ##* 0.033 0.015 **
District (%)

East Midlands 0.142 0.028 *** 0.017 0.032

North East England 0.085 0.028 *** 0.009 0.040

North West England 0.072 0.027 *** 0.010 0.042

Scotland 0.020 0.028 0.062 0.040

Wales 0.064 0.028 ** 0.044 0.042
Date of random assignment (RA) (%)

January 2004 - March 2004 -0.001 0.042 0.005 0.076

April 2004 - June 2004 -0.005 0.043 -0.029 0.077

July 2004 - September 2004 -0.026 0.042 -0.051 0.076

October 2004 - December 2004 -0.028 0.046 -0.082 0.074

January 2005 - April 2005 n/a n/a -0.249 0.075 ***
Female (%) 0.120 0.035 *** 0.092 0.048 *
Single (%) -0.056 0.019 *** -0.032 0.018 *
Number of children (%)

One -0.029 0.075 0.154 0.066 **

More than one -0.017 0.075 0.172 0.066 ***
Education (%)

O-level 0.042 0.020 ** 0.032 0.025

A-level or above 0.107 0.023 *** 0.069 0.027 ***

Other 0.081 0.033 ** 0.072 0.031 **
Number of months worked in three years prior
to RA (%)

12 or fewer 0.007 0.026 -0.016 0.029

13-24 -0.020 0.029 -0.003 0.025
Worked in the past year (%) 0.038 0.027 -0.051 0.055
Age (%)

30-39 0.017 0.020 0.057 0.025 **

40 or older 0.025 0.027 0.077 0.029 ***
Age of youngest child under 8 years (%) 0.004 0.020 -0.020 0.018
Ethnic minority (%) -0.008 0.026 0.010 0.031
Weekly earnings in the past year for
current/most recent job (£) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Number of months on benefits in the two years
prior to RA 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002
Sample size 2,995 2,686

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from baseline information forms completed by DWP staff, ERA 12- and 24-
nonth customer surveys, and Work and Pensions Longitudinal Survey benefits receipt records.

NOTES: Data include only the fielded sample.

Benefits refers to Income Support for New Deal for Lone Parents customers and a combination of Jobseeker's
Allowance and Income Support for Working Tax Credit customers.
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; and *** = 1 per cent.
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The results show that many of the characteristics that differed by response status
in Tables B.4 and B.5 were not statistically significant predictors of response status
in the multiple regression analysis. Still, several characteristics remained statistically
significant predictors for both groups, including treatment status, cohort, gender,
marital status and education. Overall, although some differences in characteristics
between the respondents and non-respondents still exist, the similarities of the
earnings, employment, and benefits impacts from administrative records across
samples suggests that response bias is unlikely.

B.4 Conclusion

The survey achieved a remarkably high response rate and the available evidence
suggests that the impact estimates based on the respondents sample hold for
the full sample. As expected, there are some characteristics that differ between
respondents and non-respondents, but this does not necessarily indicate bias.
Taken as a whole, the assessments presented in this appendix support the
interpretation of the impact estimates presented in this report as representative of
the full sample.
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Appendix C
Implementation features of
ERA districts

Table C.1 Implementation features of the six ERA districts

East Midlands

Structure Centralised management through Employment Retention and
Advancement (ERA) District Manager. Three regional Advancement
Support Adviser (ASA) Managers phased in between 2004 and 2005,
covering 19 offices among them. Three District Adviser Managers were
in place from April 2005 to March 2007, running three teams of ASAs
(north, central, and south). This structure remained until April 2007,
when it was reduced to two teams (north and south).

Staffing Initially, ASAs were specialists for ERA customer groups but increasingly
served all customer groups. A single ASA worked in smaller offices.
Some peripatetic advisers experienced downtime travelling between
multiple offices. Central management assured the ring-fencing of adviser
resources, although in smaller offices advisers performed occasional
mainstream adviser duties.

Intake Mainstream New Deal advisers performed random assignment and
passed on programme group customers to ASAs. Intake of Working Tax
Credit (WTC) customer group was the largest of all districts, concentrated
at end-of-intake period.

Targets Little pressure on ASAs to contribute to Job Entry Targets (JET) meant
more time could be devoted to delivering ERA. ASA benchmarks for
post-employment contact introduced in early 2005 but were quickly
relaxed and a flexible approach assumed. Key Work Objectives for
ASAs introduced in 2005 and a post-employment Quality Assurance
Framework (QAF) for post-employment interviews in early 2006.

ERA profile ERA considered to have lower profile than Incapacity Benefit (IB)
Pathways pilot. Given centralised management, less understanding of,
and support for, ERA from Business Managers.

Continued
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Table C.1 Continued

Events

Issues

Achievements

Change over time

ERA ending

Closure of pensions centre in district in summer 2004 led to
redeployment of staff to ERA. From end 2004, pressures on office space
meant some ASAs lost customer-facing desks. Regional ASA managers
phased in between 2004 and 2005 due to large size of district. New ERA
manager assigned in autumn 2004. New District Manager appointed in
early 2005.

Large geographical district made staffing and management difficult.
Large customer caseloads in bigger offices detracted from ERA delivery,
with major pressure on staffing during summer 2004. Large proportion
of ASAs had no previous advisory experience because they were
redeployed from other parts of the organisation following restructuring.
Pressures on office space had mixed impacts: In larger city offices ASAs
relocated to separate premises as ‘ERA unit’; in some smaller offices ASAs
had to ‘hot desk’.

Centralised ERA management structure effective for maintaining and
protecting programme resources. Innovative marketing to attract
sufficient numbers to the WTC customer group. Promoted work
retention and advancement concepts early in implementation. System
of regional ASA managers facilitated contact between ASAs and the
development of mechanisms for monitoring and supporting ASAs’ post-
employment work.

Most effective period of ERA delivery from spring 2005 to end 2006.
Adequate management structure and staffing in place by then, plus
intake had finished. Through training and peer support, more effective
strategies for engaging and working with post-employed customers had
developed. From end 2006, the transfer of caseloads between advisers
as ASAs left meant that the quality of contact was diminished; also ASAs
anxious about their post-ERA employment opportunities.

Due to centralised structure and specialist ASAs, difficult to manage
reducing caseloads. ERA manager consulted individual ASAs on when
they wanted to leave and drew up a plan for passing caseloads to
those advisers staying the longest so that customers would not have

a succession of advisers. ASAs experienced this as unsettled period
when having to take on new customers with minimal time left to build
a relationship. Six-month and three-month ERA ending letters sent out
to customers, with three-month letters eliciting the most interest from
customers.

London

Structure

Staffing

Intake

Until the formation of a Post-Employment Team (PET), management
structure differed depending on the New Deal customer group. The
New Deal for Lone Parents (NDLP) and WTC ASAs were coordinated
and managed centrally. The New Deal 25 Plus (ND25+) ASAs were

coordinated at the district level but line-managed at the office level.

Initially, some resistance to staffing ERA. ASAs were specialists by ERA
customer groups. NDLP ASAs served both control and programme
group. Ring-fencing of the PET started in early 2005. Non-working ERA
customers were then served by a pre-employment team.

Lone parents randomly assigned by NDLP advisers (who also delivered
ERA). ND25+ randomly assigned by mix of ASAs and support staff.

Continued
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Table C.1 Continued

Targets

ERA profile

Events
Issues

Achievements

Change over time

ERA ending

Same JET applied to ASAs, which detracted from ERA delivery. Once
the PET was formed, ASAs were assigned benchmarks and key work
objectives.

Perceived to be low because post-employment delivery of ERA did not
contribute to JET.

New District Manager in spring 2004. PET formed in early 2005.

Tension with JET. Large customer caseloads and mainstream Jobcentre
Plus work. These reduced when the PET was set up, when advisers had
manageable caseloads and no mainstream Jobcentre Plus work.

In spring 2005, District Manager agreed to commit more resources to
ERA. Established PET in 2005. Developed innovative customer
re-engagement publicity materials.

Setting up the PET was a major breakthrough. The first few months were
taken up with processing retention payments that had fallen behind.

In May 2005 more advisers joined the team, the backlog had been
cleared, and ASAs thought that from this time ERA delivery improved
continuously right until the end. This was especially evident with training
take-up.

In March 2007, caseloads again became an issue when ERA customers
moved off the project. ASAs talked about the difficulty of taking on new
customers as they were nearing the end of ERA. ERA ending letters sent
out to customers. ‘Rush’ of customers wanted to take advantage of the
training.

North East England

Structure

Staffing

Intake
Targets

ERA profile

Centralised ERA District Manager but without line management
responsibility for ASAs. ASAs line-managed locally and remained part

of office ND25+ or NDLP teams. A number of reorganisations of NDLP
management took place over course of ERA, shifted from local to district
level management and back again. NDLP ASAs report having 13 different
line managers over a three-year period.

ASAs were specialists by ERA customer group. The district experienced
problems generating interest in the ASA posts and had to undertake a
number of awareness sessions for advisers highlighting the role of the
ASA. The district staffing situation up to 2006 caused problems, as if
the full ERA allocation was used, then the district would have been left
with no ND25+ advisers and very few NDLP advisers. A management
decision was made on the resource allocation and after discussions
with advisers, agreement was made to give staff ASA roles alongside
other duties (especially in the smaller offices where full posts were not
possible). Although no ASAs dealt with programme as well as control
group customers, all ASAs had at times served customers who were not
involved in ERA at all.

Random assignment performed by both New Deal and ERA advisers.

ASAs expected to contribute to district JET, but their targets were half
those of New Deal advisers.

Perceived to be low; IB Pathways pilot given more priority. Priority in the
district dipped after Technical Adviser (TA) left, reflected in a winding
down of district ASA meetings.

Continued
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Table C.1 Continued

Events

Issues

Achievements

Change over time

ERA ending

District without TA support during spring 2004. Reorganisation in spring
2006 split the district in half.

Concentration on ERA work suffered due to tension with JET, large
customer caseloads, and mainstream Jobcentre Plus work. Contact
between ASAs diminished after TA finished in mid-2005. Perceived to be
ineffective support for ASAs by line managers, exacerbated by numerous
management reorganisations for NDLP,

Most ASAs ring-fenced during 2005, some for longer. Individual ASAs
developed innovative ways of working with employed customers but not
always shared or co-ordinated throughout the district.

ERA delivery most effective during 2005: Majority of ASAs ring-fenced;
regular networking meetings between ASAs and TA provided district-
wide support for ASAs. Visit of ASAs to New York in 2004 also stimulated
development of tactics for post-employment customer engagement.
From end 2005, network meetings dwindled and some ASAs lost ring-
fencing. TA remained as line manager in one office for another year,
where consequently ASAs felt better supported.

ASAs remained part of mainstream ND25+ and NDLP teams and so
simply took on additional mainstream customers as ERA caseloads
diminished. However, ASAs in some teams concerned about overstaffing
and being surplus to requirements. Six-month, six-week and final ERA
ending letters sent. Some customers responded to six-week letter with
requests for training payments.

North West England

Structure

Staffing

Intake

Targets

ERA profile

Events

Issues

Achievements

Centralised ERA District Manager but ASAs locally line-managed at the
office level.

ASAs were generalists and served all customer groups. Ring-fencing of a
PET started in 2005 when working customer caseloads were assigned to
ASAs, while non-working customers were assigned to administrative staff
who performed job search activities.

Random assignment performed by mix of New Deal and ERA advisers. All
ASAs and New Deal advisers were given full intake training.

Same JET applied to ASAs, which detracted from ERA delivery. Once
the PET was formed, ASAs were assigned benchmarks and key work
objectives.

Perceived to be low because post-employment delivery of ERA did not
contribute to JET.

Delayed start, three months later than other districts. Was a priority
district from the start of ERA until March 2007. District reorganisation in
April 2005. New District Manager in mid-2005. PET started in July 2005.
Started to take on pre-employment caseloads in January 2006. Less
securely ring-fenced spring 2006.

Decentralised line management detracted from ERA delivery. Tensions
with JET.

Established PET in 2005. Developed innovative customer re-engagement
publicity materials. ‘End of an ERA’ information pack distributed to
customers nearing the end of their 33 months of support.

Continued
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Table C.1 Continued

Change over time

District felt it reached a peak in its delivery in January 2006, which was
maintained for approximately nine months. Delivery started to tail off
when staff started to exit from ERA and ring-fencing slowly dissolved
from about March 2007.

Achievements
Change over time

ERA ending

ERA ending Customers had contact letters at eight months, six months and three
months to go; and then (as appropriate) a final letter and disengagement
folder.

Scotland

Structure Management and budget decentralised to office level. No ERA District
Manager.

Staffing Some mixed, some specialist ASAs. Most offices had only one ASA. ASAs
ring-fenced in two offices in spring 2005, while those remaining served
non-ERA as well as ERA customers.

Intake Random assignment performed by various New Deal, ASA and support
staff.

Targets Same JET applied to ASAs, which detracted from ERA delivery. No ERA-
specific benchmarks.

ERA profile Perceived to be low. Upper and some local managers tended to favour IB
Pathways pilot.

Events District reorganised in 2004. New District Manager in spring 2004.
Change in ERA District Co-ordinator autumn 2005, then dissolution of
role in autumn 2006 when office Business Managers asked to
co-ordinate ERA management for office clusters. November 2005 held
customer Town Hall events to encourage re-engagement.

Issues Decentralised line management detracted from ERA delivery. Office

geographical distribution awkward for support and meetings. Tensions
with JET. Large customer caseloads and mainstream Jobcentre Plus work.
Other pilot given more priority.

ASAs in some offices ring-fenced during 2005.

Ongoing changes to district Jobcentre Plus structure brought in new
senior management who needed to be apprised of ERA. Dissolution

of TA and ERA District Co-ordinator roles put strain on support and
communications across offices. By 2005, ASAs concentrated contact with
working customers and felt that between spring 2005 and spring 2006
programme delivery was at its strongest.

Disengagement letters at six months and one month prior to customers
ending ERA. Preferential treatment was given to those who were
engaged with the programme. ASAs increasingly absorbed into
mainstream activity as ERA customers flowed off the programme.

Continued
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Table C.1 Continued

Wales

Structure Centralised management. ERA District Manager also responsible for
delivery of NDLP across the district.

Staffing ASAs were specialists by ERA customer groups. A single ASA worked
in smaller offices. Some peripatetic advisers experienced down time
travelling between multiple offices. ASA staffing levels affected by
long-term sick leave. Continual problems with staff being pulled onto
mainstream Jobcentre Plus activities.

Intake Mainstream New Deal advisers performed random assignment and
passed on programme group customers to ASAs.

Targets Same JET applied to ASAs, which detracted from ERA delivery.
Benchmarks for post-employment contact and key work objectives
around advancement and retention from April 2004.

ERA profile ERA perceived to be supported at office level but devalued at upper
management level due to tensions with JET.

Events Intake of New Deal customer groups ended in summer 2004. From
March 2006 tended to work with only engaged customers as did not
have the resources to re-engage customers. From August 2006 ASAs
worked with only post-employment customers, with pre-employment
going back to mainstream Jobcentre Plus.

Issues Tension with JET. Limited number of ND25+ ASAs. Understaffing, large
customer caseloads and mainstream Jobcentre Plus work.

Achievements Promoted work retention and advancement concepts early in the
implementation. In spring 2004 established innovative advancement
materials for use with non-working customers and set benchmarks for
contacting working customers.

Change over time  Staff thought there had never been enough ASAs in the district. The
most effective period of ERA delivery was from spring 2004 to spring
2005. From May to September 2005 there was a big push on job entries
in the district and ASAs struggled to do ERA work. From September 2005
ASAs were supposed to be ring-fenced but they were still being asked
to do other work and still did not have enough staff on ERA. In January
2006 an ERA ‘team’ was formed but in March the team lost staff, the
ASAs had a big caseload and worked only with ‘active’ customers.

ERA ending Staffing reduced to just one ASA in spring 2007. Six-month, six-week
and final ERA ending letters sent. Had responses to six-week letter, with
some customers requesting retention payments backdated. Struggled
with transferring caseloads and losing continuity with customers.
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Appendix D
Patterns of pre-employment
assistance

Employment Retention and Advancement’s (ERA's) primary focus was on post-
employment services and activities but New Deal for Lone Parents (NDLP) customers
began the programme with New Deal pre-employment services. Since most
Working Tax Credit (WTC) sample members were already employed at random
assignment, they did not generally participate in New Deal activities. However,
members of both target groups could receive assistance from ERA in finding new
employment if they lost a job during their involvement in the programme.

Advancement Support Advisers (ASAs) were instructed to prompt customers
to think about retention and advancement even before they started work.
Nevertheless, the majority of ASAs initially saw ERA as an in-work programme
and did little to promote ERA's goals in the pre-employment phase. They reported
that it felt premature to ask customers to start thinking about advancement
until they were settled into a job. Therefore, while they did remind out-of-work
customers of ERA's financial incentives, they tended early on in the programme
not to encourage customers to be selective in searching for a job and tended
not to focus on long-term goals when creating the customers’ Advancement
Action Plans. But by 2005, because of staff training and organisational changes,
pre-employment programme services had changed substantially, as described in
Chapter 3. ASAs used a wider and more nuanced definition of advancement, and
they more often proactively encouraged customers to think about their long-term
goals, including plans for advancement, before they entered work.

The customer survey data give some indication of how well this message was
getting through to customers. About three quarters of the customers in the NDLP
group'?® who never worked during the first two years of follow-up were aware

120 Only a very small number of WTC customers were never in work during the
two-year follow-up period, so measures of awareness of the bonuses during
the pre-employment phase are not reported.
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of the work retention bonus, while half were aware of the training bonus. This
suggests that ASAs were relatively successful in building awareness during the
pre-employment phase of ERA's in-work incentives.

The customer survey data also measure the receipt of help and advice while not
in work and participation in activities to help customers find jobs or prepare for
work. Table D.1 (top panel) shows that the level of help received and steps taken
to prepare for work while unemployed is much higher overall for the NDLP group
than for the WTC group. However, it is important to remember that almost all of
the NDLP customers were not in work at some point during the first two years of
follow-up, but that only a quarter of the WTC members were ever not in work
during this period.

Table D.1 (bottom panel) also makes it clear that ERA generally did not increase the
likelihood that the programme group would make more pre-employment efforts
to prepare for, or seek, work relative to the control group. In fact, among NDLP
customers, the likelihood of being out of work and making such efforts were
comparably high (71 per cent of the ERA group versus 69 per cent of the control
group). Similarly, these rates were comparably low among WTC customers in the
programme and control groups (15 per cent and 14 per cent, respectively), only a
small portion of whom were actually out of work during the follow-up period.

At the same time, ERA did appear to increase, by a small margin, the likelihood of
individuals receiving some types of help or advice from Jobcentre Plus on matters
pertaining to future work. In particular, they were more likely to receive help in
looking for training courses, working out long-term goals and advice regarding
ways to retain and advance in future jobs. Overall, among NDLP customers,
70 per cent of the ERA group was out of work and received these and/or other
forms of pre-employment assistance, compared with 65 per cent of the control
group. Among WTC customers, the corresponding rates are 15 per cent and 12
per cent, respectively.’

121 There is no evidence that ERA increased the likelihood that programme
group members relative to controls would not work or spend more time out
of work during the follow-up period. Therefore, the differences between
the programme and control groups presented in Table D.1 are driven by
differences in their work statuses.
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Table E.1  Frequency of various types of in-work contact with
Jobcentre Plus staff among customers who worked
within two years after random assignment

NDLP WTC

ERA Control ERA Control
Outcome group group group group

Frequency of face-to-face contact with Jobcentre Plus staff (%)

None 31.2 66.3 27.1 86.1
Once or twice 20.7 17.7 17.5 9.4
3-9 times 32.8 12.7 39.3 3.7
10 or more times 15.2 32 16.0 0.8
Frequency of telephone contact with Jobcentre Plus staff (%)
None 334 72.5 28.5 85.6
Once or twice 20.5 14.9 17.1 8.3
3-9 times 31.1 9.2 343 5.0
10 or more times 14.9 34 20.0 1.0
Sample size 904 782 1,066 1,009

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

Table E.2 Nature of most recent in-work contact with Jobcentre
Plus staff among customers who had contact while
working during the second year after random

assignment
NDLP WTC

ERA Control ERA Control
Outcome Group Group Group Group

Most recent contact” was with (%)
Respondent's adviser 89.0 46.6 89.7 18.5
An adviser other than respondent's 8.1 279 4.9 374
A receptionist 0.0 15.9 33 19.3
A clerk 0.0 0.0 0.9 10.7
An intake worker 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Someone else 3.6 9.5 1.3 14.1
Average length of most recent conversation (minutes) 18.1 17.5 19.0 11.5
Length of last contact was typical (%) 69.3 85.5 74.9 75.5
Average length of longest conversation (minutes) 29.6 6.9 32.0 18.2
Sample Size 82 18 461 76

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 24-month customer survey.

NOTES: Only customers who were interviewed after 26 September 2006 were included in this analysis.

“Most recent contact refers to most recent contact in the second year of follow-up only.
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Table E.3 Customers’ experiences with Jobcentre Plus staff
among customers who worked within two years after

random assignment

NDLP

ERA Control
Outcome group group

WTC

ERA Control
group group

Customer worked and had a particular Jobcentre Plus staff person

that she/he sought out (%) 68.7 29.9 69.7 6.8
For customers who worked and had a particular Jobcentre Plus staff
person they sought out:
Degree of effort staff person has made to get to know
customer (%)
A lot 71.0 60.0 67.9 60.0
Some 17.3 23.9 223 19.9
Little or none 11.7 16.1 9.7 20.1
Degree of support staff person has given to customer when
customer is working (%)
A lot 62.6 49.5 61.0 39.5
Some 22.6 24.2 25.0 22.0
Little or none 14.8 26.3 14.0 38.5
Among those who had contact with Jobcentre Plus staff, overall
assessment of help and advice given by the staff (%)
Very helpful 48.4 31.8 49.1 25.8
Quite helpful 37.5 44.6 36.9 37.6
Not very helpful 7.7 12.4 8.3 12.0
Not at all helpful 4.2 8.1 4.1 16.7
No advice received 22 3.1 1.6 8.0
Sample size 904 782 1,066 1,009

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from ERA 12- and 24-month customer surveys.

NOTE: A cohort of 869 Working Tax Credit customers were randomly assigned after December 2004 and only
interviewed at the time of the 24-month customer survey. These survey respondents are omitted from estimates

drawn from data taken at 12 and 24 months since random assignment.
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Table E.5 Receipt of ERA Emergency Discretion Fund payments

Outcome NDLP WTC

Within two years after random assignment
Received EDF payments (%) 15.9 16.0
Average number of payments received among customers with any payments 1.5 1.4

Number of payments received among customers with any payments (%)

One 69.0 72.1
Two 20.1 17.3
Three 6.0 7.1
Four or more 4.9 3.5
Average amount of each EDF payment among customers with any payments (£) 179 168
Average total amount of EDF payments among customers with any payments (£) 235 206
Through July 2007*
Ever received EDF payments (%) 20.5 20.5
Average number of payments received among customers with any payments 1.6 1.5

Number of payments received among customers with any payments

One 65.2 68.9
Two 23.6 18.7
Three 6.1 7.3
Four or more 5.1 5.2
Average amount of each EDF payment among customers with any payments (£) 185 177
Average total amount of EDF payments among customers with any payments (£) 250 226
Received EDF assistance for first time in last 9 months of eligibility (%) 39 3.4
Sample Size 3,365 1,415

SOURCE: MDRC calculations primarily from DWP financial incentives data.

NOTES: The sample for this table consists of all those randomly assigned from October 2003 and April 2005, not
just those who responded to the customer survey.

*ERA group customers were eligible to receive payments until December 2007. At present, financial incentives
data are only available through July 2007.
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Table E.6 Receipt of ERA employment retention bonuses

Outcome NDLP WTC

Within two years after random assignment
Received bonus (%) 27.8 34.5
Average number of bonuses received among customers with any bonuses 2.9 2.8

Number of bonuses received among customers with any bonuses (%)

One 243 26.2
Two 20.5 20.2
Three 18.7 223
Four 16.9 16.4
Five 13.3 10.8
Six 6.3 4.1
Through July 2007*
Ever received bonus (%) 32.1 41.5
Average number of bonuses received among customers with any
bonuses 35 34
Number of bonuses received among customers with any bonuses (%)
One 17.8 16.5
Two 15.9 19.6
Three 17.3 16.9
Four 15.1 17.4
Five 17.4 18.6
Six 16.6 11.1
Received bonus for first time in last 9 months of eligibility (%) 3.8 5.9
Sample Size 3,365 1,415

SOURCE: MDRC calculations primarily from DWP financial incentives data.

NOTES: The sample for this table consists of all those randomly assigned from October 2003 and April 2005, not
just those who responded to the customer survey.

“ERA group customers were eligible to receive payments until December 2007; at present financial incentives
data are only available through July 2007.



Appendices — Customers’ contacts with Jobcentre Plus, receipt of help and advice
and receipt of Emergency Discretion Fund and bonuses

225

Table E.7 ERA customers’ receipt of ERA training fee assistance
and training completion bonuses

Outcome NDLP WTC

Training/tuition fee asssistance

Received tuition fee assistance within two years after random assignment (%) 9.4 233
Average amount paid towards fees (£) 352 279
Ever received tuition fee assistance through July 2007 (%)* 14.9 31.1
Average amount paid towards fees (£) 387 296
Received tuition fee assistance for first time in last 9 months of eligibility (%) 53 6.4

Training completion bonus

Within two years after random assignment

Received bonus (%) 7.4 19.5
Average number of bonuses received among customers with any
bonuses 1.5 1.6
Number of bonuses received among customers with any bonuses (%)
One 64.1 63.4
Two 26.3 21.4
Three 52 8.0
Four or more 44 7.2
Average amount of each bonus among customers with any bonuses (£) 340 362
Average total amount of bonuses among customers with any bonuses (£) 436 491
Through July 2007*
Ever received bonus (%) 12.7 27.6

Average number of bonuses received among customers with any
bonuses 1.8 1.9

Number of bonuses received among customers with any bonuses (%)

One 60.4 57.9
Two 23.8 21.5
Three 8.6 11.0
Four or more 7.2 9.5
Average amount of each bonus among customers with any bonuses (£) 392 379
Average total amount of bonuses among customers with any bonuses (£) 527 540
Received bonus for first time in last 9 months of eligibility (%) 5.1 6.9
Sample Size 3,365 1,415

SOURCE: MDRC calculations primarily from DWP financial incentives data.

NOTES: The sample for this table consists of all those randomly assigned from October 2003 and April 2005, not
just those who responded to the customer survey.

*ERA group customers were eligible to receive payments until December 2007; at present financial incentives
data are only available through July 2007.
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Appendix F
Effects of ERA on childcare
use and child well-being
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