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National labour market developments
The UK’s employment rate was one of the highest among G7 economices (i.e. US,
Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan and UK), standing around 71-72% of the
workforce over the last two decades prior to the 2008-09 economic downturn (Jowett et
al., 2014). It then fell to 69.4% by Q4 2011, but has since increased to 70.6% in Q2 2013
(OECD STAT,2016). This pattern of a decrease in the employment rate in the late 2000s
was observed in many developed countries. However, the UK was the one of the
countries where the largest employment rate percentage point fall was observed in the
Western Europe (OECD STAT, 2016). The unemployment rate in the UK averaged 5.1%
between 2005 and 2007. This was relatively lower than other European countries.
However, the UK’s unemployment rate increased from 5.2% in Q1 2008 to a peak of 8.3%
in Q4 2011, a larger increase than other Continental European countries (Jowett et al.,
2014). Unemployment rate in France and Germany was increased by 2% and 1 %
respectively (OECD STAT, 2016). From this, the financial crisis in the late 2000s and the
subsequent economic downturn have particularly affected to the UK labour market and
the labour supply.

Trends in labour remuneration/wages
From a low of just 15 % of employees in 1975, the proportion of low paid workers in
Britain peaked at 23% in 1996 (Corlett and Whittaker, 2014:6). Since then, the proportion
has changed a little – as one in five employees (22%, or just over five million individuals)
in the UK earned less than the low-pay threshold in 2013 (Ibid). According to the OECD
Statistics (2016), the proportion of low-paid work in the UK has been greater than other
western European countries over the two decades. Furthermore, the number of workers
earning less than a living wage - the amount that is assumed to provide a full-time worker
(average across household types) with the means to achieve a minimum standard of
living as defined by members of the UK public - has increased from 3.4 million in 2009
to 4.9 million in April 2013 (Whittaker and Hurrell, 2013). In particular, the proportion of
young people who are classed as low-paid has more than tripled over the past four
decades (Pennycook, 2012). This means that many workers, particularly young people,
have found that gains from work have not kept pace with increase in overall economic
output and productivity over time. In other words, many people in low-paid jobs are at a
higher risk of being in vulnerable positions in labour market due to their income insecurity
and in-work poverty (Dynan et al., 2007).

Level of labour market in/security and changes over the last
two decades
After the post-war period, the UK labour market was underpinned by a Keynesian
economic strategy, largely based on demand management strategy through generous
public standing and investing. However, from the 1970s the UK labour market has
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undergone a major transformation. De-industrialisation generated high levels of
unemployment as the decline in manufacturing industry led to a new and expanding
service economy. Also, the election of Margaret Thatcher in 1979 introduced a great
political change. Deregulatory labour market policies became a key element in the UK
labour market strategy under successive Conservative governments and a number of
measures aimed to reduce the negative effects of protective labour market regulation
(Deakin and Reed, 2000). Hence, the level of labour market security is now often
deemed to be lower than that of other corporatist countries with lightly regulated
employment policies.
In particular, under the Thatcher government in the 1980s and 1990s, employment
protection diminished rapidly. The period of service to claim unfair dismissal was
changed from 6 months to 1 year in 1979 and to 2 years in 1985 for full- time employees
(Kim and Kurz, 2001) Such changes provide employers with a significantly extended
margin to fire workers on standard/permanent contract without extra cost. However,
under the New labour government in the late 1990s, the UK did reserve its stance to
some extent. The scope of employment protection legislation became relatively broader,
cutting the period of service required to claim unfair dismissal from two years to one year
in 2000 (Deakin and Reed, 2000). Nevertheless, it must be stressed that the stringency
of employment protection in the UK is still relatively low. Among the OECD countries, the
UK has the third lowest level of employment protection, ahead of the US and Canada
(OECD, 2015b). Furthermore, the coalition government (2010-2015) extended the
qualifying period for dismissal protection again from 1 to 2 years in 2011. (Parker, 2012).
This reflects the UK government’s light touch approach on employment protection.
The Thatcher government’s liberal market-oriented approach also led to a radical
reduction of trade union in the workplace. Statutory requirements for trade union
recognition were abolished in the early 1980s and a series of laws were introduced to
make industrial action more difficult, by requiring a ballot to be held, outlawing political
strakes and holding unions responsible for any losses from action not respecting the new
rules (Bonoli, 2007). Thus, trade union density declined from 50 % in 1979 to 25% in
2013 (OECD, 2015). In addition, collective agreement coverage stood at 35% of the
workforce in 2012, below the OECD average (OECD, 2012). With such a decline in the
power of the trade unions, the statutory regulation of collective bargaining was withdrawn
and collective bargaining weakened to the extent that it is now available at company
level.
In line with the influence of the liberal regime of employment protection, the power of
wage councils was also severely restricted in 1986. Hence the minimum wage levels
were subsequently removed during the deregulation period. However, the National
Minimum Wage is reintroduced by the New Labour government in 1999 and broadened
the scope of wage policy to some extent (Stewart, 2004). However, in 2011/2012 more
than two-thirds of adults in poverty (around 6.7 million) are in work. In this sense, the
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national minimum wage has lost its vital role as a foundation to help people out of poverty
(Metcalf, 2009).

Mismatch in terms of qualifications provided/demanded
The UK higher education system rapidly expanded from the end of the 1980s and until
the middle of the 1990s. There continued to be further growth in student numbers by
2004/2005, participation rates reached 43 % and have stayed at that level, despite two
major funding reform (Holmes and Mayhew, 2015). From this perspective, the UK has
witnessed one of the highest rates of higher education expansion across Europe over
recent decades. However, it has not seen an increase in high-skill jobs matching that
expansion. According to the recent policy report by Flisi et al. (2014), there is a weak
relationship between the growth of high-skilled jobs and the change in the proportion of
the workforce who are graduate in the UK. This means that the growth of high-skilled
jobs was outstripped by the growth of graduates and it raised concerns that many
graduates are, in some sense, being underutilised in the labour market.

The key risk groups in the labour market in
UK
According to the unemployment statistics from ILO, unemployment rates differ by age
groups vastly over the last 20 years. In Q1 1993 people aged 16-24 had the highest rate
of unemployment (18% compared with 10.6 % for all those age 16 and over), while those
aged 50 and over had the lowest rate of unemployment (8.7 %). Such a pattern has
remained over the last two decades. In particular, between 1993 and 2011, those aged
16 or 17 saw the biggest rise in unemployment, an increase of 17.9 % points compared
with a fall of 2.9 % point for all those aged 16 and over. Also, those aged between 18
and 24 are remained at a high risk of being unemployment than other older age group.
This results show that young people between 16 to 24 can be one of the risk groups in
the UK labour market.
Furthermore, one group for which unemployment has been a particular concern following
the recent recession is new graduates (those who graduated 0 to 2 years ago) (Spence,
2011). ONS (2011) showed that the unemployment rate for new graduates was 20% in
Q3 2010, the highest in over a decades and almost double the rate before the recession.
By the end of the recession the unemployment rate for new graduates was 2.3 times
higher than for the UK as a whole (18.5 % in Q2 2008 compared with 7.9 % in Q3 2009).
Such result also shows that young people can be a vulnerable group in the labour market.
With high levels of youth unemployment (nearly 1 million young people), it remains a
critical policy concern in the UK labour market. In response to it, the government has
introduced policies to raise participation in education and training of 16 and 17 year olds,
to make sure all those in the year after taking GCSE’s are still in full-time education, an
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apprenticeship or employment with training (Gregg, 2014). Also, the government aimed
to accelerate recruitment of the young into jobs and give some work experience to those
not making successful transitions quickly through the Work Programme and the Work
Experience programme. However, just 74,000 young unemployed has been helped into
work since the summer of 2011 (Gregg, 2014). Hence the policy impact is very much
debateful.
There are a number of official documents analysing the vulnerable groups in the labour
market (e.g. Spence, 2011; HM Government, 2011). As discussed above, young people
are often discussed as one of the vulnerable groups in the labour market. Stam and Long
(2010) used Labour Force Survey data to analyse an individual’s characteristics who are
likely to experience unemployment. These are the youngest age group (18 to 24 years
olds), people who are not married, women with dependent children and people from
ethnic minority groups. This report also explained that these groups are particularly
affected by the recent recession and highly likely to experience the spell of being
unemployment. However, there seems to be a lack of official documents distinguishing
the structural deficits to result such risks. In particular, economic demand forces and the
behaviour of economic institutions which have impacted upon pay, employment and the
mobility of individual workers have not greatly analysed. The existing reports and
documents more focus on analysing the individual characteristics of these vulnerable
labour groups. This means that there is little research on the power of demand side
policies and structural deficits to cause social segmentation although the impact of
individual deficit can be a substantial factor.
In the UK, around 40% of the unemployed are under 25. While across all developed
countries the youth labour market is more sensitive to prevailing conditions, the UK is
one of the worst in this respect, as the youth unemployment rate disparity runs at nearly
four times (Gregg, 2014). Furthermore, the recent recession hit young people hardest,
with employment rates of those aged 18 to 24 falling by nearly 10% points in the last
decade. The UK economy has added 1 million jobs over the last two years but just 40,000
of this increase was among the under 25s. From this we can expect that young people
have been the hardest hit by the recession but benefited disproportionately in the
recovery. In response to the high levels of youth unemployment, the UK government has
attempted to provide various policies. In 2011, the government produced an official
document for young people to support and maximise the labour market participation (HM
Government, 2011) by addressing various policy strategies.
Table 1: “Risk group” construction1

Potential risk groups
All young people
Young unemployed
Early school leavers
1

Public / media
3
5
5

1=no significant role to 5=very important
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Importance by actor
Mainstream policy
2
5
5

Research
2
5
5
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Young people with low skills
Young people with outdated
qualifications
Young people without
qualifications
Higher education graduates
Migrants/Ethnic minorities
Teenage/single parents
Young people from workless
families
Young people from
remote/disadvantaged areas
Young people with a disability

5
5

5
5

5
5

5

5

5

3
4
5
2

1
3
5
3

4
4
5
3

4

3

4

5

5

5

Labour market policies
In the UK, the influence of the activation paradigm has been more distinctive compared
to other developed countries. This approach started with the form of the New Deals,
introduced in 1998 by New Labour which targeted youth and the long-term unemployed.
Based on the compulsory approach, receiving unemployment benefit by simply
remaining to be unemployed was no longer possible for young people and the long-term
unemployed. This programmes went beyond basic job-search by offering participants
four options: full-time education/training; subsidising employment; voluntary sector work;
or a six-month environmental community-placement (Alcock et al., 2014). In particular,
voluntary programmes were introduced to support disabled people, long parents and
partners of claimants. With the expansion of active labour market policies in the UK which
has elements of compulsion, the scope of passive labour market policies has
automatically reduced. Just before and during the 2008 financial crisis, the various New
Deal programmes were amalgamated into the Flexible New Deal (FND). The central
feature of this reform was increasing the division in support offered to the newly
unemployed and the long-term unemployed with a stronger system of conditionality.
During the financial crisis, Labour introduced further reform to deal with rising
unemployment problems, particularly among young people. The most significant of these
was the Future Jobs Fund (FJF), which provided temporary public sector work
placements to young unemployed people. Future Job Fund placements were lasted for
a minimum of six months, were paid at the minimum wage and aimed to support young
people into sustainable employment. Between 2010-2015, the Coalition government’s
approach expanded Labour’s strategy, with the Future Jobs Fund rebranded as the Work
Programme. Also the Coalition introduced a new range of active labour market policies
including the Youth Contract, which offers employers subsidies for hiring young people.
While the rise of the activation paradigm was prominent in the UK over the last two
decades, the evaluation of these measures are relatively unfavourable. The institute for
Fiscal Studies (IFS) estimates that New Deal for Young People increased the probability
of a participant finding a job by around 5% points. Furthermore, the job outcomes rate
from Work Programme among young people aged between 18-24 comes out just 13%
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(Rees et al., 2014). Accordingly, a number of research argued that the active labour
market policies does not seem to deliver effective active labour market programmes,
particularly considering that the UK has a relatively large number of people working in
low-paid, low-skilled jobs (Schmuecker, 2014; Whittaker & Hurrell, 2013). People
working in these jobs are more likely to face job insecurity and less likely to receive inwork training. Hence, a number of relevant literature provide the critical views on the UK
activation strategy - moving people into work quickly without providing enough options
for education and training programmes.

Policy formulation process
The policy formulation process in the UK is usually coordinated with relevant ministries
within the government. However, the generation of initial policy ideas comes primarily
from the political parties and wide political debate, rather than the civil service. Ministers
remain pre-eminent in deciding which policy objectives they wish to be pursued (Hazell
and Waller, 2009). Also, the civil service is primarily focused on managing the process
of developing high level policy objectives into practical proposal (Ibid). Furthermore, The
UK has a number of important labour market institutions that are all interested in
developing a more strategic approach to the labour market (Holmes and Mayhew, 2015).
These include key labour market ‘social partner’ institutions such as the UK Commission
for Skills and Employment (UKCES), Arbitration and Conciliation Advisory Service (Acas),
Low Pay Commission (LPC), Confederation of British Industry (CBI) and Trade Union
Congress (TUC).

Trends in the governance of public employment services
The public employment services in the UK are mainly through Jobcentre Plus (JCP). JCP
has traditionally operated a public organisation of increasing employment support, based
on the claimants’ age and duration on benefit. However, its role in JCP has expanded
over the last two decades and now it provides a one-stop-shop service of advice in job
search, benefits and training opportunities for claimants of Job Seekers Allowance (JSA).
Hence, JCP aims to provide a fundamental role in contributing to an efficient jobmatching of job seekers with available vacancies and improving the employability of the
labour force through the provision of specialised service, such as guidance, counselling
and referrals to active labour market programmes (OECD, 2014). In order to provide
various supports including job service, benefits and training opportunities, JCP works
with many different voluntary organisations, and private companies including training
providers, housing associations, and Work Programme providers. However, the JCP is
itself is a public actor.
In response to the challenge of youth unemployment, particularly after the recent
economic recession, the UK government announced the several employment policies
targeting young people including the Youth Contract and Work Programme. The Youth
Contract was launched in April 2012 and consists of a number of separate active labour
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market programmes through JCP – i.e. wage incentives, work experience and
apprenticeships. There are mechanisms to evaluate the effectiveness of the Youth
Contract programme such as the job outcomes rate, but there seems to be a relatively
lack of evaluation service for beneficiaries and youth to find out the satisfaction level
about the programme (OECD, 2014).

Evaluations
Over the last few decades, the UK government has continually affirmed their belief in
evidence-based policy making. Rest on this evidence-based policy process, the UK
government produces a regular formal evaluation on policy interventions. Government
guidance on evaluation distinguishes process evaluation (how the policy was
implemented); and impact evaluations (what difference the policy made) and costeffectiveness or economic evaluations (which measure and monetise the effects of a
policy, relative to its costs (The National Audit Office, 2013). Also the government’s
evaluation of its activities has also been criticised by the National Audit Office (NAO) and
the Public Account Committee and other report, including some by the government itself
(Ibid).

Youth employment policies: a general
overview
Table 2 An overview of active labour market programmes at national level (2005-2015)

Year
Indicator
Total number of active labour market programmes
including youth-targeted
Number of participants (stock) in active labour
market programmes2:
Total number (1 000)3
% of the labour force (15-64)
Number of youth participants (15-29) in active
labour market programmes:
Total number (1 000)
% of the labour force (15-29)
% of the total number of participants (stock)
Expenditures on active labour market programmes:
Total amount (EUR, thousand)
% of GDP
Expenditures on youth-targeted active labour
market programmes:
Total amount (EUR, thousand)
% of GDP
2

2005

2010

2015

4

4

…

63.65
0.3

71.17
0.24

…
…

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

914027
0.4

1357970
0.39

…
…

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

Analysed as LPM measures (categories 2-7)
This is data for 2009 from EUROSTAT. There is no data from 2010 onwards
4
This figure is for 2009. Again no data available from 2010. This data is from OECD STAT
3
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% of the total expenditures on active labour
market programmes

N/A

N/A

N/A

Comments on Table 2
Active labour market policies (ALMPs) has been applied to reduce unemployment rates
particularly, among the young people and the long-term unemployed in the UK over the
last two decades. It includes programmes such as public employment services, labour
market training and subsidised employment placement services (Boone and Van Ours,
2004). A major ALMP in the UK was the ‘New Deal for Young People’ (NDYP) introduced
in 1998 and directed at the 18 to 24 age group until a new scheme, called the ‘Flexible
New Deal’ was introduced in 2009. Participation in the NDYP programmes was
compulsory and every eligible individual who refused to cooperate, faced a loss of their
entitlement to benefits. However, the UK also had active labour market policies for
people over 25 years old, called New Deal 25 Plus. Unfortunately, there is no available
data to provide cost figure solely for active labour market policies for young people during
the time period of 2005-2015 as the available office data only provides the record for the
combined figure of NDYP and ND 25 plus. However, between the time period of 20052010, the expenditure on active labour market policies increased almost 25%. This can
be partly related with the increased number of the unemployed from the financial crisis
in 2008. From this, it can be seen that there has been on-going effort to support the
unemployed people into the labour market in the UK over the recent decades on one
hand. Nevertheless, we can see that the expenditure on active labour market policies
decreased slightly from 2005 to 2010 although the actual amount has increased. This,
to some extent, reflects the public expenditure cuts after the financial crisis in the UK.
Unfortunately, there is no available official data yet to examine the relationship between
the expenditure of active labour market policies and participants in the UK. Hence, we
cannot provide a clear overview on actual active labour market policy programmes over
the last 5 years in detail. However, according to total spending on employment policy fell
sharply in 2011/2012 and 2012/2013 to 0.2% GDP.
Table 3 Overview of types of measures and schemas against youth unemployment in the last years (both running
and finished ones; time horizon – last 5-6 years, 2011-2017)
Type of
measure

Import
ance5

Youth
specific

Target
groups6

Is target
group
reached

5

Main
source of
funding7

Linked to
EU
initiatives8

Main
actors of
delivery9

Importance in policy terms; e.g. quantitatively or ideologically -> Does not exist = 0; Not relevant
= 1; Quite important = 2; Very important = 3
6
targeted youth = 1, universal = 2, targeted risk group =3, targeted to youth risk group = 4
7
EU = 1; national = 2, regional = 3, local = 4
8
Youth Guarantee =1; Youth Employment Initiative =2; Framework for Quality traineeships and
apprenticeship =3; Eures =4; Support to youth entrepreneurship =5
9
state = 1, region = 2, municipality = 3, church = 4, foundations = 5, private sector = 6
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(Re-)orientation
courses,
preparation for
training or
employment

3

yes

3 (youth
& longterm
unemplo
yed)

Partly

2 and 3

3 but
mainly
local

Yes

vocational
guidance, career
counselling

3

yes

3 (youth
& longterm
unemplo
yed)

Partly

2 and 3

3 but
mainly
local

Yes

Training (with
certificates)

3

yes

3 (youth
& longterm
unemplo
yed)

Partly

2 and 3

3 but
mainly
local

Yes

Training (without
certificates)

3

yes

3 (youth
& longterm
unemplo
yed)

Partly

2 and 3

3 but
mainly
local

Yes

Employment
incentives,
subsidies for
employer

3

yes

3 (youth
& longterm
unemplo
yed)

Partly

2 and 3

3 but
mainly
local

Yes

Direct job creation

3

yes

3 (youth
& longterm
unemplo
yed)

Partly

2 and 3

1 and 2

Yes

Start-up
incentives, selfemployment
programmes

2

yes

3 (youth
& longterm
unemplo
yed)

Partly

2 and 3

1 and 2

Partly

Comments on Table 3
A major ALMP for young unemployed was firstly introduced in 1998, called ‘New Deal
for Young People’. The aims of the programme were to help the young unemployed
people into work and increase their employability. NDYP is for 18-24 year-olds who have
been claiming Jobseeker's Allowance (JSA) for six months or more (including those
getting NI credits only). It provides opportunities to work, get new skills and/or get work
experience in the voluntary and environmental sectors of the economy.
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In 2009, the Labour Government launched The Future Jobs Fund (FJF), as part of the
Young Person’s Guarantee scheme after the economic recession. The FJF aimed to
provide around 150,000 six-month long work experience contracts for young people.
These contracts were predominantly provided by local authorities or within the voluntary
and community sector. The FJF represented a shift in emphasis towards a demand side
approach by targeting those between the ages of 18-24 who had been on Jobseeker’s
Allowance for at least six months. By March 2011, when the last FJF jobs were filled, the
programme had placed 105,220 people in temporary employment. Furthermore, in
response to the onset of the recession, the Labour Government created the Working
Neighbourhoods Fund (WNF), which aimed to streamline funding to the most deprived
parts of the country. The WNF approach increased the scope for local authorities to
deliver youth employment services, by implementing strategic targets in a more joined
up manner. Through Area Based Grants, local authorities and partners were given the
flexibility to allocate resources to whichever scheme it prioritised.
Under the Coalition government in 2011, the Youth Contract programme was introduced
to help young unemployed people to find a job. Over the 3 years from 2012, the Youth
Contract, aimed to provide at least 410,000 new work place for 18-24 years olds. Also it
includes various interventions including:
-

-

Work clubs: providing a place for young unemployed people to meet and exchange
skills, finding opportunities make contracts share experience and receive mutual
support
Work together: encouraging unemployed people to consider volunteering with the aim
of improving employment prospect while looking for paid work
Enterprise clubs: providing support to young people to be self-employed in their local
community
Work experience: providing work experience
New Enterprise Allowance: assisting and supporting unemployed people who wat to
start up a business
Sector-based work academies: offering pre-employment training, work experience
placements and guaranteed job interview or an apprenticeship for the job seekers

Preventative measures or reaction to manifest problems
While active labour market programmes are commonly used to fight youth
unemployment and improve future labour market prospects, reducing the number of
young unemployed has been a key priority for the UK governments over time (Staneva
et al., 2015). Especially, it is important to note here that youth unemployment in the UK
rose steadily before the recession. In response to this, the New Labour government
introduced the New Deal for Young People programme in 1998 and provided the active
supports for young people. However, the increase in youth unemployment rose sharply
from 2008, peaking in 2011 at 21% (Staneva et al., 2015). Whilst it has reduced
substantially over 2013- 2014, it is still above pre-crisis levels at 17% (OECD STAT,

13

No. 51 – Youth employment policies in United Kingdom

2016). There are also marked regional disparities in youth unemployment rates across
regions within the UK. According to ONS statistics, it is particularly high in Wales (22%),
Northern Ireland (21%) and London (19%). With such high levels of youth
unemployment, the most important goal in ALMPs for young people in the UK was to
reduce the unemployment rate rather than facilitating a pathway for young people into
good quality employment through vocational trainings and workplace training
programmes. Hence, a number of literature argued that whilst NDYP did significantly
boost exit rates for unemployment for those unemployed for six months or more in many
regions, many young people in high unemployment regions still repeatedly re-cycled
through NDYP with little prospect of gaining stable employment (e.g. Sunley et al., 2001;
Webster, 2000). Also Staneva et al (2015) argue that the Work Programme which is one
of the newly introduced ALMP programmes in 2012 to make it easier for employers to
take on young people with subsidies may not be the most suitable programme for wage
incentives to increase a significant number of new job vacancies. From this, it can be
seen that the existing ALMP programmes have provided some positive results for young
unemployed people, it is rather focused on reducing the high youth unemployment rates
for an immediate effect.

Main aim of policy measures
The NDYP was designed to reduce youth unemployment by assisting young people who
have been unemployed for six months by providing job-matching service, work
experience and/or training for those who do not find work (Anderton and Riley, 1999).
This programme intended to help them find lasting jobs and increase their long-term
employability. From this, young unemployed people could receive a period of intensive
advice and preparation prior to one of four options (subsidised employment, full-time
education and training, voluntary work, environmental work). As this programme had
elements of compulsion, it has affected a large number of people. By the end of
September 2000, 546.5 thousand young people had participated in the NDYP
programme. Of these 254.5 thousand had moved at one or another from the problem
into employment. While the programme also provides training and education services to
improve one’s skills, it appears that the programme has had a significant effect in moving
young people into work. Van Reenen (2003) found that young unemployed men were
about 20% more likely to find a job each month as a result of the NDYP. However,
Webster (2000) argued that locally targeted job creation is the crucial missing element
in the NDYP programme. Supply-side policies of ‘welfare-to-work’ and active labour
market policies were inadequate, given the marked disparities of youth unemployment
rate at the local level (Webster, 2000). As often argued by many scholars, the key
barriers to work for young people were lack of skills and work experience, ineffective job
search, and low pay. Hence, it would have improved employability further by focusing on
the capacity to demand side. In relation to this, the Coalition government introduced
policies to raise participation in education and training of 16 and 17 years old. These
policies were targeted to provide a smooth transition of young people from school to

14

Yoon

work. Furthermore, the recent government introduced apprenticeships and work
experience programmes for young people to help them to gain more skills and
qualifications.

Risk groups not adequately addressed in policies
Over the last 20 years, a number of active labour market programmes were introduced
to young people who are in unemployment and it provided an impact in various ways.
However, the number not in education, employment or training (NEETs) remains
unacceptably high at nearly 1 million young people (963,000) for Q4 2014 by ONS.
Noting that most youth unemployment occurs between leaving full-time education and
finding sustained work, the UK government has not only sought to extend education and
training participation, but also to accelerate recruitment of young into jobs and give some
work experience to those not making successful transitions quickly (Gregg, 2014). From
this there has been a marked drop in 16 and 17 years old defined as NEET (down to just
4.5% in Q4 2013). Such a drop in young NEET number is welcome but this is mainly due
to the delay of leaving education. The NEET number has changed very little particularly
for those aged between 18 and 19. It appears that further support for young people who
are in NEET is essential in the UK.

Youths evaluation to policies
There are a number of evaluative literature on active labour market initiatives,
programmes and measures (Van Reenen, 2003; Webster, 2000; Staneva et al., 2015).
and a range of studies has explored its impact and outcomes. Within the UK, there is
evidence that the NDYP has been a relatively successful policy intervention in the youth
labour market. However, a number of these literatures rather focus on short-term impact
(Staneva et al., 2015) rather than long-term one. Hence, studies on evaluations over the
longer-term should be more examined and investigated.

Youth employment policies: focus on
selected interventions
Table 4 A brief overview of selected youth employment interventions
№

Name

Level

Main target
group10

Type11

Starting
year

10

Funding
source

Part of EU
initiatives

Evaluation

“Good
practice”
example

a.targeted youth, b.universal, c.targeted risk group, d.targeted to youth risk group;
(re-)orientation courses, preparation for training or employment = 1; vocational guidance,
career councelling = 2; training (with or without certificates) = 3; Employment incentives, subsidies
for employer = 4, direct job creation = 5, and start-up incentives, self-employment programmes
=6
11
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1

Raising
education
participatio
n rate

National

b

3

2013

National

No

Yes,
positive

Good
practice

2

Jobcentre
Plus
support

National

A and C

1, 2

2011

EU,
National

Yes,

Yes,
positive

Good
practice

3

Work
Programm
e

National

A and C
(the
unemploye
d for more
than 3
months

4, 5

2011

National

No

Yes,
relatively
positive

Partially

4

The Youth
Contract

National
and local

D.

2, 3, 4

2012

National

No

Yes,
positive

Partially

5

New
Enterprise
Allowance

National

B

6

2012

National

No

Yes,
positive

Good

Youth
Employme
nt initiative

Regional

Yes,
positive

Partially

6

C

3,4, 6

2014

EU

Yes, Youth
Guarantee

practice

Measure recommended as a “good practice”
With high levels of youth unemployment in the UK, the UK government in 2013 has
introduced policies to raise participation in education and training of 16 and 17 year olds.
Thus, all students under aged 18 years old are now in full-time education, an
apprenticeship or employment with training. From 2013, there has also been a duty on
all schools to secure access to independent and impartial careers guidance and advice
for students aged 12-18 years old. The government intended to support young people to
make successful transition to employment. From this, there has been a sustained decline
in the number of 16-17 year olds who are NEET (not in education, employment or
training); down to just 4.5 % in Q4 2013(Gregg, 2014). Furthermore, students have a
longer period to consider their future jobs linked with their interest and needs. This is
intended for students to actively seek work whilst in education system, learning and
gaining different experiences and skills.
Considering that the UK is often described as knowledge-based economy with higher
proportion of service sector than other continental European countries, participation
rates of young people in education and training are viewed as an important indicator both
of future economic competitiveness and of young people’s prospects for employment
progression (Foley, 2014). However, the compulsory education was in the UK was 16
until 2013. According to recent OECD report, the education participation rate for 16 and
17 year olds are poor compared to other OECD economies and the rate of youth
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unemployment and NEET in the UK are below the OECD average (OECD, 2015a).
Especially those aged 17-18 who were non-participating in education were often most
disaffected and disadvantaged young people (Foley, 2014). Hence increasing the age of
compulsory participation in education and training to age 18 can provide various options
for young people including study programmes, traineeships and apprenticeships to meet
people’s diverse needs.
Name of the initiative

Raising education participation rate

Short description

(Primary/Main) aim of the measure: Increasing education
participation rate of 15-19 year olds
Intended effects: Reducing unemployment rates, Increasing
future earning, smooth transition from school to wo
Target groups: 16-19 year olds
Eligibility criteria for beneficiaries: Age
Type of intervention: Compulsory participation in education
and training to age 18
Level: national
Start/ end date: By 2015, raising the participation age to 18
Are stakeholders involved in the formulation/implementation
of this measure
No
How/through which institutions is this measure implemented?
In 2008, the Labour Government’s Education and Skill Act
increased the age of compulsory participation in education
and training by 2015
Budget (EUR, thousand) and source: National

Achieved results

Number of young people covered (entire running period) (data
on number of people who are entitled and who actually take
part)/ number of young people who have found a job. Total
expenditures for the program on annual basis; total
expenditure per beneficiary?
All young people aged between 12-18 are targeted, but the
most likely to be affected by this legislation are young NEET.
As this policy aims to provide benefits of making education
and training compulsory to the age 18, it is expected to
increase their skill capacity and reduce youth unemployment
rate. Capital spending on education increase by 0.8 billion
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euros in 2014-2015 and be maintained at this level in 20152016.
Targeting

Is this program especially targeted to young people or to all
unemployed? If it is targeted to all unemployed, does it
include special focus to young people (for example, by
providing more incentives if young unemployed are targeted)
This is targeted to young people, particularly those young
people who are NEET.

Links to EU initiatives

Is the program linked to an EU initiative (like Youth
Guarantee, Youth Employment Initiative, etc.)? If yes, to
which one
No

Available evaluations

Are there evaluations on this program available? (Sources)?
If yes, are the evaluations: ex-ante; mid-term, ex-post and/or
permanent monitoring? Are they internal (by the agency
implementing it) or external (e.g. by scientific institutes); If
evaluations of this program are available how detailed is the
information provided? (please, consider, do they include only
basic information or more information, including evaluation of
deadweight loss (hiring to subsidized jobs of individuals who
would have found regular employment nevertheless);
substitution effect (original regular workers possibly better
paid and qualified are displaced with participants in the
intervention possibly with lower salaries); displacement effect
(rises in public sector spending drive down or even eliminate
private sector spending).
There are various evaluation reports, published internally and
externally (e.g. Department for Education, 2013; Foley, 2014).
As this policy is launched from 2015, the evaluation results
are relatively mixed. There has been a welcome decline in
NEEThood from a peak in the middle of 2011 with this policy
implementation. However, this can be partly due to the delay
of leaving education. The government has acknowledged the
issues around the quality and accessibility of many vocational
programmes for young people. The evaluation report
suggests to focus on improving the quality and independence
of career advice provided by school for young people as well
as improving the financial support for learners aged 16 -19.
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In your view: How Does this program achieve its stated goals and intended
would you assess the effects?
quality
of
the
Until the end of the 2000s, there were considerable numbers
intervention?
of 17 and 18 year olds who were not participating in education
or training in the UK. When young people leave school at 16,
their educational qualifications tend to be very low.
Various studies also establish a strong link between negative
experiences of school and the likelihood of not engaging in
learning post-16. For example, Rennison et al. (2006) found
that young people in the NEET group were over three times
more likely to have been excluded from school than young
people overall. As this programme is launched with an
element of compulsion, all young people should be required
to participate in some form of education or training until they
reach the age of 18. Hence, the government could meet at
least the one of the goals (i.e. reducing youth unemployment
rate aged 16-18 and tackling NEEThood). On the other hand,
there are still concerns in the implementation of this policy
such as the provision of career advice, and guidance services
and the degree of financial support available to 16-18 - yearold learners.
Assessment of the magnitude of the effect? Coverage and
take-up: are there problems concerning coverage? Possible
barriers for participation (lack of information, complexity of
system, conditionality, degree of attractiveness for young
people, etc.)?
The immediate knock-on effect of this is the appearance of
lower youth unemployment. As this is based on compulsory
participation, the 2013 figures showed that the participation
rates in education and training for 16 and 17 year olds
reached their highest point ever, at close to 90 % of the
cohort.
Does the program/intervention
sustainable employment?

provide

quality

and

Effectiveness of the program: Impact of the program in
preventing and reducing youth unemployment; Possible
incentive or disincentive factors for participating in the
program? Does the program have any unintended
consequences: positive or negative?
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Yes, the raising the participation age to 18 indeed reduce the
youth unemployment rate, particularly the number of young
people, NEET. However, there are still concerns on raising
the skills and competitiveness of the future workforce through
this programme. Since the initial outline for this policy was set
out in 2008, the structure and context for the implementation
have undergone number of important changes, particularly
due to the recent recession. There have been a number of
funding reforms which have knock-on effects on the quality of
services and resources on this programme. Linking with the
education funding cuts, Foley (2014) states the several
emerging issues in relation with the quality of implementation
of this policy such as provision of careers advice and
guidance services, and degree of financial support available
to 16-18 year olds learners. Since local authorities were
required to offer careers service to young people, evidence
suggests that many are not yet receiving a secure and
effective service, which will be vital to helping young people
navigate their options post-16. Also, the removal of the
Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA) in 2012 and no
statutory entitlement for free transport beyond the age of 16
have raised question around the financial barrier to
participation for those from low-income household. Foley
(2014) argue that eligibility for the new Bursary Scheme
should be widened and transport assistance should extend to
address this issue.
In your opinion which are the main weaknesses of this
intervention in terms of: adequacy; coverage; take-up;
effectiveness of this intervention?
As briefly discussed above, the main weakness for this
intervention is providing the service effectively and distributing
the resource more fairly.
Consider and comment the opinions of the young people
interviewed if for WP3 young people involved in this measure
were interviewed.

Name of the initiative

Jobcentre Plus support

Short description

(Primary/Main) aim of the measure: Providing more tailed
support to find work for young people
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Intended effects: Helping young people at risk of falling
through the net by supporting co-ordinated services and
inspiring young people
Target groups: Job Seekers Allowance (JSA) claimants
Eligibility criteria for beneficiaries: Job Seekers Allowance
(JSA) claimants
Type of intervention:
- job search support, skills provision and advice on
Apprenticeships
- work experience that offers young people a few weeks with
a local employer to help build their CVs and job skills
- sector-based work academies offering pre-employment
training and work placements in growth industries with a
guaranteed job interview
- arranging volunteering and work and enterprise clubs
Level: National
Start/ end date: from 2011
Are stakeholders involved in the formulation/implementation
of this measure
No
How/through which institutions is this measure implemented?
Through the Department of Work and Pension
Budget (EUR, thousand) and source: approximately 6.5
billion, national
Achieved results

Number of young people covered (entire running period) (data
on number of people who are entitled and who actually take
part)/ number of young people who have found a job. Total
expenditures for the program on annual basis; total
expenditure per beneficiary?
Between January 2011 and May 2013 136,730 claimants
started a work experience placement through Jobcentre Plus
support.
Total expenditure for this support is not clear, particularly for
young people. The Jobcentre Plus provides various service
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for the JSA claimants including young people so it is not easy
to capture the exact total expenditure per beneficiary.
Targeting

Is this program especially targeted to young people or to all
unemployed? If it is targeted to all unemployed, does it
include special focus to young people (for example, by
providing more incentives if young unemployed are targeted)
To all unemployed. However, 18-24 old JSA claimants will be
offered a more support including a mixture of training, work
experience and a job interview at a local firm through
Jobcentre Plus.

Links to EU initiatives

Is the program linked to an EU initiative (like Youth
Guarantee, Youth Employment Initiative, etc.)? If yes, to
which one
No.

Available evaluations

Are there evaluations on this program available? (Sources)?
If yes, are the evaluations: ex-ante; mid-term, ex-post and/or
permanent monitoring? Are they internal (by the agency
implementing it) or external (e.g. by scientific institutes); If
evaluations of this program are available how detailed is the
information provided? (please, consider, do they include only
basic information or more information, including evaluation of
deadweight loss (hiring to subsidized jobs of individuals who
would have found regular employment nevertheless);
substitution effect (original regular workers possibly better
paid and qualified are displaced with participants in the
intervention possibly with lower salaries); displacement effect
(rises in public sector spending drive down or even eliminate
private sector spending).
Yes, there are evaluations on this programme and the existing
evaluation reports are mainly produced by research institute
on behalf of Department of Work and Pensions (e.g. Bloch et
al., 2013; Riley et al., 2011). While the existing evaluation
reports are mainly internal source, they provide detail
information about the impact of this programme. As jobcentre
Plus has brought a work focus to benefit delivery for the
unemployed people, the evaluation report assessed the
impact on jobseekers as well as on labour market and wider
economy aspect. Also services of the Jobcentre Plus have
been changed over time, the evaluative report described the
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changes of services and support over time. Furthermore, the
reports include various views and opinions on managers and
customers at the same time, it tried to provide fair views on
their analyses. In particular, it addresses some emerging
problems such as significant gaps in provision across different
district and regions and limited access to non-contracted
provision.
In your view: How
would you assess the
quality
of
the
intervention?

Does this program achieve its stated goals and intended
effects? Yes, the government has done away with one size
fits all employment programme and intended to provide more
tailed support for young people to find work. As part of the
flexible offer of support, where Jobcentre Plus advisers
considers that a young person would benefit from training or
apprenticeships rather than work placement, they are able to
refer them more tailed service to each individual. In this
respect, this programme achieved its stated goal.
Assessment of the magnitude of the effect? Coverage and
take-up: are there problems concerning coverage? Possible
barriers for participation (lack of information, complexity of
system, conditionality, degree of attractiveness for young
people, etc.)?
The flexible menu of support could provide a wide range of
programmes to support more personalised provision for
young people. From this, the Jobcentre Plus staff could
improve the service delivery and operation of key support
options. Such feature could have attracted young people to
complete their work programme or work-related training or
apprenticeship.
Does the program/intervention
sustainable employment?

provide

quality

and

Effectiveness of the program: Impact of the program in
preventing and reducing youth unemployment; Possible
incentive or disincentive factors for participating in the
program? Does the program have any unintended
consequences: positive or negative?
Whilst the individual elements of tailed services within the
Jobcentre Plus has positive influence to young job seekers,
the differences in the level of provisions between the regions
and districts have been pointed out as a main lacking point.
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In your opinion which are the main weaknesses of this
intervention in terms of: adequacy; coverage; take-up;
effectiveness of this intervention?
Coverage of intervention can be a main weakness. Greater
flexibility on support for claimants became the strong positive
shift, but the extent to which flexibility had been devolved was
constrained by a greater push at district levels in implement
measures.
Consider and comment the opinions of the young people
interviewed if for WP3 young people involved in this measure
were interviewed.

Name of the initiative

The work programme

Short description

(Primary/Main) aim of the measure:
Getting the long-term unemployed people into work
Intended effects: Reducing the (long-term) unemployment
rate
Target groups: the longer-term unemployed
Eligibility criteria for beneficiaries:
After three months if not in education, employment or training
After nine months- if aged 18to 24
After 12 months- if 25 or over
Type of intervention:
Individuals are mandated to take part in the Work Programme
Level: National
Start/ end date: From 2012
Are stakeholders involved in the formulation/implementation
of this measure
No
How/through which institutions is this measure implemented?
Department of Work and Pensions
Budget (EUR, thousand) and source: 3-5 billion and national
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Achieved results

Number of young people covered (entire running period) (data
on number of people who are entitled and who actually take
part)/ number of young people who have found a job. Total
expenditures for the program on annual basis; total
expenditure per beneficiary?
By the end of June 2013, 366,780 18-24 year olds were
referred to the Work Programme. The government is planning
to invest £3-5 billion in the Work Programme over the life of
the contracts. About 28 per cent of referrals are young people.
(Department for Business Innovation and Skills, 2013).

Targeting

Is this program especially targeted to young people or to all
unemployed? If it is targeted to all unemployed, does it
include special focus to young people (for example, by
providing more incentives if young unemployed are targeted)
It is mainly targeted to the long-tern unemployed but youngest
people claiming JSA are referred to the Work Programme at
the 9month point in their claim (compared to the 12-month
point for JSA claimants aged 25+). This means that this
programme is more targeted to young people.

Links to EU initiatives

Is the program linked to an EU initiative (like Youth
Guarantee, Youth Employment Initiative, etc.)? If yes, to
which one
Yes, European Social Fund

Available evaluations

Are there evaluations on this program available? (Sources)?
If yes, are the evaluations: ex-ante; mid-term, ex-post and/or
permanent monitoring? Are they internal (by the agency
implementing it) or external (e.g. by scientific institutes); If
evaluations of this program are available how detailed is the
information provided? (please, consider, do they include only
basic information or more information, including evaluation of
deadweight loss (hiring to subsidized jobs of individuals who
would have found regular employment nevertheless);
substitution effect (original regular workers possibly better
paid and qualified are displaced with participants in the
intervention possibly with lower salaries); displacement effect
(rises in public sector spending drive down or even eliminate
private sector spending).
Yes, the evaluation reports for the Work Programme are
available. As this programme was introduced from 2012,
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there are only short-term evaluation report (analysed up to
2014). Several evaluative reports including internal and
external ones ae available (e.g. Meager et al., 2014; Gregg,
2014). As this programme was the government’s flagship
welfare-to-work programme, there has been number of
studies on the impact of this programme. While the Work
programme got off to a slow start but Gregg (2014) argues
that outcomes have picked up more recently as the first cohort
to enter the Work Programme in 2011 have now finished their
2 years of support offered by a provider. According to
Department of Work and Pension statistics, it shows that 22%
of these early starters have had a job outcome payment made
on their behalf. This means that they had been in work at
some point in the two years.
Also, Meager et al. (2014) recently produced the evaluation
report of the Work Programme between 2011 and 2014. This
report also includes the participants’ views and opinions about
the programme as well as the individual characteristics of
participants who find or maintain their work through the work
programme. Hence, it provides more detail information and
additions insight of programme contribution. In particular,
through the participant survey, it provides the participant’s
overall views and experiences on the programme and to what
extent the programme helped them to find or stay in the job.
However, it does not provide the information of deadweight
loss.
In your view: How Does this program achieve its stated goals and intended
would you assess the effects?
quality
of
the
As the Work Programme aims to increase employment and
intervention?
reduce the time that people spend on benefits. Performance
in getting people into work has improved since the first
published data (22%). Of those young people claiming JSA,
27 % have moved into employment lasting six months or
longer (National Audit Office, 2014). In this sense, this
program achieves its stated goals. Furthermore, according to
National Audit Office (2014), Department of Work and
Pensions’s total savings from the Work Programme is £450
million compared to the baseline agreed to HM Treasury.
Assessment of the magnitude of the effect? Coverage and
take-up: are there problems concerning coverage? Possible
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barriers for participation (lack of information, complexity of
system, conditionality, degree of attractiveness for young
people, etc.)?
The Department of Work and Pensions expects to refer 2.1
million people to the Work Programme June 2011 to March
2016, at a total cost of £2.8 billion. However, the evaluation
evidence confirmed that participations face many barriers to
work. Some relates to personal characteristics (e.g. health
status, or their attitude or motivation to work) others related to
their personal situation (e.g. housing or financial
circumstances) and both could have a role in the delivery and
impact of the programme (Meager et al., 2014)
Does the program/intervention
sustainable employment?

provide

quality

and

This scheme aims to help long-term unemployed people to
find and keep jobs. Hence, the programme tried to provide
sustainable employment to the participants. Slightly more
than 30% had experienced a total of six months or longer
during their two-year period on the programme.
Effectiveness of the program: Impact of the program in
preventing and reducing youth unemployment; Possible
incentive or disincentive factors for participating in the
program? Does the program have any unintended
consequences: positive or negative?
According to Meager et al. (2014), participant’s total duration
of employment while on the programme was higher if they
were young. In this sense, it indeed reduces youth
unemployment. This can be partly due to the programme’s
key feature – individually-tailed support to help participants
find and retain work. Through the Work Programme,
participants work with different providers. The Evaluation
report states how providers engage with participants
(particularly early on), can affect a participants’ motivation and
their employment.
In your opinion which are the main weaknesses of this
intervention in terms of: adequacy; coverage; take-up;
effectiveness of this intervention?
The main weakness of this intervention can be the
effectiveness of this intervention. Whilst all young people who
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have been unemployed more than 9 months referred to the
Work programme. While the action plan for this programme is
for providing the secure job for the unemployed, evidence
from participants suggests that the continuity for work is less
commonly experienced. The latest Department of Work and
Pension data suggests that for more recent cohort job
outcomes are running at approximately 4% above those for
the earlier cohorts, this is across all groups and the situation
for the young unemployed is not clear (Gregg, 2014).
Consider and comment the opinions of the young people
interviewed if for WP3 young people involved in this measure
were interviewed.

Name of the initiative

The Youth Contract

Short description

(Primary/Main) aim of the measure:
The Youth Contract aims to support unemployed 16-24 year
olds, connecting to work and/or education through
apprenticeships, traineeships and work experience
placements, as well as wage incentives for recruiting young
people.
Intended effects: Finding a long term sustainable employment
Target groups:16-24 year olds
Eligibility criteria for beneficiaries: age (16-24 year olds)
Type of intervention: Offering a number of supports including
apprenticeship, work experience, intensive support for 16 and
17 year olds NEETs, and wage incentives
Level: National
Start/ end date: From 2012
Are stakeholders involved in the formulation/implementation
of this measure
No
How/through which institutions is this measure implemented?
Department of Education
Budget (EUR, thousand) and source: 1.2 billion, national
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Achieved results

Number of young people covered (entire running period) (data
on number of people who are entitled and who actually take
part)/ number of young people who have found a job. Total
expenditures for the program on annual basis; total
expenditure per beneficiary?
- By the end of September 2013, official figures showed that
11,920 young people had started the national Youth Contract
and 4,114 were recorded as initially re-engaged in a positive
outcome.
- There are various support within the Youth Contract
programme;
1) Apprenticeship grant for Employers of 16-24 year olds
2) Work experience placement for 16-24 year olds for at least
13 weeks
3) Intensive support for 16 and 17 year olds NEETs:
Payments of £2200 are made to providers who take on 16
and 17 year olds who are NEETs and who have low or no
qualification and those from other disadvantaged
backgrounds
4) Sector-based work academies to provide mixture of
training, work experiences and a job interview at a local firm
5) Employers who take on young people (aged 18-24)
claiming JSA for more than 6 months receive subsidies up to
£2275.

Targeting

Is this program especially targeted to young people or to all
unemployed? If it is targeted to all unemployed, does it
include special focus to young people (for example, by
providing more incentives if young unemployed are targeted)
This programme is especially targeted to young people,
investing almost £1 billion and there are special supports for
young people in NEETs, investing £126 million between 2012
and 2015.

Links to EU initiatives

Is the program linked to an EU initiative (like Youth
Guarantee, Youth Employment Initiative, etc.)? If yes, to
which one
No
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Available evaluations

Are there evaluations on this program available? (Sources)?
If yes, are the evaluations: ex-ante; mid-term, ex-post and/or
permanent monitoring? Are they internal (by the agency
implementing it) or external (e.g. by scientific institutes); If
evaluations of this program are available how detailed is the
information provided? (please, consider, do they include only
basic information or more information, including evaluation of
deadweight loss (hiring to subsidized jobs of individuals who
would have found regular employment nevertheless);
substitution effect (original regular workers possibly better
paid and qualified are displaced with participants in the
intervention possibly with lower salaries); displacement effect
(rises in public sector spending drive down or even eliminate
private sector spending).
Yes, the evaluation reports for the Youth Contract are
available. As the Youth Contract is a package of various
supports for young people including training, education and
employment, various internal and various evaluation reports
are available (Newton et al., 2014; Coleman et al., 2014;
Gregg, 2014). Newton et al. (2014) provide the extensive
evaluation analysis about the intensive support for young
people aged 16-17. According to them, after the start of Youth
Contract, there has been a reduction of 1.8% in the number
of 16-17 year olds NEET in England and there are 12% points
increase in overall engagement in learning and training
among national participants. Also Gregg (2014) suggests that
60% of participants were on benefits 13 weeks after starting
the placement, compared to 66% of those in the comparison
group. As the Work Experience programme is shorter in
duration, offers work placement for the young unemployed at
low cost, many evaluation reports note that this programme is
value for money. However, it is unclear to what extent this
programme has impacted on the actual employment rate for
young people. Furthermore, the wage incentive programme,
encouraging employers to take on young people with wage
subsidies seems to provides positive impact on young people
into work. A third of employers who participated in this
programme said the wage incentive made them more likely to
keep the person on for at least six months (Coleman et al.,
2014). However, the existing reports do not provide a clear
deadweight loss from this programme.
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In your view: How Does this program achieve its stated goals and intended
would you assess the effects?
quality
of
the
This programme has various supports for young people to
intervention?
move into work. The strategy to tackle the high levels of youth
unemployment has been coherent, but arguably lacking in
scale and poorly delivered.
Assessment of the magnitude of the effect? Coverage and
take-up: are there problems concerning coverage? Possible
barriers for participation (lack of information, complexity of
system, conditionality, degree of attractiveness for young
people, etc.)?
While evaluation results of the new programme have been
relatively promising, it has been controversial and attracted
negative publicity due to the unpaid work element and
sanctions involved.
Does the program/intervention
sustainable employment?

provide

quality

and

The work experience programme was replaced from the far
more extensive Future Job Fund (FJF) which offered 6
months paid work experience within the Coalition government
due to the cost aspect. While Work Experience offers work
experience placements for young people, due to the feature
of shorter duration, it is questionable whether it can provide a
sustainable employment for young people.
Effectiveness of the program: Impact of the program in
preventing and reducing youth unemployment; Possible
incentive or disincentive factors for participating in the
program? Does the program have any unintended
consequences: positive or negative?
The overall impact of the programme is relatively positive. The
programme aims to provide intensive support to young people
into work or education setting to improve their skills and
experience, the programme offers extensive helps in this
respect. However, Jordan et al. (2013) argue in their
evaluation report that it is difficult for wage incentives to create
a significant number of new vacancies for young people. The
survey findings confirm that only 9% of employers in the
survey created an extra vacancy as a result of the wage
incentive introduced. While it is noted that job creation was
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not the primary policy aim of this scheme, this programme is
designed to make it easier for employers to take on young
people and further create more work placement for young
people. In this sense, the programme provides a lack of
attention to demand-side measure to overcome the youth
unemployment issue.
In your opinion which are the main weaknesses of this
intervention in terms of: adequacy; coverage; take-up;
effectiveness of this intervention?
It seems that the adequacy and effectiveness of the
intervention are the main weakness of this programme as it
did pay too much attention on enhancing labour supply rather
than stimulating labour demand.
Consider and comment the opinions of the young people
interviewed if for WP3 young people involved in this measure
were interviewed.

Name of the initiative

Youth Employment Initiative

Short description

(Primary/Main) aim of the measure: Exclusively supporting
young people in NEETs in regions experiencing youth
unemployment rate above 25%
Intended effects: Reducing unemployment rate
Target groups: Young people aged 15 to 24
Eligibility criteria for beneficiaries: Young people who lives 5
eligible areas (i.e. Inner London, Merseyside, Southwest
Scotland, TeeValley & Durham and West Midlands)
Type of intervention:
Apprenticeships, traineeships, job placement and further
education leading to a qualification
Level: Regional
Start/ end date: 2014
Are stakeholders involved in the formulation/implementation
of this measure
No
How/through which institutions is this measure implemented?

32

Yoon

Department for Business Innovation and Skills and Local
authorities
Budget (EUR, thousand) and source: €206,098 for the period
2014–2015 from the European Social Fund
Achieved results

Number of young people covered (entire running period) (data
on number of people who are entitled and who actually take
part)/ number of young people who have found a job. Total
expenditures for the program on annual basis; total
expenditure per beneficiary?
As this programme was introduced and provided in specific
regions in the UK, the achieved results are not clear yet.
However, £170 million funding boost is targeted at 5 specific
areas in the UK to help young people into work.

Targeting

Is this program especially targeted to young people or to all
unemployed? If it is targeted to all unemployed, does it
include special focus to young people (for example, by
providing more incentives if young unemployed are targeted)
It is especially targeted to young people, especially in 5
targeted areas where higher youth unemployment is
observed.

Links to EU initiatives

Is the program linked to an EU initiative (like Youth
Guarantee, Youth Employment Initiative, etc.)? If yes, to
which one
Yes, Youth Employment Initiative

Available evaluations

Are there evaluations on this program available? (Sources)?
If yes, are the evaluations: ex-ante; mid-term, ex-post and/or
permanent monitoring? Are they internal (by the agency
implementing it) or external (e.g. by scientific institutes); If
evaluations of this program are available how detailed is the
information provided? (please, consider, do they include only
basic information or more information, including evaluation of
deadweight loss (hiring to subsidized jobs of individuals who
would have found regular employment nevertheless);
substitution effect (original regular workers possibly better
paid and qualified are displaced with participants in the
intervention possibly with lower salaries); displacement effect
(rises in public sector spending drive down or even eliminate
private sector spending).
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As the programme is launched from 2014, there is a lack of
evaluation report. However, Scotland recently published the
initial evaluation report for the programme, initiated in their
region (The Scottish Government, 2016). The initial report
states that they need more intensive support to reduce the
unemployment and help young people into sustainable
employment. In particular, the report states the importance of
intensive support where underlying trend of NEETs has not
changed despite the growth in the economy. It also states the
concerns about the limitation of the support where the policies
are respected to those who are within the first 6 months of
becoming inactive or unemployed rather than more inclusive
support for all young people.
In your view: How Does this program achieve its stated goals and intended
would you assess the effects?
quality
of
the
As the policy is initiated 1 year ago so it is too early to evaluate
intervention?
the programme.
Assessment of the magnitude of the effect? Coverage and
take-up: are there problems concerning coverage? Possible
barriers for participation (lack of information, complexity of
system, conditionality, degree of attractiveness for young
people, etc.)?
From the initial evaluation report from Scotland, it showed that
they need more intensive support for young people who are
in NEETs.
Does the program/intervention
sustainable employment?

provide

quality

and

It is too early to evaluate the programme.
Effectiveness of the program: Impact of the program in
preventing and reducing youth unemployment; Possible
incentive or disincentive factors for participating in the
program? Does the program have any unintended
consequences: positive or negative?
It is very positive that extra support to young people age below
25 in the targeted regions where youth unemployment is high
is available. As this programme particularly support young
people who are NEETs, this programme can provide more
complementary to other existing support for young people
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In your opinion which are the main weaknesses of this
intervention in terms of: adequacy; coverage; take-up;
effectiveness of this intervention?
It is too early to evaluate this aspect.
Consider and comment the opinions of the young people
interviewed if for WP3 young people involved in this measure
were interviewed.

While there have been various interventions to address youth unemployment problem, it
seems that the Work Programme has been most effective programme within this
government to tackle youth unemployment, especially those in long-term unemployment
and in NEETs. This Work Programme has been the Coalition Government’s flagship
welfare to work programme. JSA claimants, particularly young JSA claimants are
referred to the programme and join the Work Programme which is outsourced in public,
private and voluntary organisation work placements up to 2 years. As providers are given
two years to work with the claimants, it can provide more secure and stable employment
to the programme participants. Also through this programme, a number of providers
(employers) who joined this programme expressed that they are willing to hire more
young people in their placement if there are available subsidies from the Government.
This programme provides more secure work placement for participants rather than a
short-term duration work experience. Hence, young people can gain labour market
attachment and at the same time improve physical and social infrastructure and the
environment- especially if combined with development and sectoral strategies. Therefore,
it seems that the Work Programme is the most effective scheme to tackle youth
unemployment, particularly long-term unemployment.
Among the various youth employment programmes, most of them have shown the
positive impact. However, there are not clear evaluation records for the most recent one,
the Youth Employment Initiatives, as this is only introduced from 2014. Hence, we cannot
say that this programme is the least effective programme. Nevertheless, this programme
itself is more focused on enhancing labour supply side with providing training/education,
apprenticeships and work placements. In order to provide successful services,
particularly those targeted area where youth unemployment rate is high, the programme
should target both labour demand supply strategies and ensure that there is a good
match between the supply of and demand for skills in the labour market.
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Diffusion of EU youth employment initiatives
Table 5. Diffusion of inclusion policies for youth

Youth
Guarante
e
Schemes
Youth
Employm
ent
Initiative
Quality
traineeshi
ps and
apprentic
eships

Eures Job

Supporte
d young
entrepren
eurs

When
adopted by
a policy
document?

Date of
regulation
if
available

Start of
impleme
ntation

Not yet

Not yet

Not yet

2014

16 April
2014

2012Apprentices
hip
2013 traineeship
s

Not
available
yet
2011, but
the UK
policy is not
targeted to
young
people.
Individuals
over 18 and
over are
eligible.

Presence in
basic relevant
national
documents like
NRP, CSR,
National
Employment
Strategies

Number of
young people
involved
(absolute
number and as
a share of all
young people
concerned),

Envisaged
expenses (in
absolute terms
and as a share
of employment
programs; as a
share of GDP,
etc.).

From
2014

Yes,

Not yet clear

206.10 million
euros

Septembe
r 2012 for
Apprentic
eships
August
2013 for
Traineesh
ips

2012 for
Apprenti
ceship

Yes,
(e.g.
Department for
Business
Innovation and
Skills, 2013)

Aged 16-18:
178,500
Aged 19-24:
291,900 for
Apprenticeships
in 2012/2013

Approximately
200 million
euros

Not
available
yet
April 2011

Not
availabl
e yet
From
2011

2013 for
trainees
hips

1590 trainees
and 200
providers
participated to
Traineeships in
2013/2014

Yes, (e.g. Dar,
2016)

Between April
2011 and
December 2015,
80,830 people
have started to
claim the New
Enterprise
Allowance
weekly.

Approximately
72 million
euros

Importance of EU initiatives for the implementation of youth
labour market inclusion in UK
While primary responsibility for tackling youth unemployment is on the UK, EU,
particularly the European Social Fund (ESF) has provided funding to supplement EU
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member states. In particular, the European Council decided to create a new Youth
Employment Initiative (YEI) and several regions in the UK, Inner London, Merseyside,
South West Scotland, Tees Valley and Durham and the West Midlands, are funded from
this EU YEI (Department for Business Innovation and Skills, 2013).
With this funding, Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) will have direct influence and
they are working with local partners to develop investment strategies to use the fund to
promote growth and employment in their local areas. With such supports from the ESF,
the UK government is asked to provide several activities in those specific regions;
-

Reducing the number of NEETs and those at risk of disengaging;
Additional literacy and numeracy provision for young people;
Additional and innovative approaches to support and motivate young people
with no or few qualifications into training and the workplace;
Innovative programmes for marginalised groups to help bring them to and
support them in learning;
Providing support to embed programmes for young NEETs;
Brokering opportunities for young people and supporting local employers to
take on young people who are NEET (Department for Business Innovation and Skills,
2013).

As this support has been started from 2014, the direct impact is not yet clear. However,
in parallel with ESF programme, the UK government has specific provision in place
aimed at tackling youth unemployment that newly qualified graduates and young
unemployment people through various supporting programme such as the Youth
Contract and the Work Programme.

Other policy measures
Table 6: Measures with an impact on the employment of different risk groups among young people12
Policy
measure
s

Early
interventi
on and
activation
measure
s
(outreach
strategie
s etc.)
Apprentic
eship/voc
12

Risk groups in the labour market
Young
Young
Migrants/ Teenage/
people
people
ethnic
single
with
without
minorities parents
low
qualific
skills
ations

All
young
people

All
young
unempl
oyed

Early
school
leavers

3

5

5

5

5

4

3

5

5

5

4

5

very weak =1; weak = 2; medium = 3; 4 = strong; 5 = very strong
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Young
people
with
disability

Young
people
from
remote
areas

3

Young
people
from
workles
s
families
5

3

5

5

5

5

5
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ational
training
Training
in basic
skills and
compete
nces
Second
chance
educatio
n
program
mes
Family
and child
benefits
Early
childhood
care
Policy
measure
s related
to
housing
Minimum
income
schemes
Subsiste
nce
benefits
Promotio
n of
employm
ent/
labour
mobility
Other
measure
s (please
specify)

2

1

5

4

5

5

5

4

4

3

4

3

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

3

2

2

4

2

2

2

5

5

3

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

5

1

1

1

2

5

5

3

3

3

5

5

5

4

1

5

2

2

2

3

5

3

5

2

1

3

4

4

4

4

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

Transp
ort
subsidi
es

Table 7: Trends in impact of these policy measures on unemployed young people as a whole (2005-2015)
Policy measures

Significant
improvement

Early intervention and
activation measures
(outreach strategies etc.)
Apprenticeship/vocational
training
Training in basic skills
and competences
Second chance
education programmes
Family and child benefits
Early childhood care

√

Improvement

√
√
√
√
√
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Deterioration

Significant
deterioration
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Policy measures related
to housing
Minimum income
schemes
Subsistence benefits
Promotion of labour
mobility
Other measures (please
specify)

√
√
√
√
√

Consistency of the policies for youth
inclusion
Relationship of youth employment policies to universal labour
market policies
The UK is often described as a liberal welfare state that is based on competitive market
arrangements. Labour market regulation policies are also less stringent and the state
has had a limited spending approach (Robinson, 1999). In this context, British labour
market policies increasingly focuses on activation to maximise employment rather than
easing stress on labour market. In general, activation policies emphasise work-first
strategies and focus on entry into labour market. Thus, benefit conditionality and sanction
regimes have increasingly become stricter in the UK within general labour market
policies; from some of the New Deal Programmes, through the Pathways to Work
programme, the Jobseekers Allowance reform in 2010, to the Welfare Reform Act in
2012 (Otto and Taylor-Gooby, 2014). Furthermore, active labour market polices have
been also dominated within youth employment policies; the New Deal for Young people
in the past and the Youth Contract and the Work programme currently. In this sense, it
seems that these two policies’ features are relatively similar and their aims and purposes
are mutually supportive in the labour market. Also other activation measures introduced
throughout the last decade such as the National Minimum wage and the tax credits.
These active labour market policies are considered as an expansion of wage- setting
regulation in the UK wage policy. However, Otto and Taylor-Gooby (2014) point out the
latest pattern of an increasing number of workers with zero-hours contracts and/or the
scope of statutory minimum wage regulations that exclude people with apprenticeship
contract – particularly young people. They underline that this may occur as employers
want to avoid minimum wage restrictions. Furthermore, there have been debates on the
various minimum wage rates, affecting different age groups and their negative effects on
the rising wage gap between young people and their counterparts (Stewart, 2004;
Stewart and Swaffield, 2008). In this case, the National Minimum Wage seems to
neutralise youth employment policies’ effect and such impacts may discourage young
people to entry the labour market. It implies that the statutory minimum wage strategy
has not performed to be an effective wage floor for people, particularly young people. In
order to solve such problems, many commentators have suggested to introduce ’living
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wage’ which can be an alternative option for providing a mandatory living wage flow
across different age groups and people (Hirsch and Moore, 2011).

Connection of youth employment policies with educational and
social policies
While there has been more emphasis on youth employment policies, there have been
also significant development in education policies alongside the youth employment
policies. As youth unemployment in the UK remains a critical policy concern, the UK
government has introduced policies to raise participation in education and training of 16
and 17 years old (Gregg, 2014). Hence, all 16 and 17 year olds have a place in education
or training from 2014. Also through the Youth Contract scheme, 16 to 17 year olds who
are not in education, employment or training and have few qualifications can move into
education or training. Extending education opportunities by investing in longer education
can be acted to tackle youth unemployment or underemployment. Young parents can
also receive support to return to education by providing support with childcare cost
through the Care to Learn scheme (Department for Education, 2015). In this respect,
youth employment policies and education policies are working together to support young
people and two policies groups are well-coordinated.
United Nations Research Institute for Social Development (UNRISD) defines social
policy as public policies and institutions that aim to protect citizens from social
contingencies and poverty and ultimately to enable them to strive for their own life goals
(UNRISD, 2016). In this respect, youth employment policies can contribute to the broader
goals of contemporary social policy. In particular, youth employment policies aim to
tackle poverty, insufficient education and unemployment issue through their various
support for young people. Since, the British welfare state aims to tackle ’five giants’
including poverty, ill-health, poor housing insufficient education and unemployment,
youth employment policies can add extra synergies to social policy. However, it is
important to note here that the recent years of austerity have shredded a number of
welfare policies and it has affected to young people and their situation directly and
indirectly. In order to provide better supports for people, there should be equal emphasis
on demand-side polices as well as supply-side employment policies (Otto and TaylorGooby, 2014).

Coordination of youth employment policies, educational policies,
universal labour market policies and social policies
As discussed previously, the UK is often described as liberal market economy, in other
words, that the national political economy is based on competitive market arrangements.
Hence, UK labour market regulations and policies have been less stringent and social
policies are largely based on means-tested welfare programme. In this respect, the
development of youth employment policies and education policies in recent decade have
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been rather distinctive. Whilst benefit conditionality and sanction regimes were observed
within the youth employment policies as active labour market measures, the government
aims to provide more inclusive youth employment policies and education policies to
support young people. It implies that youth unemployment has been one of the major
political concerns in the UK. Furthermore, general labour market policies and social
policy measures have also shifted towards activation policies, emphasising work-first
strategies and focusing on quick entry into labour market (Otto and Taylor-Gooby, 2014)
This coordination can be due to high level of youth unemployment rate especially after
the economic crisis in the end of 2000s. However, it can be also interpreted by liberal
market economy approach that is based on supply side active labour market policies and
targeting specific vulnerable groups for supports. Furthermore, the recent economic
crisis has impacted such developments which can be defined with recentrement of
welfare system and/or reform of an existing social policies.
The most noticeable features of policy in the UK over the recent decade were the
continuing education and training-centred policies, particularly for young people. These
policies were intended to promote employment and to increase work incentives. However,
the UK economy has found it still difficult to increase the quality of jobs and is unlikely to
do so with the continuing reduction in employment protection (Otto and Taylor-Gooby,
2014). In order to generate synergy, a number of commentators have emphasised the
importance of multi-disciplinary concept of welfare and social policy changes including:
-

Reconciling income and employment protection with labour market flexibilities;
Addressing problem of low-pay;
Improving ‘human capital’ to confront the mismatch between demand for and supply
of ‘skills’ required in the labour market (ibid) (Iversen and Wren, 1998; Otto and
Taylor-Gooby, 2014)

Estimation of effectiveness of policy
measures
The high youth unemployment in the UK can be closely related to the recent economic
recession. As during the period of a recession, the number of job vacancies available in
the labour market falls sharply. As a result, young people are faced with a decreased
number of available jobs. In this circumstance, with relatively limited experiences and
qualifications, youth unemployment is highly likely to increase faster than other adult age
groups (Staneva et al., 2015). Also, there are other possible reasons for youth
unemployment in the UK. Changes in the structure of the economy from manufacturing
to service sector have reduced young people’s ability to compete in the labour market
(Dolphin, 2014). In other words, young people are not fast enough to adapt their skill to
the pace of change in knowledge based economy where the UK is situated. Furthermore,
this can be also related to wage policy in the UK. As mentioned in the previous section
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there is a different rate of the National Minimum Wages according to age groups. For
example, for 16-19 years old, the National Minimum Wage rate is £ 3.87 which is
significantly low than the main minimum wage of £7.20 for those over 25. Hence, this
can discourage young people to move into work. Large geographic disparities of
unemployment can be another reason for the youth unemployment (Crowley and
Cominetti, 2014). As certain towns and cities where previously replied on traditional
industries for jobs has seen large reduction in employment. In this circumstance, young
people are more likely to be exposed to unemployment.
While there can be individual attribution to youth unemployment to some extent, much
literature has emphasised that the reasons for the youth employment are structural
problems as well as cyclical, demand deficient unemployment. During a recession, firms
hire less people and therefore there is less demand for workers. Furthermore, Otto and
Taylor-Gooby (2014) argued that the mismatch between demand for and supply of ’skill’
required in the UK labour market has been one of the main problems of youth
unemployment. Due to the fast changing nature of economy (deindustrialisation), many
jobs in manufacturing jobs have been lost as the economy become more based on
service sector. In this circumstance, young people often find it difficult to get a job with
their lack of relevant skills.
In response to high levels of youth unemployment, the UK government has introduced
various youth employment policies including raising participation in Education and
training, the Work Programme and the Youth Contract. From this, many young people
have received various opportunities to gain work experiences. Also, personal and tailed
support coupled with outcome-based payments for employment supports seems to have
had positive short-term and in several cases long-term positive impact for young people
(Otto and Taylor-Gooby, 2014). However, many of them have focused on improving the
job entry rate of young people through short-term measures rather than investing their
human capital via long-term education and training programme. This means that the
existing policy intervention has made some success but showed a lack of sufficient scale
and intensity of support for young people.
It is difficult to measure impact for youth employment programmes in which various
actors are involved and which have multiple objectives. Taking an example of JobCentre
Plus services, we can see that although in general their services were considered to be
essential and provide an integrated provision of advice, guidance and support for young
people, the concrete impact of the programme in reducing youth unemployment, moving
young people into labour market or supporting economic growth is difficult to assess
(Karagiannaki, 2007; Cullen et al., 2009). Furthermore, in general there is stronger
emphasis on supply-side active labour market policies combined with benefit
conditionality and sanction regimes. Given that structural deficits have contributed to high
rate of youth unemployment, there should be more sufficient level of demand-orientated
support to create new jobs. Furthermore, policies to increase the occupational and
geographical mobility of labour would be beneficial.
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Of various youth employment programmes, the major contribution is to improve the job
entry rate of young people through the Work Programme and Youth Contract. Such
programmes provide various opportunities for young people to gain work experience.
However, for many years the quality of services and a lack of clear structure to deliver
the effective service to young people have been the main weakness of overall
approaches. Gregg (2014) argued that newly introducing policies for young people are
welcome but the central concerns are their lack of scale and lack of clear architecture to
deliver an effective and efficient support. Furthermore, a lack of long-term investment for
young people’s human capital through education and training programme is also
recognised as major weakness.
Demand and supply-side policies need to work together for unemployment to fall. Simply
boosting supply-side measures does not make young people entry to the labour market.
Stimulus to demand from both the public and private sector are necessary to keep
aggregate demand high to drive the creation of new jobs. Also, structuring effective
delivery service for young people is important. The government’s innovative supporting
plan for young people are welcome but effective local delivery should be supported to
the plan (Gregg, 2014).
To Tackle the problems, co-ordinated action from national and local government,
businesses and educators are important to improve the services including
apprenticeship, education services, expand work experience placement and careers
advice. Also improving public transport for young people can support young people to
travel to jobs.
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