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Executive summary 

  
MPs might as well have today off rather than discuss the Welfare Reform Bill. It 
promises sanctions for those who refuse to seek work – but those sanctions are 
toothless and will do little to end the culture of “the right to benefit” among young 
claimants who have never worked. 
 
Welfare should be an important weapon in the country’s armoury for fighting 
surging unemployment. The Government’s pioneering New Deal has cost a 
staggering £75 billion over the past decade. But benefit claimants have fallen by only 
400,000, despite the creation of over three million new jobs. The number of foreign 
workers entering the UK in the past decade – now making up one in nine of the total 
working population – shows that there are jobs available. 
 
The Government’s approach is wrong for two main reasons. It does not time-limit 
benefits, and therefore allows claimants to continue receiving welfare while making 
little or no attempt to find work. It also uses training as a stick; a positive, 
worthwhile activity is being devalued by being used as a sanction. 
 
Radical reform is urgently needed. There are four key pillars. 
 
First, the only test of a person’s willingness to work is the offer of a job. Claimants 
who turn down reasonable job offers should have their benefits stopped. Benefits 
must be time-limited, for young, single people in areas where there have been net 
job gains. Evidence from around the world shows that, far from driving families into 
desperate poverty, making benefits restricted and conditional – as Beveridge 
intended – can be the catalyst for claimants to find employment. Bill Clinton’s 1996 
reforms, which limited benefits to a five year period, resulted in a 65 per cent fall in 
the number of claimants with no increase in poverty; in fact more money could go to 
those who really needed it. 
 
Second, decisions about who gets benefits and how much they receive should be 
made locally, by freeing the Jobcentre Plus network from central control. People who 
know the local job market are best placed to get claimants into work – and to spot 
benefit fraud. 
 
Third, we must abolish the use of training as a sanction. Young New Deal claimants 
complain that their attempts to improve their skills are disrupted by a large element 
who, in Barbara Castle’s words, simply “monkey around”. The value of training 
must be restored. 
 
Fourth, long term workers who lose their job should have much higher Jobseeker’s 
Allowance with the benefit dependent on the number of contribution years. 
Requalifying for benefit should also be made much easier.  
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Ending “money for nothing” welfare and shifting to a “money for something” 
system will result in a sustainable welfare programme that actively helps benefit 
claimants return to the job market. These reforms will allow the UK economy to 
come out of the recession fighting, and give the workless the chance they deserve to 
get back on their feet. 
 
 
Dale Bassett 
Reform, January 2009
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1. Forging a weapon to fight mass unemployment 

 

The Commons discusses today yet another Welfare Reform Bill. MPs might as well 

have the day off for all the good this Bill will achieve in combating Britain’s deep 

economic recession. The Bill will have little impact on the lives of claimants other 

than hassling some single parents.  

 

A radical government would drop the Bill and reshape welfare reform so that it 

becomes one weapon in the country’s armoury in fighting surging unemployment. 

To achieve this end four bold reforms are crucial: 

 

i. scrapping the New Deal fiasco; 

ii. using the revenue saved to create a new green community programme;  

iii. setting the Jobcentre Plus network free from a centrally imposed bureaucracy 

so they become local centres of excellence fighting unemployment; and, 

iv. restructuring the national insurance based Jobseeker’s Allowance, grading the 

payments according to the length of a claimants work record.  

 

The Government is clinging on to its New Deal strategy, ignoring, ostrich-like, the 

evidence showing what a costly failure this scheme has been. The Government’s 

New Deal schemes, together with its making work pay tax credit strategy, has now 

cost a cool £75 billion over the last ten years and the cost is rising.1 But what has been 

the impact of this budget on worklessness? 

 

The Government has only produced a coherent series of data to measure the 

worklessness total since 1999. Despite spending £75 billion of taxpayers’ money the 

numbers of workless claimants have fallen by only 400,000, from 5.5 million to 5.1 

million.2 During this period the British economy has created over three million new 

jobs. Could there have been a better period in which to transform welfare as we now 

know it? 

                                                 
1
 House of Commons Library, House of Commons Library Note, House of Commons Library, 22 August 2008 

2
 DWP, Information Directorate, 2009.  
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A detailed audit of each of the New Deal schemes helps explain this deeply 

disappointing fall in the number of workless claimants at a time when the economy 

was booming. 

 

2. The New Deal strategy 

 

To help individuals who find it difficult to present themselves successfully for a job 

the Government runs a range of New Deal schemes. Each of these programmes 

attaches conditions to benefit so as to encourage reluctant claimants to take up 

employment. Four of them have voluntary enrolment; two, the New Deal for Young 

People and the New Deal 25 Plus, are compulsory.  

 

The New Deal for Young People (NDYP) 

 

Success for all the New Deal participants is measured by whether the claimant 

moves from benefit into sustainable unsubsidised employment and remains there 

for 13 weeks. During a period when the numbers of additional jobs grew, the 

proportion of young people achieving this important but limited goal has fallen in 

each year of the NDYP programme, and continues to do so. Half of all “new dealers” 

landed a sustainable job at the start of the scheme. By 2005 two-thirds of them failed 

to reach this thirteen week goal after leaving the programme.3 

 

Not surprisingly, all too many “new dealers” simply become retreads, i.e. they rejoin 

the scheme, and for some of this group retreading takes on the appearance of a long-

term activity. Over 300,000 of them have had to make a second start to the course, 

over 88,000 have been enrolled for a third time and more than 25,500 have started 

the scheme four or more times.4 

 

                                                 
3
 House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 12 March 2007”, Hansard, columns 167-168w, 2007 

4
 DWP Information Directorate, 2007 
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Given the performance failings of the NDYP programme, the number of young 

people between 16 and 24 who are not in education, training or work (the NEET 

group) should not come as much of a surprise. These figures include those eligible 

for the New Deal. There was a fall in the number of 16 to 24 year-old NEETs in most 

of Labour’s early years, as shown below. Over the past four years, however, the 

position has changed. The number of NEETs between 1997 and 1998 fell by 105,000, 

a fall that was not matched in later periods – and this was a period of no specific 

government action across the country. Indeed, the later record is so disappointing 

that this early gain has been more than wiped out. 1999 saw the NEET population hit 

an historically low level. From this point on until 2007 there has been an increase of 

over 300,000 NEETs: a 32 per cent rise.5 

 

Table 1: Changes in the NEET Population (16 to 24-year-olds not in full-time 

education, employment or training)6 

Year Number of 16-24 year olds not in full-time 
education, employment or education 

Proportion of all 16-24 year 
olds 

1997 1,123,000 17.8 

1998 1,018,000 16.3 

1999 958,000 15.3 

2000 984,000 15.7 

2001 987,000 15.5 

2002 1,010,000 15.6 

2003 1,084,000 16.4 

2004 1,046,000 15.4 

2005 1,137,000 16.4 

2006 1,202,000 17.0 

2007 1,266,000 17.6 

 
                                                 
5
 Office for National Statistics, “Labour Market Statistics: Educational Status, Economic Activity and Inactivity 

of Young People”, Office for National Statistics, 2008 
6
 Office for National Statistics, “Labour Market Statistics: Educational Status, Economic Activity and Inactivity 

of Young People”, Office for National Statistics, 2008 
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Table 2: The numerical change in the NEET population for selected years7 

Year ∆ NEET 

1997-1998 - 105,000 

1997-2007 + 143,000 

1998-2007 + 248,000 

1999-2007 + 308,000 

 

Table 3: The NEET changes expressed as a proportion of 16-24 year olds8 

Year ∆ NEET 

1997-1998 - 9.35% 

1997-2007 + 12.73% 

1998-2007 + 22.08% 

1999-2007 + 27.43% 

 

The marked lack of success that the NDYP has had in trying to help young claimants 

transfer into work is, unfortunately, matched in other groups of claimants.  

 

New Deal 25 Plus: one third of this prime working age group repeat the scheme. 25 

per cent of them leave Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) to claim Incapacity Benefit (IB) 

rather than find employment.9 

 

New Deal 50 Plus: while this programme has been good in attracting people onto the 

scheme it has not been good at finding them jobs. In August 2006 only 0.3 per cent of 

participants found work.10 

 

                                                 
7
 Office for National Statistics, “Labour Market Statistics: Educational Status, Economic Activity and Inactivity 

of Young People”, Office for National Statistics, 2008 
8
 Office for National Statistics, “Labour Market Statistics: Educational Status, Economic Activity and Inactivity 

of Young People”, Office for National Statistics, 2008 
9
 House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 5 February 2008”, Hansard, columns 971-973w 

10
 House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 25 June 2007”, Hansard, columns 482-483w 
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The New Deal for Lone Parents: at the last count nearly half of all participants, 42.2 per 

cent, were repeating the scheme.11 

 

The New Deal for Disabled People: only 6.2 per cent of IB claimants take part in this 

New Deal, thus prompting the question as to whether it has played any role in 

improving claimants’ employment chances.12  

 

The New Deal for Partners: since 1997 there has been a net increase of 11,000 childless 

couple households with at least one member working. However, since 2005, 27,000 

households with children have joined the workless rolls.13  

 

Disappointing as these data are they should not be read in isolation. Against a 

background of small falls in the number of working-age people claiming benefit and 

the timing of Labour’s policy changes, three general conclusions can be drawn from 

this information. 

 

The largest total fall in the worklessness count occurred under the last Conservative 

Government 

 

It is true that the Thatcher Government pushed unemployment to record levels, but 

the fall was equally startling and can be ascribed almost solely to the strength of the 

economy. One of the only proactive measures introduced by the Conservatives was 

the Restart interview, which compelled claimants to turn up after six months on 

benefit and present themselves at the benefit office. 

 

 

 

                                                 
11
 House of Commons Library, House of Commons Library Note, House of Commons Library, 23 March 2008, 

columns 1181-1184w  
12
 DWP Information Directorate, 2008 

13
 House of Commons Library, House of Commons Library Note, House of Commons Library, 5 March 2008, 

columns 2584-2586w 
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The growth in the number of jobs has far outstripped the fall in the number of workless 

claimants 

 

Since 1993 the number of jobs in the economy has grown by more than four million 

of which three million have been registered for the period since the 1997 General 

Election.14 But since that date the worklessness total has fallen only moderately.  

 

It is difficult to see any discernable fall in the workless total that can be ascribed to the 

introduction of any part of Labour’s welfare strategy 

 

Five New Deal strategies were introduced from mid-1998 to May 2001, with one 

further extension being made in late 2004, and yet the claimant count remains 

becalmed from 1999.15 

  

3. Other lessons from Labour’s welfare reform programme 

 

This audit shows that a only very small number of “new dealers” have been helped 

into sustainable work. The numbers are so pathetically small that the question 

becomes: to whom have the three million new jobs gone?  

 

Since the economy began to grow in the early nineties the number of foreign 

workers coming to Britain has significantly increased; this group now accounts for a 

growing proportion of the total labour force, as shown below. The data show that 

over the past seven years the fall in the proportion of British-born workers has been 

matched by an equal increase in the number of foreign-born workers as a proportion 

of the total workforce. The latter now make up one in nine of the entire working 

population. 

 

 

                                                 
14
 Office for National Statistics, “Workforce Jobs: United Kingdom: Thousands: Seasonally Adjusted”, Office 

for National Statistics, 2008 
15
 DWP, Tabulation Tool 
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Table 4: Percentage of British and Foreign Workers in Employment16 

 Total in Employment (thousands) UK born Proportion 
(percentage of total in 

employment) 

Foreign born 
Proportion 

(percentage of total in 
employment) 

1992 24,081 92.5 7.5 

1993 24,001 92.8 7.2 

1994 24,242 92.7 7.3 

1995 25,108 93.0 7.0 

1996 25,398 92.9 7.1 

1997 25,811 92.5 7.5 

1999 26,389 92.3 7.7 

2001 26,749 91.6 8.4 

2002 26,986 91.1 8.9 

2003 27,045 91.0 9.0 

2004 27,262 90.2 9.8 

2005 27,207 89.6 10.4 

2006 27,323 88.6 11.4 

2007 27,513 87.6 12.4 

 

If the Government was intent on making the New Deal effective it would introduce 

two reforms: all New Deal programmes should be made compulsory and all should 

have a clear system of sanctions applicable to claimants not fully engaging with the 

opportunities being offered to them. 

 

The nature of the sanctions also needs to be reviewed. Currently, benefit cuts are 

applied to claimants who lose their place on the programme because of misconduct, 

who refuse to attend a scheme, who fail to apply for a place on a programme or 

neglect to avail themselves of a place on an appropriate course. Sanctions for those 

                                                 
16
 Office for National Statistics, Labour Force Survey 
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breaking their conditions for benefit initially begin for a fixed period of two weeks 

only, rising to four weeks and then to 26 weeks for repeated violation of conditions 

within a 12 month period. 

 

The Government attaches particular significance to countering worklessness among 

the under 25s. Yet, while the success rate on this New Deal programme is on a 

downward spiral sanctions hardly feature. Fewer than 38,000 “new dealers” have 

been sanctioned since 1998, and when sanctions have been applied they are 

overwhelmingly for a two-week period only.17 It is for this group that radical reform 

is urgently required. The nature of that reform is plain to see from the success in the 

USA and other advanced economies.  

 

4. Lessons from abroad 

 

The welfare systems of Norway, Germany, Sweden, Australia and the USA show 

that attaching stricter conditions to drawing benefit is now very much part of the 

political and welfare agenda around the globe.18 Adding conditions to the receipt of 

state help has come to be seen as an important part of moving claimants into work. 

 

Will politicians hold to a programme of growing conditionality once unemployment 

begins to rise again in Western democracies? The German, Australian, and the 

author’s personal experience suggests that, while support for conditionality has 

become more widespread amongst politicians, this support is shallow. 

 

One piece of information should calm nerves for those who think such a strategy is 

inappropriate for a Britain nose-diving into a recession. Exits from Jobseeker’s 

Allowance at the height of the last recession were twice those at the height of the last 

boom.19 

 

                                                 
17
 House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 30 June 2008”, Hansard, 694-695w, 2008  

18
 Policy Exchange, When Hassle Means Help, 2008 

19
 Office for National Statistics  
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5. Unconditional conclusions 

 

Following the lead of these radical governments would in fact result in a 

reestablishment of the approach of the 1945 Attlee Government. Applying 

conditions to benefits was not an issue when the Attlee Government came to 

establish Britain’s post-war welfare state. Beveridge could not have been clearer on 

the need to time-limit benefits. It was accepted as common sense. The right to benefit 

was determined by an eligibility test based on the applicant’s contribution record. 

An incomplete record resulted in a refusal to pay benefits. Beveridge insisted that 

further conditions be placed on the payment of disability benefits. 

 

Though the Labour Government rejected any additional conditions, it did so on the 

grounds that practically all benefits would be paid under the National Insurance 

Scheme, that these benefits would be paid for a set period only, and that once benefit 

eligibility lapsed a new contribution record had to be established before claimants 

could again register a right to benefit. This new contribution record could only be 

gained from a period of sustained work. The early years of the post-war welfare 

state was a period when this ‘hidden hand’ of conditionality policed benefits. 

 

British politicians were slow to adjust to fundamental changes that began to 

undermine this early post-war stability. Full employment slowly gave way to the re-

emergence of sustained periods of mass unemployment that reached a peak of three 

million under the Thatcher Government. Only slowly did politicians accept that 

what would have been deemed to be a Keynesian approach to regaining full 

employment was inadequate. Far from establishing high and sustainable 

employment levels these policies led to long periods of stagflation – little or no 

growth accompanied by menacing inflation. Preventing a return of stagflation needs 

to be central to our thinking when the Government is planning to run up a record 

budget deficit and when unimaginable levels of public debt are being built up.  
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The rise of mass unemployment not only resulted in huge surges to the welfare rolls, 

but saw a fundamental change in the type of benefit to which claimants became 

eligible. As the dole queues mounted, the number and the proportion of claimants 

drawing non-time limited means-tested benefits rose sharply. Further, governments 

turned a blind eye to and even encouraged a mass migration of jobless claimants 

from the lower valued income support payments, which later were termed means-

tested JSA, on to what is now called the higher valued IB.  

 

As part of its modernising mission New Labour asserted that its strategy to tackle 

worklessness would be based on the twin principles of help and hassle. Help there 

has been in abundance. But hassle has been conspicuous by its absence.  

 

£75 billion has been spent over the last decade on a range of employment 

programmes to ease the transition from benefit to work and the most generous tax 

credit system in the western world.20 This ensures that jobs taken by claimants offer 

an income above benefit levels, and often well above that level.  

 

We have seen how disappointing this help and supposed hassle approach to welfare 

reform has been. Like the early post-war years there has been an abundance of new 

jobs, although now, unlike then, the vast majority of these jobs have been taken by 

immigrants anxious and willing to work, rather than by workless claimants. How 

can this outcome be explained?  

 

We have seen that in the early post-war welfare state benefits were by their 

insurance nature time-limited. A full contribution record led to a right to benefit that 

was time-limited. A sustained period of work that allowed the necessary 

contributions to be paid had to occur before a new right to benefit was established.  

 

The 1945 Labour Government’s insistence that benefit should not be paid 

unconditionally needs to be reintroduced into our current welfare provision. How 

                                                 
20
 House of Commons Library, House of Commons Library Note, House of Commons Library, 22 August 2008 
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best might this be achieved? A comprehensive reform should be built around the 

following five initiatives.  

 

Time-limiting benefit 

 

The Welfare Reform Bill contains mechanisms to increase the sanctions on claimants 

not fulfilling the conditions for benefit. The new conditions will only involve turning 

up for an interview at Jobcentre Plus. These new requirements will have little effect 

on the behaviour if past sanctions policy is a guide.  

 

Any worthwhile reform programme requires a certain degree of political courage to 

defeat vested interests. Bill Clinton demonstrated the qualities needed for a leader 

whose programme was nothing less than to abolish welfare as America had known 

it. He time limited benefit for single parents. Rather than target this group the 

Government should now time limit benefit for single people under 25 and tie this 

change into the introduction of a green community programme.  

 

Workfare 

 

The only test of a person’s willingness to work is the offer of a job. Late as it is in the 

life of the Government, the most important task now is to build up a system of 

workfare so that such offers can be made to claimants who are unable to find a job 

on their own in the open market. This reform, like time-limiting, will in fact see a re-

introduction of what was once a key welfare principle. From 1601 until very 

recently, welfare legislation insisted that the first duty of the community was not to 

provide doles for the able-bodied, but work.  

 

Similarly, from the period when working people began gaining the vote, their 

demands for work saw the introduction from 1888 onwards of what were called 

make-work schemes during periods of high unemployment. In the short, sharp 

recession of 1908-09, for example, the number of make-work jobs reached 190,000 – a 
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total larger than the job creation schemes operated under Harold Wilson’s 

Government.21 

 

Australia has long had success with the elements of workfare in its welfare-to-work 

system. Since 1994, claimants have had the opportunity to take job placements. From 

1996, young unemployed people have faced a ‘mutual obligation’ approach, where 

they have had to do some activity in return for their benefits. When the ‘Work for the 

Dole’ scheme was introduced, a part of the general approach, one third of all 

claimants referred to it dropped off the rolls.22 

 

The local direction of policies 

 

Why welfare in this country was seen as a provider of work in the last resort was 

that policies were run locally. Strategies were set nationally but nobody in their right 

mind thought that policy could then be directed and operated from a central base. It 

was locally determined within the framework set down by legislation. As part of a 

radical agenda a government serious about change should begin a rolling 

programme of converting the local Jobcentre Plus into mutually owned businesses. 

The task of central government, apart from setting national objectives, would be to 

determine the local budgets of these newly established mutual businesses.  

 

Over time more welfare decisions would be determined in these newly created local 

services, allowing the local offices to run a child support service as well as 

determining tax credit payments. The quality of service would rise (perhaps not an 

impossible task given the low level it operates at the moment) but fraud would be 

much more effectively countered. Similarly, these new local offices, knowing local 

conditions and many of their clients personally, would be far better placed to devise 

programmes helping claimants who have genuine difficulties in moving from 

benefit to work.  

                                                 
21
 Webb B, Our Partnership, Longmans, Green & Co, 1948 

22
 Saunders, P., Australia – from entitlement to employment. In Kay, L., and Hartwich, O. M., 2008. When 

Hassle Means Help: The International Lessons of Conditional Welfare. Policy Exchange, London.  
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Profits from the local budget would be shared three ways: with taxpayers, with staff 

as bonuses, and in building up a development fund where the partners in the 

mutually run businesses would determine how best to spend the new capital as a 

means of reducing local worklessness. 

 

The abolition of bogus training schemes 

 

The immediate post-war Labour Government did not believe that making training a 

condition of benefit was a sensible or effective strategy. The view then was that 

training courses would become devalued in the eyes of claimants and that making 

attendance at training courses compulsory would simply result in the disruption of 

the training courses themselves. That has certainly been the view of young “new 

dealers” who complain that their attempts to up-skill themselves are disrupted by a 

large element who, in Barbara Castle’s words, simply “monkey around”.23 Ernest 

Bevin, who led the discussions in Cabinet Committees on conditionality and 

training, argued that training should not be a sanction but time-limiting benefit 

should be. 

 

Reform of the national insurance scheme 

 

The Government should further announce a major reform of the national insurance 

scheme for the unemployed. The Prime Minister has rightly stressed that he is not 

intent on standing by and letting individuals disproportionately carry the cost of 

economic decline. Here is one reform he could initiate which would help make a 

reality of that rhetoric.  

 

Many workers with honourable work records, but who have already been made 

redundant, have expressed surprise and outrage at the modest size of the national 

insurance benefit to which they have contributed over many decades. As a matter of 

                                                 
23
 Field F and White PBP, 2007. Making Individuals Agents of their Own Change. Reform, London.  
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urgency the Government should now bring forward regulations doubling the size of 

the national insurance JSA, currently £60.50 per week, for every five years of national 

insurance contributions. So, for example, a newly made redundant worker with a ten 

year contribution record would gain £121.00; one with a fifteen year record would 

gain £181.50.  

 

In order to encourage people in taking risks in going back to work the Government 

should simultaneously change the contribution conditions. We have seen that the 

Government judges 13 weeks of the New Deal as being defined as gaining 

sustainable employment. Workers who have already qualified for the enhanced 

national insurance cover should regain coverage once they have established a 13 

week contribution record. Such a move could be financed by reversing the 2.5 

percentage point cut in VAT.  

 

6. Conclusion 

 

Huge incentives, time and taxpayers’ money have been spent in providing help to 

workless claimants. But there is scant evidence that these centrally directed 

programmes have had much effect. There is little to suggest that the modest fall in 

the welfare total would not have come about automatically as the number of new 

jobs surged, just as the welfare rolls fell modestly in the 1980s in America before the 

time limiting of benefit was introduced by Bill Clinton.24  

 

The Government needs to draw back, and begin disengaging from the New Deal 

programme by substituting a community programme approach that was run so 

successfully by the previous Labour Government, this time shaping the scheme 

around a green agenda. The community programme was in effect workfare by 

another name. Once the community programme comes on stream benefits should be 

time limited – to begin with, for young single people under 25 in those areas where 

there have been net job gains over the past decade.  

                                                 
24
 Lilley P and Hartwich OM (eds), Paying for Success: How to Make Contracting Out Work in Employment 

Services, Policy Exchange, 2008 
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The Government should also announce a major reform of the National Insurance 

scheme for the unemployed along the lines described above.  

 

Simultaneously, the government should divest itself of centrally run welfare 

schemes by devolving budgets and powers to its Jobcentre Plus network. These 

offices should become mutually or co-operatively owned. This change will begin the 

first ever welfare reform programme from the bottom up. The workless deserve 

nothing less. 



21 

 

References  

 
DWP Information Directorate 
 
DWP Tabulation Tool 
 
Field F and White PBP, 2007. Making Individuals Agents of their Own Change. 
Reform, London.  
 
House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 12 March 2007”, Hansard, 
columns 167-168w, 2007 
 
House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 25 June 2007”, Hansard, 
columns 482-483w 
 
House of Commons Library, House of Commons Library Note, House of Commons 
Library, 5 March 2008, columns 2584-2586w 
 
House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 5 February 2008”, Hansard, 
columns 971-973w 
 
House of Commons Library, House of Commons Library Note, House of Commons 
Library, 23 March 2008, columns 1181-1184w  
 
House of Commons Library, House of Commons Library Note, House of Commons 
Library, 22 August 2008 
 
House of Commons, “Hansard Written Answers for 30 June 2008”, Hansard, 694-
695w, 2008  
 
Lilley P and Hartwich OM (eds), Paying for Success: How to Make Contracting Out 
Work in Employment Services, Policy Exchange, 2008 
 
Office for National Statistics, Labour Force Survey 
 
Office for National Statistics, “Labour Market Statistics: Educational Status, 
Economic Activity and Inactivity of Young People”, Office for National Statistics, 
2008 
 
Office for National Statistics, “Workforce Jobs: United Kingdom: Thousands: 
Seasonally Adjusted”, Office for National Statistics, 2008 
 
Policy Exchange, When Hassle Means Help, 2008 


