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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. London contains some of highest areas of poverty, deprivation and
worklessness in England. In response, a whole range of project initiatives
have been developed to improve access to work, particularly among those
experiencing the greatest risks of long-term disengagement and social
exclusion.

2. Often, however, some of these initiatives were carried out with little
awareness of the initiatives that have already been tried and tested elsewhere
in London. To help fill this gap, the ‘Disadvantage, Disengagement and
Discrimination’ project, supported by Learning and Skills Council (LSC) Pan
London European Social Fund (ESF) Funding has mapped and analysed
learning and skills development projects that support access to employment
by members of disadvantaged groups across London.

3. Information has been gathered on initiatives targeting workless people
from the following disadvantaged groups: black and minority ethnic groups
(BME); refugees and asylum seekers; disabled people; 16–19 year olds not in
employment, education or training (“NEET”); older people (aged 50 and over);
lone parents; homeless people; travellers; ex-offenders; drug and alcohol
misusers; people living in areas with high levels of deprivation; returners to
the labour market; people made redundant; long-term unemployed 12
months+; economic migrants.

4. This report summarises findings from returns from 362 provider
organisations in the public, private and voluntary and community sectors,
relating to more than 500 projects designed to help disadvantaged groups
gain access to the labour market. A high proportion of survey responses came
from voluntary and community sector organisations. The analysis of findings
combines the survey returns with case studies of good practice and with
information from 42 semi-structured interviews and nine focus groups
involving providers, stakeholders and participant groups. The qualitative
research focused on a subset of the disadvantaged groups that were included
in the survey, namely: 16–19 NEET group, long-term unemployed, people
living in areas with high levels of multiple deprivation with a secondary focus
on refugees and asylum seekers, ex-offenders, people with disabilities, lone
parents.

5. The findings build on existing research about barriers to learning and
employment and provide additional evidence-based support for measures that
give help to members of disadvantaged groups in their efforts to get
employment and stay in work. The 3DsLondon research gives voice to the
perspectives of people from disadvantaged groups that can otherwise easily
go unheard in analytical and policy discussions.

6. All interviewees felt that there are important conceptual differences
between disadvantage and discrimination, although the level of detail in which
the distinction was explained varied between providers, participants and wider
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1.2 Tackling worklessness and promoting equality and
diversity in London’s labour market

The “Disadvantage, Disengagement and Discrimination” research maps and
analyses information about projects or initiatives that support members of
disadvantaged groups that experience higher than average levels of
worklessness in London to gain access to employment. It is based on
responses to a postal questionnaire survey.

Support measures reported by respondents include learning and skills
development (often leading to a qualification); providing information, advice
and guidance (IAG); facilitating individuals’ personal development; offering
work experience or intermediate labour market programmes; brokering
opportunities for volunteering, and other means. Projects often combine
several such measures. The term project is used loosely in the research
report to embrace any initiative that focuses on helping workless members of
the specified disadvantaged groups to develop their employability skills to
enter the labour market.

Currently, knowledge of what has already been tried and what projects have
been successful is patchy. By mapping and profiling recent projects offered by
providers in the statutory, voluntary and community, and private sectors, the
research has produced a bank of information that will be valuable to funders
and practitioners for revealing patterns and trends in provision. It will also be a
useful reference tool for members of the target groups.

Many projects have aimed to improve the confidence and employability of
disadvantaged Londoners. It is important that the experience gained and
lessons learnt from these projects are preserved and developed. To help
providers and funders consolidate the process of learning from experience
and moving forward, the 3DsLondon web database has been set up. This
can be accessed at www.3DsLondon.info

The 3Ds London research focuses on projects that have run between 2001
and 2006 – a period during which there have been many important policy
developments in the areas of learning and skills and employment at national,
regional and local levels. To help set the context a brief summary of national
policies and major stakeholders and funders is provided in Appendix B.

The database is not at present an exhaustive catalogue of the initiatives in
London supported by all of the possible provider organisations, but the 500
projects currently listed provide a useful picture of the many initiatives
designed to support those who are at risk of social exclusion. It is possible to
analyse the information on the database by target group, number of
beneficiaries, gender and ethnic distribution of beneficiaries, project objective,
hard and soft outcomes, borough and sub-regional distribution of projects,
source of funding, type of provider organisation, and other variables. The
3DsLondon database adds value to the information provided elsewhere and is
innovative and distinctive in that it captures information across different
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funding streams for a range of different target groups and includes information
on project outcomes.

The questionnaire survey has been particularly successful in obtaining
information from smaller providers in the voluntary and community sectors,
which often work most closely with the target disadvantaged groups. In
interviews some of the provider organisations felt that their contribution to
tackling disadvantage was not fully acknowledged, and thought that current
funding regimes made it difficult for them to capitalize on their experience in a
way that would benefit disadvantaged groups.

In addition to carrying out the survey and setting up the database, the
researchers conducted interviews and focus groups with providers,
participants, funders, policy makers, and advocacy organisations. The
qualitative research has increased understanding of how members of different
disadvantaged groups, including the so-called ‘hard to reach groups’, can be
engaged, what training and other support is helpful, how employers’
awareness of the benefits of recruiting a diverse workforce can be raised, and
how to engage them in projects for disadvantaged groups. Economic, cultural
and linguistic factors as well as psychological barriers can make it difficult for
members of disadvantaged groups to access employment. In turn this
militates against their prospects of establishing the economic and skills base
for improving their situation and overcoming the factors that give rise to
disadvantage and deprivation.

The 3DsLondon research has shown that a twin approach is required to make
a real impact on disadvantaged groups: discrimination in the labour market
needs to be challenged wherever it occurs and disengagement felt by
members of disadvantaged groups needs to be overcome. Learning and skills
initiatives, backed up by additional support, are necessary to help individuals
overcome their disengagement and increase the number of people able to
break out of the cycle of disadvantage and deprivation, with the result that
London’s labour market can become more diverse, more inclusive and more
effective.

The findings from the 3DsLondon project contribute to both the worklessness
and the diversity and equality debates. The findings from the research can
point the way towards developing effective means through which the socially
excluded can be supported to access learning and employment. The
research is thus highly relevant to the work of the Skills and Employment
Board chaired by the Mayor, which has supplanted the former London Skills
Commission, to give impetus to bringing together the skills, employment and
worklessness agendas and determining the strategy for adult (post 19) skills
training in London.

3DsLondon supports the work of the agencies represented on the board and
explores ways of furthering social inclusion through developing the skills and
productivity to strengthen London’s position as a sustainable world city.
During 2002-05 the London Skills Commission’s Framework for Regional
Economic and Skills Action (FRESA) identified the priorities for research,
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collaboration and delivery for key organisations within London. The
3DsLondon project relates closely to the FRESA strategic objectives, priority
themes and flagships and to the London Skills Commission Action Plan for
2005/6 that followed on from the FRESA. The policy background to the
research is set out more fully in Appendix B.

The “Tackling Disadvantage, Disengagement, Discrimination in the London
Labour Market - 3DsLondon” research provides additional evidence about the
wider issues of skills, employment and social inclusion in London and can
help to inform these debates.

1.3 The impact of ‘disadvantage’, ‘disengagement’ and
‘discrimination’ on individuals, communities and the London
economy

The concepts ‘disadvantage, disengagement, discrimination’ form the title of
the project and are often mentioned in policy and project discussions about
the issues, however they are complex concepts that warrant a brief
consideration of their meanings.

The concept of ‘disadvantage’ or ‘disadvantaged group’ is used throughout
the report to indicate a range of problems that prevent people from
participating fully in the labour market and in society generally. The
characteristics by which each of the target groups is defined can be the
source of disadvantage in the labour market. This is of course not to say that
all members of these groups are in a disadvantaged position in the labour
market, but rather that the populations defined by these group characteristics
face proportionately higher levels of disadvantage than the general
population. Of course, individuals will have different experiences and should
not be stereotyped due to their ‘group category’. It is also important to note
that sub-groups of the broadly defined target groups for this research may
have proportionally lower levels of disadvantage – for example some ethnic
minority groups have higher rates of economic activity and employment than
the general population.

A range of factors can combine with the characteristics of these groups and
contribute to an individual members’ disadvantage - factors such as low skills
and low educational achievement, unemployment, low income, poor health,
bad housing, family difficulties, and lack of social capital – to mention some of
those that the research has found to be particularly important. These factors
are more often than not interlinked (low income due to poor skills and
qualifications or poor health due to bad housing conditions etc) but it would go
beyond the scope of this research to discuss possible causal relationships
between the different factors associated with disadvantage. However
qualitative evidence of the cumulative nature of the different facets of
disadvantage was obtained and is highlighted in the concepts of ‘multiple
disadvantage’ or ‘multiple deprivation’.
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A low level of skills is perhaps one of the most significant disadvantages in the
London labour market. A section of London’s labour market has high skills
requirements but there is also a large amount of low skill work, much of it at
minimum wage levels. At the core of this research is the investigation of how
the level and type of skills of individuals from the target groups link to their
disadvantage in relation to the London labour market.

The relationship between disadvantage and discrimination is complex.
Disadvantage can be a source of discrimination; and similarly discriminatory
actions can create or reinforce disadvantage. Three examples from the
research interviews and focus groups exemplify the difficulties of trying to
establish a causal link between them. A respondent who lives on a certain
estate felt that employers discriminated against him because of his residence,
another felt that employers did not give her the opportunity to prove herself
because of her Afro-Caribbean background. The decision by an employer not
to consider a well-qualified applicant with a criminal record for a job was seen
as discrimination by the applicant but may be interpreted as disadvantage
arising from the criminal record by others. It has not been part of this
research to explore these perceptions in relation to the reported incidents, nor
to formulate a statistical model of causal relationships between disadvantage
and discrimination.

‘Discrimination’ as defined in the equal opportunities legislation refers to
treating someone less favourably on grounds of gender, race (including
colour, ethnicity or national origin), disability, age, faith or sexual orientation. A
distinction is made between direct and indirect discrimination. Processes of
discrimination in the labour market can occur either ‘directly’ whereby
particular groups of workers are deliberately or consciously treated
unfavourably by employers, or ‘indirectly’ where the effect of certain
requirements, conditions or practices imposed by an employer has an
adverse impact disproportionately on one group or other since only a small
proportion of them can meet the criteria. The concept of ‘institutional
discrimination’ has become widely used following the Stephen Lawrence
inquiry (Home Office: 1999); it refers to the discrimination that is implicit in the
policies and culture of institutions and is often expressed through unwitting
prejudice, ignorance, thoughtlessness and stereotyping; institutional
discrimination reinforces individual prejudice and disadvantages particular
groups.

‘Disengagement’ is used in educational circles to refer specifically to
disaffection with learning; this type of disengagement particularly affects some
young people, although it is not exclusive to them. The term NEET (not in
education, employment or training) refers to a social position of
disengagement from those major formal institutions within which young
people are usually socialised. In this report the concept of ‘disengagement’ is
more broadly used to refer to individuals of any age who do not participate in
employment or learning and who lack the motivation or incentive to try to get
access to the labour market or to improve their skills. They may however be
part of important social networks through family, faith, language or local
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community. The extent to which different informal social networks support or
possibly undermine inclusion is an increasingly important part of the debate
about social exclusion. Evidence from our interviews indicates that
‘disengagement’ may be a reaction to the processes of ‘social exclusion’
rather than its source, but that it serves to reinforce such exclusion.

The 3DsLondon concepts are also related to the concepts worklessness,
social exclusion and poverty are relevant to the discussion on disadvantage in
the labour market and its policy implications. These concepts are themselves
multidimensional and not always interrelated (Atkinson, 1998) (Barry, 1998),
for example, points out that social exclusion can occur between groups that
are not significantly distinguished from one another economically. A more
detailed discussion of the concepts can be found in (Hills et al, 2005) and Hills
and Stewart (2005).

Worklessness is a relatively recent term which is different from
‘unemployment’ and different from ‘economic inactivity’ in that it is used to
describe those who are without work but who would like to find a job
(Campbell, 2001). In (Ritchie et al., 2005) worklessness is defined broadly as
detachment from the formal labour market by certain groups. Workless
individuals include people who are unemployed and claiming benefits, people
who are economically inactive and people who are working in the informal
economy. There may be many reasons for worklessness including reasons
associated with general conditions in the labour market. In the context of this
research worklessness is included in relation to the situation of individuals
from disadvantaged groups and their ability to compete successfully for
available employment, as well as in relation to the perceptions and actions of
employers when recruiting for jobs. Work, in the sense of employment or self-
employment, is for most people their main means of income; lack of work can
therefore lead to poverty, particularly when all members of a household are
workless. The government’s ‘Welfare to Work’ programme and the National
Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal are underpinned by a policy approach
that sees work as the main means of getting people out of disadvantage and
poverty (Campbell, 2001, Hills and Stewart, 2005).

The term ‘social exclusion’ is widely used by the current Labour government
in the UK and within the European Union to denote the processes involved
when people or places suffer from a series of problems that combine to create
a ‘vicious cycle’. Yet the meaning of social exclusion tends to fluctuate and
the term is often used interchangeably with ‘poverty’. Consequently, there
continues to be a lack of clarity in its meaning. The report “Tackling
Disadvantage: A 20-year enterprise” (Darton et al., 2003) defines ‘social
exclusion to signify the processes which create disadvantage’. However the
authors of the current report see ‘social exclusion’ as the relative lack of
opportunity to develop one’s potential and the inability to participate as a full
member of society because of marginalisation from employment, social
networks due to processes such as discrimination and to personal factors
such as low motivation and disengagement. This state of powerlessness over
one’s own life arises because of processes of direct or indirect discrimination
and a failure of mainstream institutions to facilitate participation of all social
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groups. In other words, rather than seeing social exclusion as the source of
disadvantage, the authors regard social exclusion as the outcome of multiple
disadvantage often compounded by discrimination.

1.4 Disadvantaged groups

When talking about disadvantaged groups it is important not to confuse the
characteristics of a population with the characteristics of sub-groups or even
individuals or within it. This is particularly the case when talking about a
diverse category such as BME groups. Whereas BME groups overall have
higher than average levels of worklessness some sub-groups within the BME
category (for example Indian and Chinese) have higher than average levels of
education achievement or employment. Some oversimplification is therefore
involved in the terminology used in this research when references are made
to ‘disadvantaged groups’.

The disadvantaged groups that are the focus of this research2 are defined on
the basis of various characteristics relating to their ethnic, cultural and
linguistic backgrounds, their ages and levels of qualifications, their domestic
responsibilities, their residence and their health statuses, and/or their criminal
record. These groups have a higher level of disadvantage in terms of
worklessness than the general population other groups and often a lower level
of basic qualifications and skills including ESOL (English for speakers of other
languages). The disadvantaged target groups that were included in the
research all experience significant barriers to employment. More often than
not the disadvantaged groups are not discrete groups, the disadvantages
overlap and the individual beneficiaries who took part in the research
experienced multiple disadvantages and may fall under more than one group
category.

The disadvantages experienced by members of the target groups for this
research that make it difficult for them to get jobs are often represented in
terms of ‘barriers to work’. In addition to the need for learning and skills
development, the main barriers that have been identified in this and other
research (Campbell et al., 1998) include: responsibility for caring for children
and other dependents, the difficulty of getting to places where jobs might be
available due to distance and/or cost of transport and the costs associated
with attending interviews and starting work (for example, necessary clothing
and equipment). These barriers are common, but vary in extent and effect and
it is important to tailor provision to the needs of particular groups and
individuals.

2 Black and minority ethnic groups; refugees and/or asylum seekers; people with disabilities;
16 – 19 year old –NEET; Older people (over 50); lone parents; homeless people; travellers;
ex-offenders; drug and alcohol misusers; people living in areas with high levels of multiple
deprivation; returners to the labour market; people made redundant; long term unemployed
(more than 12 months); economic migrants.
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Recent GLA Economics research has shown that London has a higher
proportion of people with characteristics associated with labour market
disadvantage than the rest of the country, and that many of them face multiple
barriers to work. Nevertheless government spending per capita that is
devoted to tackling worklessness in London falls behind spending figures in
other parts of the UK (Meadows, 2006a).

The London economy is growing while about a third of working age
Londoners remain workless. Disadvantaged groups and individuals are not
able to participate fully in the prosperity associated with the growth of
London’s economy, in part because of a mismatch between their relatively low
level of skills and the high skills requirements of the industries that are
expanding and recruiting from an increasingly globalised labour market.

The London economy includes advanced technology, creative and
professional sectors that are associated with high levels of skills and
qualifications in the so-called ‘knowledge economy’. The largest sector of
employment in London is financial and business services. Other important
sectors that are expected to grow are other (mainly public) services, transport
and communications, retail and distribution and hotels and catering
(GLAEconomics, 2006). Construction activity and employment is also
anticipated to increase due to major infrastructure and housing projects such
as the 2012 Olympic Games and the Thames Gateway. While a higher
proportion of people in London are employed in professional and managerial
occupations than in other parts of the UK the labour market, there are also a
large number of lower skilled jobs in occupations such as administration,
cleaning, security and hospitality. Another factor is that London continues to
attract a large number of migrant workers – over 40 % of the 1.5 million
migrants to the UK are estimated to be based in London (Salt, 2006). They
are present across the labour market, but in particular in many routine jobs
that are low paid, demanding and/or involve anti-social hours.

In summary, the developing sectors in London all have occupations at
different skills levels and labour demands present opportunities for involving
employers in skills development projects for disadvantaged groups. However,
established industry structures and methods of recruitment can restrict
opportunities for disadvantaged groups. For example, the construction
industry often recruits informally and on a short-term basis, making it difficult
for disadvantaged groups to access opportunities. This highlights that training
people in new skills alone is not necessarily sufficient; there need to be
systems for supporting them to gain work experience, which requires a pro-
active partnership between private and public sectors.

By ensuring that all groups of Londoners will be able to benefit from growth in
employment opportunities, there is potential to reduce income inequalities and
social exclusion. Participation in learning, to develop and raise skill levels, and
participation in employment, are important routes out of “disadvantage,
disengagement and discrimination” and can make a real contribution to
upskilling the future London workforce. This research provides tools that
funders and providers and other stakeholders can use to make these
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outcomes more effective. Keeping one-third of Londoners ‘workless’
squanders much of the potential contribution of these diverse communities to
London’s social and cultural life and to the London economy.
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2.0 MAPPING DISADVANTAGE IN LONDON

London is a lively and dynamic capital city, a region of economic growth,
artistic, cultural and architectural achievement and home to an ethnically and
culturally diverse population. Despite its strong economy and high level of
wealth, extreme inequality sits alongside affluence, and London is also home
to a large number of groups who face multiple disadvantages and whose
rates of worklessness are significantly higher than the national and London
averages (Darton et al, 2003; GLA, 2002).

A variety of factors shape the patterns and trends in growth and inequality.
London is an economic engine that generates new employment and affords
increasing earnings for many people, which acts to attract inflows of migrants
from both across the UK and overseas. But this is contrasted with high costs
of living for social needs such as housing, transport and childcare, and a large
number of low wage jobs with limited opportunities for progression.

In this chapter key statistics for London are brought together to illustrate the
diversity of London’s population and highlight the disparities in the economic
situations of different social groups. This data needs to be understood against
the backdrop of a region with a growing economy and increasing demand for
labour. Many job opportunities are often unavailable to London residents who
are members of disadvantaged groups. The projects included in the
3DsLondon database aim to enable members of disadvantaged groups to
develop the skills necessary to open up greater employment opportunities for
themselves. The benefit of tapping their productivity will in turn strengthen the
diversity and the dynamism of the London economy and its workforce.

Statistical data about London are included to establish the context and
provide a reference point for the analysis of the 3DsLondon research findings.
The data provide a useful profile for users of the 3DsLondon research results.
They also provide information for provider organisations, some of whom
commented that data about disadvantage by borough and target group will be
useful to them. Sources of relevant data are therefore included at Appendix D.

2.1 London: Regional Profile

A series of key indicators on London’s population and economy are compared
with the UK as a whole in Table 1. With regard to population, it shows that
London has a proportionally smaller population of pensionable age, which
reflects the trend for movement out of the city as people get older.
Employment and economic rates in London are lower than in the rest of the
UK, but measures of average household incomes and median earnings are
higher and average dwelling prices are considerably higher. In comparing
these indicators, it is important to note that averages somewhat mask the
levels of disparity within the population.
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Table 2.1: Key Statistics for London
London UK

Population, 20041(thousands) 7,429 59,835
Percentage aged under 161 19.4 19.5
Percentage pension age and over1 13.9 18.6
Economic activity rate2, spring 2005
(percentages)

74.8 78.5

Employment rate2, spring 2005
(percentages)

69.3 74.4

Unemployment rate2, spring 2005
(percentages)

6.9 4.7

Median gross weekly earnings: males
in full-time employment, April 2005
(£) 574.8 471.5
Median gross weekly earnings:
females in full-time employment, April
2005 (£) 482.9 371.8
Gross value added, 2004 (£ billion) 165.0 1,005.4
Gross value added per head index,
2004 (UK=100)

132.2 100

Total business sites, March 2004
(thousands)

383.1 2,573.1

Average dwelling price, 2004 (£
thousands) (Not note/source ‘1’)

274.9 183.4

Average gross weekly household
income, 2001/02 to 2003/04 (£) 740 554
Average weekly household
expenditure, 2001/02 to 2003/04 (£) 485.50 406.20
Households in receipt of Income
Support/Working Families Tax
Credit1, 2003/04 (percentages) 9 15
Source: London regional Profile, National statistics
(http://www.statistics.gov.uk/CCI/nugget.asp?ID=1132&Pos=1&ColRank=1&R
ank=310)
Notes: 1 Population figures for 2004 are mid-year population estimates.
Pension age is men aged 65 or over and women aged 60 or over.
2 Seasonally adjusted data for people of working age, men aged 16 to 64 and
women aged 16 to 59.

The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), 2004 has been developed to
aggregate the many different economic, social and environmental indicators
for a geographical area in order to produce an overall framework for ranking
them by their relative level of deprivation. As such, it provides a useful
instrument for comparing them. Table 2.2 shows how London boroughs rank
within the IMD 2004 in relation to all 354 local authority areas within England.
For a summary see
http://www.communities.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1128444#P18_329
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Tower Hamlets, Hackney and Islington rank amongst the ten most deprived
boroughs in England and a further four boroughs, Newham, Haringey,
Southwark and Camden rank within the 20 most deprived in the country.
Other boroughs - including Lambeth, Westminster, Greenwich, Barking &
Dagenham, Waltham Forest, Lewisham, Hammersmith & Fulham, Brent,
Ealing, Hounslow, Enfield and Kensington and Chelsea – are within the one-
third of most deprived local authority areas nationally. Within each borough
there are also disparities and even in some of the least deprived boroughs
there are pockets of deprivation.

Table 2.2: Index of Multiple Deprivation for London Boroughs
out of 354 of which 1 is the
most deprived

Tower Hamlets 4
Hackney 5
Islington 6
Newham 11
Haringey 13
Southwark 17
Camden 19
Lambeth 23
Westminster 39
Greenwich 41
Barking and
Dagenham 42
Waltham Forest 47
Lewisham 57
Hammersmith &
Fulham 65
Brent 81
Ealing 99
Hounslow 102
Enfield 104
Kensington and
Chelsea 116
Wandsworth 128
Croydon 140
Redbridge 163
Hillingdon 166
Bexley 212
Havering 214
Merton 220
City of London 226
Harrow 232
Bromley 238
Sutton 236
Kingston upon
Thames 266
Richmond upon
Thames 301
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2.2 Disadvantaged Groups

Availability of reliable data on the characteristics of specific disadvantaged
groups within the London area is limited whether in respect of their general
characteristics or their position in the labour market. However, a number of
overall pointers can be derived from existing sources.

Indicative data about some of the disadvantaged groups in the study is listed
below. Appendix D includes links to existing sources which users can consult
for detailed information.
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3Ds database stores information about a range of projects that target
disadvantaged groups and have been delivered between 2001 and 2006. The
majority of entries are recent projects (from 2004 – 2006). Attempts to gain
information about earlier projects were largely frustrated; in most cases
project staff had left after funding had come to an end and questionnaires
were returned either unopened because former staff could not be contacted
or, alternatively, current staff informed us that they did not have access to
information or records about completed projects.

Dates and frequency of project delivery

The majority of projects in the database are offered as rolling programmes (as
shown in Table 3.1) either through mainstream funding or following repeated
funding applications, often to a variety of different funders. 48 projects were
delivered just once; 21 projects twice, 6 projects three times and 33 projects
were delivered more than three times. 32 projects did not respond to this
question.

Table 3.1: Project Frequency
Project frequency Number of times delivered
Rolling programme 359
Once 48
More than three times 33
No response 32
Twice 21
Three times 6

Project Objectives

Each project on the database pursues one or several objectives to help
project participants develop their employability skills and access employment.

Although some projects have more than one objective, Table 3.2 shows that
basic or general employability skills and IAG are amongst the most frequently
cited objectives of the projects in the 3DsLondon database, followed by
access to jobs, vocational training, skills for life volunteering and raising
employer awareness (which also includes work experience placements). The
majority of projects focused on increasing participant’s employability through
multiple support measures, of which access to jobs was one of a number of
project objectives. There were fewer projects that had access to jobs as their
specific and sole project objective. This reflects the fact that providers
addressed the multiple support needs of participants within their projects; it
may also reflect providers’ apparent difficulties in engaging employers in a
sustained manner.
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Table 3.2: Number of projects by Type of Objective

Type of Objective Number of
projects

Basic or General Employability Skills 256
Information Advice Guidance 253
Access to Jobs / Job brokerage 204
Vocational Training 185
Other 175
Literacy 167
ICT 167
Numeracy 149
Volunteering 119
ESOL 119
Raising employer awareness 102

Project Objectives and Target Groups:
Information on project objectives has been cross-referenced with each of the
main target groups. Projects that target BME groups tend to have
basic/general employability skills, IAG, access to jobs and vocational training
as their main objectives – whereas projects for disabled people tend to have
raising employer awareness and/or volunteering or ICT as their objectives.
Projects for the long-term unemployed and 16-19 NEET groups predominantly
aim to provide mainly access to jobs, basic or general employability skills,
information advice guidance and vocational training. There are no other clear
trends when cross tabulating target groups with project objectives.

Project objectives and participants age:
As shown in Table 3.3, people in the age ranges 20-24, 25-49 and 50+ have
been recruited mainly to projects that provide IAG and basic and general
employability skills, while 16-19 year olds largely participated in basic or
general employability skills and vocational training projects. Projects aiming at
raising employer awareness as well as volunteering have the fewest
participants - in all age groups. The fact that raising employer awareness
does not rank high amongst the project objectives can be interpreted in a
number of ways. It suggests that most projects have difficulty in making direct
contact with employers. Funding may also not have been directed to support
work with employers to help change their processes and attitudes in relation
to recruiting people from diverse groups. Various initiatives may be delivering
capable people looking for employment, but employer demands may continue
to limit their opportunities; this was obvious within the construction industry,
where a large number of projects prepare members of disadvantaged groups
for entry to the industry but many still fail to get jobs despite the continuing
demand for labour. There is a need to place more emphasis on working
directly with employers.
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Overall distribution of target groups

Table 3.4 presents information on the overall distribution of projects by type of
disadvantaged groups as a main target.

Table 3.4: Number of projects by Main Target Group
Main target group No of Projects
Black and minority ethnic groups 152
People with disabilities 71
16-19 year olds not in employment, education or training 66
Refugees and/or asylum seekers 59
Long term unemployed (more than 12 months) 52
People living in areas with high levels of multiple deprivation 48
Returners to the labour market 35
Homeless people 20
Lone parents 16
Ex-offenders 13
Older people (50+) 9
Drug and alcohol misusers 6
People made redundant 3
Economic Migrants 1

The most frequently targeted groups in descending order are BME groups,
followed by disabled people, 16-19 years old NEET, refugees and asylum
seekers, long term unemployed, and people living in areas of multiple
deprivation. The priority given to these groups is a reflection of the current
policy and funding directions in London that aim to address both the
difficulties that these groups experience in accessing employment in the
London labour market and the lack of diversity in the workforce in many
employment sectors. The frequencies are similar when tabulating information
on secondary target groups.
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Table 3.5: Number of Projects by Secondary Target Group
Secondary target group No of Projects
Black and minority ethnic groups 152
Long term unemployed (more than 12 months) 138
People living in areas with high levels of multiple deprivation 128
Refugees and/or asylum seekers 86
Returners to the labour market 81
Lone parents 80
People with disabilities 60
16-19 year olds not in employment, education or training 59
Older people (50+) 56
Economic Migrants 54
Ex-offenders 44
Drug and alcohol misusers 42
Homeless people 32
People made redundant 22
Travellers 6

Both tables indicate that there is relatively little provision for certain
disadvantaged groups.

Geographical distribution by main target group

The majority of projects captured by the 3DsLondon database4 have been
developed and delivered within the LSC sub-regions of London East and
London Central regardless of whether one looks at a projects recruitment area
or at the organisations’ location (see Tables 3.6 and 3.15).

Table 3.6: Number of projects by London LSC sub region (in terms of
where participant are recruited)

London LSC sub region Number of projects
London East 244
London Central 205
London North 150
London West 150
London South 116

In Table 3.6, London South contains fewer projects, possibly reflecting fewer
deprived areas than for the average of the London region as a whole. London
East is the largest of the London LSC sub-regions and includes two of the

4 Some projects recruit from more than one London LSC sub region. Data in Table 3.6 also
included pan-London projects
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three London boroughs that rank amongst the 10 most deprived in the
country5; a larger number of projects that target disadvantaged groups is
therefore to be expected. There is also a concentration of provider
organisations based within the London East and London Central sub regions.

Table 3.7 shows the boroughs from which projects recruited participants.
Most projects recruited from London boroughs in East and Centre, followed by
boroughs in the North and the West of London.

Table 3.7: Number of projects by London borough (in terms of
participant recruitment)

Borough
Recruitment area

No of
projects

Borough
Recruitment area

No of
projects

Pan London Projects6 81
Hackney 76 Newham 42
Haringey 75 Westminster 41
Lambeth 65 Barnet 37
Southwark 63 Bromley 35
Barking & Dagenham 62 Greenwich 35
Islington 62 Waltham Forest 35
Brent 60 Wandsworth 34
Enfield 59 Redbridge 31
Hammersmith & Fulham 56 Havering 29
Camden 53 Kensington & Chelsea 26
Ealing 53 City of London 22
Lewisham 53 Merton 21
Hounslow 52 Bexley 20
Croydon 45 Sutton 20
Tower Hamlets 44 Richmond on Thames 16
Hillingdon 43 Kingston on Thames 15
Harrow 42

5 see IMD in chapter 2
6 16% of projects featuring in the 3DsLondon database (of 500 entries) recruit their
participants on a pan-London basis
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that had initially intended to focus on men but instead attracted a large
number of female participants and eventually changed its focus.

The objectives of specifically targeted projects mirrored the overall distribution
with IAG, vocational training and access to employment featuring as the most
common in all three categories.

Participants’ ethnic group – age – gender

By ethnic group
The ethnic group categories in the Census were used in the questionnaire, in
line with the recommendations of the Commission for Racial Equality (CRE).

Table 3.9: Main Ethnic Groups of projects’ participants
Main ethnic group Total no projects
White British 177
African 118
Caribbean 94
Other Black 72
Bangladeshi 44
Other White 45
Indian 40
White & Black Caribbean 39
Pakistani 38
Other Asian 29
White & Black African 28
Chinese 27
Irish 20
Other Mixed 19
White & Asian 19
Other background 15

The majority of projects in the 3DsLondon database indicated that the main
group of their participants are from White British origin followed by Black
African and Caribbean, Other Black, Bangladeshi and Other White. Fewer
projects indicated that people of mixed or Chinese origin were their main
group of participants.

By age

The majority of projects worked primarily with participants between the ages
of 24 and 49. There are fewer projects working largely with participants in the
younger group of 16 – 19, or in the older age groups, as Chart 3.2 shows.
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Chart 3.2: Age groups of Participants in Projects
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Age Groups

No of Projects

By gender

Information about gender was collected as percentages. There are more
projects with a greater number of female participants than projects where
males predominate. A small number of projects recruit equal numbers of male
and female participants (Table 3.10)

Table 3.10: Distribution of projects by Gender

% Of Gender Distribution No of Projects
Female – greater than 50% 224
Male – greater than 50% 159
50% male – 50% female 47

There is a considerable difference between male and female participation in
some types of projects. For example, in the case of lone parents and
returners to the labour market the majority of participants were women as
childcare is still predominately a women’s issue in society8. However, it could
also mean that male participants do not feel very comfortable in participating
in projects that they perceive to be designed for women. Men on the other
hand are over-represented in projects that target the long-term unemployed,
older people 50+ and homeless people9.

8 The average participation for lone parent projects is 77% for females and 15 % for males.
For returners to the labour market the average participation for females is 66 % compared to
33% for men (for projects included in the 3DsLondon database).
9 The average participation for older people is 60% males and 39 % females, for long term
unemployed it is 53 % male and 43 % female and for homeless people 57 % male and 30 %
female
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Project participation

Within all 500 projects in 3DsLondon survey, a total of 383,822 disadvantaged
people from all groups and areas of London participated in projects designed
to support their entry to the labour market or access to further courses. These
projects vary in size according to the number of participants they can
accommodate. The following size categories were selected by looking at
combinations that produced meaningful groupings to describe the results.

Table 3.11: Number of projects by size

Size of project by number of
participants

Number of
projects

Very small (up to 25) 55
Small (26 -100) 123
Medium (101 - 500) 166
Large (501 – 1000) 49
Very large (1001 - 60000) 41

Progression routes

The questionnaire also asked for information about progression routes of
project participants after they left the project, i.e. whether they gained any
qualifications, moved into employment or undertook further courses. Out of
500 responses, 434 questionnaires provided information on progression.
Some projects were unable to provide any information, for example where the
activity was still on-going. Responses to this survey question tend to give
estimates of progression routes as observed by providers. Routes vary
according to project objectives, for example some vocational courses tend to
lead to a qualification outcome whereas others may provide IAG or general
employability skills without leading to a qualification. Thus, although the
results should be approached with some caution, they do provide a useful
indication of the overall picture.
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Table 3.12 shows progression rates of participants.

Table 3.12: Average proportion of participants by progression route and
by project size

Very small
(Up to 25

participants)

Small
(26-100

participants)

Medium
(101-500

participants)

Large
(501-1000

participants)

Very large
(1001-6000

participants)
Got a

qualification
21.9 33.7 32.3 26.7 24.5

Got a part or
full time job

(16 hours+ per
week)

9.0 13.8 12.1 17.7 17.9

Got a part
time job (less
than 16 hours

per week)

6.9 9.9 5.5 7.7 4.4

Progressed to
other courses

or projects

16.9 17.9 15.4 20.2 18.6

Other / None
of the above

11.3 5.2 5.0 5.2 3.5

Number of
observations

55 123 166 49 41

Description of statistics by group size: a higher average proportion gain
qualifications in small and medium sized projects. A higher average proportion
of participants in large and very large projects gain part or full time jobs than
any of the smaller projects. For part time jobs (>16 hours) there is not much
difference between the group sizes. Participants in large projects show the
highest average progression routes to other courses or qualifications, followed
by participants in very large projects.

Across all groups, about a third of participants obtained a qualification. About
15% went on to full time (or nearly full time) employment and 7% into part-
time employment (of <16 hours per week). The average proportion of
participants across the range of projects of different sizes that gained a
qualification or moved to other courses or projects was higher than for
participants that got a part-time or a full-time job. By comparing these results
with the overall distribution of awards (see table 3.16), it appears that there is
considerable encouragement from providers for participants to gain a
recognised qualification. This may also reflect the emphasis placed by some
of the major funders on qualification outcomes. The average proportion of
participants that move on to other projects or courses may reflect the need of
disadvantaged participants for further preparation before they are ready to
apply for jobs. It is also clear from what the providers said that it is considered
a success when participants stay on and gain at least a certificate of
attendance.
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Table 3.13: Average proportion of participants by progression route and
main target group of projects

Got a
qualification?

Got a
part or
full time
job? (16
hours+

per
week)

Got a
part time
job (less
than 16
hours
per

week)

Progressed
to other

courses or
projects

Other /
None of

the
above

Black and
minority
ethnic groups

34 14.3 5.2 14.9 5.4

Refugees
and/or
asylum
seekers

43 14.5 8.7 20.8 4.5

People with
disabilities

30.7 16.8 9.5 18.4 4.6

16-19 year
olds NEET

29.4 8.5 6.5 15.3 6.6

Lone parents 20 4 0.5 31.2 0.3

Homeless
people

30.8 9.4 8.8 21.4 7.1

Ex-offenders
22.1 17.2 10.9 13.4 11.8

People living
in areas with
high levels of
multiple
deprivation

21.3 15.2 5.2 25.2 4.7

Returners to
the labour
market

32.8 13.8 4.3 11.3 12.6

Long term
unemployed
(more than
12 months)

16.5 12.8 12.5 14.3 0.1

Other 44.5 17.9 5.8 26.0 3.0

Note: The category ‘other’ includes: older people 50+; drug and alcohol misusers;
people made redundant; economic migrants and travellers
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3.3 About the provider organisations

Type of organisation and project partnerships

The majority of projects featured in the 3Ds database (61%) were delivered as
part of a partnership; this was explored further through further comments in
the questionnaire as well as in the qualitative research. Some organisations
praised the supportive role of their partnerships and were looking into
continuing the collaboration in future projects. Other providers felt that
communication, unwillingness to share information and increased costs were
obstacles to partnership.

Organisation location

The sub-regional distribution of organisations according to the organisation
location in the current entries is as follows:

Table 3.15: Distribution of projects by LSC sub region (location)

London LSC sub region Number of projects
London Central 109
London East 96
London West 57
London North 52
London South 44
Outside London11 4

Types of award

The following table shows the type and frequency of qualifications awarded in
projects

Table 3.16: Awarded qualifications by number of projects
Type of Qualification Number of projects
Certificate of attendance 168
Locally accredited qualification 58
Nationally accredited qualification 244
None 96
Other 70

The majority of projects selected more than one field, for example certificate
of attendance and locally accredited qualification

11 A small number of provider organisations had their addresses outside London but recruited
participants from the London region.
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Nationally accredited awards include various levels and types including:
NVQs in levels 1,2 and 3
OCR at various levels / OCR Clait, OCR Clait Plus
City and Guilds
NCGE Teaching assistance
OCN (both as nationally and locally accredited qualification)
FA football coaching licence

Project Feedback

The following list shows the number of projects that have received formal and
informal feedback and is arranged by descending order of frequency of formal
feedback.

Table 3.17: Type of Feedback by number of projects

Feedback type Formal
feedback total

Informal
feedback total

Feedback from participants on
completion of the project

322 153

Feedback from participants who did not
complete the project

110 129

Follow up feedback from participants
after 6 months

91 107

Feedback from employers about
individual participants

81 77

Feedback from employers about the
project

80 80

Other Feedback 27 16

Overall 80% responded that they had received some form of feedback - the
majority of them received both formal and informal feedback. On-going or
recently started projects did not have any feedback figures, which accounted
for the 20% that did not respond to the question.

Project Evaluation

The database also provides information on the number of projects that have
been independently evaluated, which amounted to 35% (179 projects) of the
entries. A proportion of this percentage consists of ongoing projects that will
be evaluated in the future. Unfortunately it has not been possible to gain
access to more than a very small number of these project evaluations. The
project evaluations have therefore not been systematically analysed as part of
this project.
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Different sections of this chapter deal with the findings from the participant
interviews and focus groups, provider interviews and focus groups,
stakeholder interviews and employer focus groups. An overview of findings by
disadvantaged target group, which also incorporates the views expressed by
advocacy organisations for particular groups, and a breakdown of interview
and focus groups concludes the chapter.

4.1 Interviews with providers

Disadvantage

All of the providers were well informed about the range of disadvantages
experienced by beneficiaries and stressed the importance of overcoming
multiple disadvantages in order for them to progress to employment or
training. Moreover, one disadvantage may lead to another as one provider
mentioned to us: ‘Just take a typical person who is 24 years old, been kicked
out of home, and knocks around with his friends. He’s from a black and
minority ethnic group, he’s not a lone parent but he may well have fathered a
child. He’s homeless, he’s an ex offender, he’s a drugs and alcohol misuser.
He lives in an area of multi deprivation, he’s unemployed for a long period of
time - so that’s just one person’.

The disadvantages most frequently mentioned in the twenty provider
interviews include low qualifications, difficult family background, poverty trap,
unwillingness to travel, and lack of basic and language skills. Overall, the
examples of disadvantage mentioned by providers can be grouped into the
following broad categories:

Economic: the poverty trap, gaps in employment history, benefit system
trap;

Educational: low qualifications, lack of understanding about how the
system works, not suitable for Jobcentre Plus programmes;

Psychological: reluctance to travel, low motivation;

Social: family background housing, health issues, not knowing how to
access services (e.g. GP), family situation, presentation,
homelessness, immigration status, age, lack of support network;

Perceptions: discrimination by members of the public, employer
discrimination, colour of their skin, disability, age, religion;

Cultural: ‘benefit culture’, cultural issues preventing women from
working, ethnic/religious tensions provoked by international
developments.



Disadvantage, Disengagement and Discrimination in London
3dsLondon – Final Report 51

Disengagement

Providers again stressed the multiple barriers13 experienced by beneficiaries.
The five barriers that prevent learners from engaging with skills opportunities
include lack of basic skills, family commitments and childcare, health and
housing/environment. Five barrier-categories can be distinguished:

Physical: Transport, economic, working part time and studying, health,
timing/location of the project, debt, housing/environment, not having a
bank account;

Social: Family commitments, childcare, lack of social network, family
background, peer influence, lack of basic social skills;

Psychological: Lack of confidence, expectations (too high or too low);

Cultural: Ethnic or religious differences possibly leading to tensions
between groups (eg about knowledge of discrimination, perceptions of
the role of women etc)

Educational: Language, skills, transferring qualifications.

Discrimination

The interview schedule included a question on the difference between
disadvantage and discrimination. Most providers thought that there was a
difference between the two concepts albeit a blurred one and that one could
reinforce the other. The responses are best summarised by one of our
interviewees: ‘Discrimination is an act, disadvantage is a sort of a place you’re
at!’

Working with disadvantaged people

As part of the research we set out to discover the types of challenges
providers experience in their work with members of disadvantaged groups.
Different positive and negative types of challenges were described:

Making an impact: A positive aspect of the work was described as
contributing to ‘changing people’s lives’. Frustrating outcomes were
experienced ‘when people get back into their old ways due to issues
that surround their private life’.

13 The term ‘barrier ‘ is widely used by professionals in the field to refer to things that would-
be project participants need to be able to engage with projects. Often the discussion focuses
on resources, eg for books, travel, childcare, appropriate clothing etc. Barriers to
participation are also created by individuals’ health or housing needs. Some of the barriers
derive from insufficiently joined up systems (eg those relating to the benefit system), others
are may be cultural and some may be cognitive, eg how do you work out what you are aiming
for if you have no sense of what skills development is or might achieve for you?








