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Figure 6.2 Trends over time in JSA exits
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Joint Claims for JSA – evaluation of labour market effects 

Table 6.9: Joint claimants vs unconverted claims: age and disability 
Date of scan in 2001: 

 1/4 30/4 11/9 4/6 24/6 4/8 15/10
Joint claimants:  

24 24 24 

 
25 

8

 
Partner 1 age  24 24 24 24
Partner 2 age 22 22 22 22 22 22 22
Partner 1 disabled (%) 13 13 12 13 12 13 13
Partner 2 disabled (%) 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Total 2070 2717 3284 3735 4585 4872 5072

  
Unconverted:  
Partner 1 age  25 25 25 25 25 26
Partner 2 age 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
Partner 1 disabled (%) 14 14 14 14 13 13 12
Partner 2 disabled (%) 7 8 8 8 8 8
Total 6958 5804 5146 4755 4308 3984 3419
 

Table 6.10: Joint claimants vs unconverted claims: ethnic group 
Date of scan in 

2001: 
  

 1/4 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 11/9 15/10
Joint claimants:   
White 87 87 86 86 86 86 86
Black-Caribbean 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Black-African 

1

6 6 
Bangladeshi 1 2 1 

0 0
3 3 

1943 4309 

White 84 83 81 
1

1
1

2
0

1
0 1 1 0 0 1 1

Black-other 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Indian 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Pakistani 5 6 6 6 6

1 2 1 1
Chinese 0 0 0 0 
Other 2 3 3 3 3
Total 2543 3072 3506 4585 4763

  
Unconverted:   

82 82 81 79
Black-Caribbean 1 1 1 1 1 2
Black-African 1 1 1 1 1 2
Black-other 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Indian 2 2 2 1 2 2 2
Pakistani 6 6 6 6 6 6 7
Bangladeshi 2 2 2 3 3 3
Chinese 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 4 4 5 5 5 5 6
Total 6349 5287 4665 4294 3860 3558 3020
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 Table 6.11: Joint claimants vs unconverted claims: preferred 
occupation 

Date of scan in 2001:  
 1/4 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 11/9 15/10
Joint claimants:   
Managers and senior officials 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Professional occupations  2 2 2 2 3 3 3
Associate professional & 
technical  

5 6 6 5 7 7 7

10 
13

7 7 7 7 6 6
Sales and customer service  14

10 9

36 35 35 
4836 

Unconverted:  

5 7

8

Personal service  
11

11

Administrative and secretarial 11 11 11 11 10 11
Skilled trades  12 13 13 13 13 13
Personal service   6

13 13 14 14 14 14
Process, plant & machine 
operatives  

11 10 10 9 9 

Elementary occupations  36 36 36 35
Total 2052 2690 3256 3704 4541 5031

  
 

Managers and senior officials 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Professional occupations  2 3 3 3 4 4 4
Associate professional & 
technical  

5 5 6 6 6 

Administrative and secretarial 8 8 8 9 9 9
Skilled trades  16 16 16 16 16 15 15

4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Sales and customer service  11 11 11 11 11 12
Process, plant & machine 
operatives  

11 11 11 11 11 11 

Elementary occupations  39 39 39 39 38 38 37
Total 6732 5593 4943 4565 4114 3795 3218
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Table 6.12: Joint claimants vs unconverted claims: geographic location 
 Date of scan in 2001:  

 1/4 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 11/9 15/10
Joint claimants:   
Scotland  9 10 10 10 11 10 9
Northern  8 7 8 8 7 7 7
North west  14 14 14 14 14 14 14
Yorkshire and the 
Humber  

14 13 13 13 13 

12

 

 

Scotland  

13
12

Wales  

24 

13 

13 13

Wales  6 6 6 6 6 6 6
West midlands  14 13 12 13 12 12 12
East Mids. & Eastern  12 12 12 13 13 13
South west  7 7 7 7 8 8 8
LASER  17 17 18 17 17 17 18
  
Rural ward (%) 17 16 16 16 16 16 15
Total 2068 2715 3282 3732 4580 4865 5053

  
Unconverted:   

9 8 8 7 8 7 7
Northern  7 7 7 7 7 8 8
North west  13 12 13 13 13 12
Yorkshire and the 
Humber  

12 12 12 12 12 11

6 6 6 6 6 6 5
West midlands  12 13 13 12 12 13 12
East Mids. & Eastern  13 12 12 12 12 11 11
South west  7 7 7 7 6 7 6
LASER  22 22 23 23 24 27
   
Rural ward (%) 14 13 13 13 13 12
Total 6880 5723 5064 4671 4216 3898 3320
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6.3 Modelling exits from unemployment 
 
In this section, attention turns to modelling the effect of Joint Claims on exits 
from JSA.  Due to the nature of the data, only couple-level analysis is 
appropriate.  The results are presented separately for the flow and the stock. 
 
 
6.3.1 The flow 
 
The results in Table 6.13 are similar in format to many of the results which 
appear subsequently.  Before considering the results themselves, the general 
format of the table is first discussed in order to allow later tables to be more 
easily interpreted.   
 

Table 6.13: Unemployed 28-day flow – JSA exits, adjusted 
 Date of post-Joint Claims scan (2001) 
 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 1/9

25 Sep 2000 base  
1 month after scan -3 3 -4 -8* -14**
2 months after scan 3 5 -2 -7 -11*
3 months after scan 5 5 1 -4 .
4 months after scan 9 5 2 . .
5 months after scan 10 7 5 . .
6 months after scan 9 . . . .
27 Nov 2000 base  
1 month after scan -6 -1 -6 -11** -17**
2 months after scan 0 0

 

-12** 

 
-10** 

-7 -12** -17**
3 months after scan 3 0 -3 -8 .
11 Dec 2000 base 
1 month after scan -6 0 -6 -10** -17**
2 months after scan 0 0 -7 -17**
3 months after scan 1 -1 -5 -9 .
22 Jan 2001 base 
1 month after scan -5 0 -5 -16**
 
The results in Table 6.13 correspond to a number of estimations.  In fact, the 
number that appears in each cell is a single difference-in-differences estimate.  
This requires two points in time: the first, before the introduction of Joint 
Claims and, the second, after the introduction.  The dates of the ‘before’ 
scans are given in the leftmost column of the table.  Four such scans are 
considered: September, November and December 2000 and January 2001.  
Five ‘after’ scans are considered and these are detailed at the top of each 
column: one in April, two in June, one in August and one in September 2001.  
The outcome measure considered is whether the couple’s JSA claim was still 
live at some point after the scan dates.  Six points were considered: 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5 and 6 months after the scan date.  The entry in each cell represents the 
estimate of the effect of Joint Claims on exits from unemployment.  More 
specifically, they represent percentage point differences.  Some estimates are 
marked by asterisks.  These denote the level of statistical significance of the 
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results.  A single asterisk indicates a significant result, but less significant than 
a double asterisk.24  Those estimates without asterisks indicate an effect that 
would normally be considered not statistically significant.  Finally, a number of 
cells are empty.  This indicates that the outcome measure in question relates 
to a point in time for which unemployment information was not available at the 
time of writing.  As already noted, JUVOS information was only available up to 
mid-November 2001.  The other reason for cells being empty is that the 
outcome measure in question would span the introduction of Joint Claims, 
making it difficult to identify a clear effect. 
 
Presented in this way, only the effect on outcomes of Joint Claims itself is 
shown.  However, the models used to obtain these results included a number 
of other variables that may have affected transitions away from 
unemployment.  Such factors as age, ethnicity, preferred occupation, 
disability, JSA history, region, rurality and the local unemployment rate may 
be thought to influence outcomes and these were controlled for in the model.  
It is not practical to present these results in full (Table 6.13 for example 
summarises the results of 54 separate estimations).  The effect of weighting 
the treatment group to take account of change in regional composition was 
also investigated and found to have no discernible effect.  In view of this, the 
results that are presented are based on unweighted models. 
 
Table 6.13 considers the flow of unemployed couples.  Only those whose 
claim had begun at most 28 days before the scan date were included.  
Furthermore, those joint claimants who were converts from an existing JSA 
claim rather than direct entrants to Joint Claims were excluded. 
  
A number of points are evident from an inspection of the results presented in 
Table 6.13: 
   
• No statistically significant effect is detected for any of the first three post-

Joint Claims scans.  This is true regardless of which pre-Joint Claims scan 
is considered.   

• The results for the fourth and fifth post-Joint Claims scans reveal a 
significant effect.  This is in the expected direction suggesting that Joint 
Claims reduced the likelihood of remaining on JSA.  Hence, the evidence 
suggests an evolving Joint Claims effect; after an initial period of 
ineffectiveness, about five months after its introduction its influence on 
JSA exits could be observed.   

• The results for the August 2001 post-Joint Claims scan show a statistically 
significant effect for JSA status after one month and also after two months 
but an insignificant effect after three months.  This hints at the possibility 
that Joint Claims may act to speed exit from JSA for some people but not 
to have an effect on those who would go on to have a longer JSA spell.  
However, without further observations it is not possible to be more definite 
about this.   

                                                 
24 More formally, a single asterisk denotes significance at the 5 per cent level, a double 
asterisk at the 1 per cent level. 
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• It is worth noting that the results based on the September pre-Joint Claims 
scan are always slightly different from those based on the other pre-Joint 
Claims scans.  This raises some concerns about the quality of the data in 
the September 2000 scan. 

 
 
In Table 6.14 the results for job entry are presented.  Using the information on 
destination upon JSA exit, it was possible to identify those who moved from 
unemployment to employment.  The overall impression is that there is little 
effect on job entry.  Hence, it appears that Joint Claims encourages JSA exit 
but that those leaving are no more likely to move into work.  
 

Table 6.14: Unemployed 28-day flow – job entry, adjusted  
 Date of post-Joint Claims scan (2001) 
 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 1/9

25 Sep 2000 base  
1 month after scan 2 -4 -1 0 3
2 months after scan -2 -6 0 -3 0
3 months after scan -3 -7 -2 -3 .
4 months after scan -5 -10* -5 . .
5 months after scan -8 -11* -7 . .
6 months after scan -9 . . . .
27 Nov 2000 base  
1 month after scan 3 -2 1 1 4
2 months after scan -1 -4 2 0 3
3 months after scan -3 -6 0 -2 .
11 Dec 2000 base  
1 month after scan 3 -2 1 1 4
2 months after scan 0 -4 3 0 3
3 months after scan -1 -5 1 -1 .
22 Jan 2001 base  
1 month after scan 3 -2 1 1 4
 
These results are similar to those found in the analysis of the survey data.  In 
Tables 6.13 and 6.14 the shaded cells correspond to the sample dates for the 
two surveys.  For both JSA exit and job entry, the results are not statistically 
significant. 
 
 
6.3.2 The stock 
 
Table 6.15 presents estimates of the effect of the introduction of Joint Claims 
on those couples eligible at the time of introduction.  No scan was carried out 
on 19 March 2001 itself, the closest pre-Joint Claims scan being 13 March 
2001.  The entries in each cell can be interpreted in the same way as in the 
previous tables.  However, since only the 13 March 2001 scan is being 
considered, both JSA exit and job entry can be presented in Table 6.15.   
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Again, the results appear sensitive to the choice of pre-Joint Claims scan.  
Specifically, those based on the September 2000 scan differ from those 
based on other scans.  The later scans are all consistent in their findings; as 
with the flow, Joint Claims encouraged JSA exit but was not found to have an 
effect on job entry.  
 

Table 6.15: Unemployed stock at 13/3/2001– JSA exit and job entry 
 JSA exit Job entry
25 Sep 2000 base 
1 month after scan -2* 0
2 months after scan -2 -3**
3 months after scan -1 -4**
4 months after scan -1 -4**
5 months after scan -1 -4**
6 months after scan 2 -6**
27 Nov 2000 base 
1 month after scan -3** 1
2 months after scan -5** 1
3 months after scan -4** -1
11 Dec 2000 base 
1 month after scan -4** 1*
2 months after scan -5** 0

3 months after scan -4** -1
22 Jan 2001 base 
1 month after scan -3** 0
 
The results in Table 6.15 are a combination of the deterrent effect for the 
stock and the direct effect for that proportion of the stock who converted to 
Joint Claims.  It is possible to gain a further insight into the separate 
contributions of these two factors to the overall effect by examining the 
relationship between unemployment and conversion to Joint Claims. 
 
Table 6.16 makes use of the information on converting to Joint Claims to 
show that those who converted were more likely to remain unemployed than 
those who did not convert.  To understand the format of the table, consider 
the first row.  This compares the level of unemployment among those couples 
who had converted to Joint Claims within a month of the 13 March 2001 scan 
date with those who had not converted by this time.  The results show that 
there is no difference when considering the level of unemployment 2 months 
after the scan date, there is a statistically insignificant difference when 
considering unemployment after three months, but that for later 
unemployment, those who converted early were significantly more likely to 
remain unemployed.   The overall pattern is repeated when considering the 
other rows in the table which differ from the first row in that they compare 
those who had converted within x months with those who had not converted 
by this point.   
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Table 6.16: Unemployed stock as at 13 March 2001 - comparing joint 
claimants with unconverted cases. 
  % point difference in unemployment rate at 

months post 13/3/01 – converts vs non-converts
How soon converted 
to JC post 13/3/01: 

2 
months

3 
months

4 
months

5 
months 

6 
months

1 month 0 1 6** 7** 8**
2 months 3* 8** 8** 10**
3 months 6** 8** 11**
4 months 3** 7**
5 months  5**
 
The results of Table 6.16 are not counter-intuitive.  What they capture is the 
deterrent effect.  Those who convert to Joint Claims are not, by definition, 
deterred; the deterrent effect is fully accounted for by those who do not 
convert.  Hence, there will be a greater proportion of ended claims among 
non-converts compared to those who converted.  The only offsetting factor for 
the converts is the direct effect that Joint Claims has on influencing 
movements away from benefits.   
 
This is investigated further in Table 6.17 which attempts to control for the 
deterrent effect.  This is done by considering only those who remain 
unemployed for at least two successive months and comparing the outcomes 
of those who were joint claimants in the first month with those who only 
became joint claimants in the second month.  This is easier to see by working 
through an example.   The first row in Table 6.17 considers those couples 
whose claim was still live two months after the 13 March 2001 scan and who 
had converted to Joint Claims by this point.  Of these couples, some had 
converted to Joint Claims within one month of the scan date and some had 
converted to Joint Claims after the first month but within two months.  
Comparing the unemployment outcomes of these two groups provides an 
indication of the effect of Joint Claims which, since it considers only those who 
converted, is free of the deterrent effect.  What the results suggest is that 
those who converted earlier tended to be, if anything, slightly more likely to 
have left JSA than those who converted later.  However, the differences are 
not often large and, with one exception, are not significant.  

 

 

Table 6.17: Unemployed stock as at 13 March 2001 - comparing early 
with later converts to Joint Claims  
 % point difference in unemployment rate at 

months post 13/3/01 – early vs late converts  
Converted to JC post 
13/3/01: 

3 months 4 months 5 months 6 months

2 months -6** -4 2 1
3 months 2 -3 -3
4 months 1 2
5 months  1
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The results of Table 6.17 cannot be interpreted as the effect of Joint Claims 
per se but rather as the effect of early conversion to Joint Claims for those 
couples who remained unemployed for a particular length of time.  This, in 
itself, is not a particularly useful impact estimate.  Rather, its main purpose is 
to help with the interpretation of the results in Table 6.15.  Intuitively, 
converting to Joint Claims is associated with extended JSA spells but time of 
conversion did not affect outcomes for converts.  Taken together, these two 
findings suggest that the results in Table 6.15 are mainly capturing the 
deterrent effect. 
 
 
6.3.3 Sub-group analysis 
 

                                                

In this section, the effects for particular sub-groups of the population are 
presented.  The two sub-groups considered are ethnic minority couples25 and 
couples where either partner was aged 30 years or more.  In both cases, the 
results are relative in the sense that with ethnic minority couples, for example, 
a positive entry in a cell means that an outcome is more likely for an ethnic 
minority couple than for a non-ethnic minority couple.  Furthermore, it is 
important to note that the number of ethnic minority or older couples in the 
post-Joint Claims treatment group may be quite small.  In view of this, the 
estimates of how the effects differ for these groups should be viewed with 
some caution.   
 
 
Ethnic minorities 
 
Tables 6.18 and 6.19 present the results for ethnic minority flow couples.  It 
appears that the direct effects of Joint Claims for ethnic minority couples are 
similar to those for non-ethnic minority couples.  Even viewing the results as 
indicative, it is difficult to identify any clear patterns. 
 

 
25 In fact, couples where partner 1 is from an ethnic minority.  Information on the ethnicity of 
partner 2 was characterised by a large number of missing values. 
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Table 6.18: Unemployed 28-day flow – JSA exit for ethnic minority 
couples 

 Date of post-Joint Claims scan (2001) 
 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 1/9

25 Sep 2000 base  
1 month after scan 2 -1 5 4 6
2 months after scan -3 3 17* 4 12
3 months after scan 0 -2 5 -2 .
4 months after scan -2 -1 0 . .
5 months after scan 

-2
-6 -12 -12 . .

6 months after scan . . . .
27 Nov 2000 base  
1 month after scan -5 -7 -2 -2 -1
2 months after scan -16* -9 4 -9 -3
3 months after scan -11 -11 -6 -12 .
11 Dec 2000 base  
1 month after scan -2 -4 2 2 2
2 months after scan -8 0 13 0 7
3 months after scan 1 3 8 2 .
22 Jan 2001 base  
1 month after scan -1 -3 2 1 3
 
Table 6.19: Unemployed 28-day flow – job entry for ethnic minority 
couples 

 Date of post-Joint Claims scan (2001) 
 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 1/9

25 Sep 2000 base  
1 month after scan 0 8* -1 0 -1
2 months after scan 8 6 -8 -2 -5
3 months after scan 7 5 -4 3 .
4 months after scan 14* 6 1 . .
5 months after scan 17* 12 7 . 

2

.
6 months after scan 14 . . . .
27 Nov 2000 base  
1 month after scan -2 5 -3 -3 -4
2 months after scan 9 6 -8 -2 -3
3 months after scan 6 -6 1 .
11 Dec 2000 base  
1 month after scan 1 8* 0 0 -1
2 months after scan 11* 7 -6 0 -2
3 months after scan 7 3 -5 1 .
22 Jan 2001 base  
1 month after scan -3 5 -4 -4 -5
 
In Table 6.20, the ethnic minority stock is considered.  Here, there are 
significant differences from white couples.  This is true for both JSA exit and 
job entry.  Hence, it appears that the deterrent effect of Joint Claims was 
greater for ethnic minority couples and that those who did leave JSA were 
more likely than white couples to have found work. 
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Table 6.20: Unemployed stock at 13/3/2001– JSA exit and job entry for 
ethnic minority couples 
 JSA exit Job entry
25 Sep 2000 base 
1 month after scan -4* 2
2 months after scan -6* 5**
3 months after scan -9** 7**
4 months after scan -9** 6**
5 months after scan -9** 8**
6 months after scan -8** 6*
27 Nov 2000 base 
1 month after scan -3 2
2 months after scan -6** 4*
3 months after scan -10** 5**
11 Dec 2000 base 
1 month after scan -3* 2
2 months after scan -6* 4*
3 months after scan -7** 4*
22 Jan 2001 base 
1 month after scan -2 0
 
 
Couples where one partner was aged 30 years or more 
 
Analogous results for couples where one partner was aged 30 years or more 
are presented in Tables 6.21 to 6.23.  These results are of some interest 
given the intention to change the eligibility criteria of Joint Claims to include 
older couples.  In Table 6.21, the overall negative effects for the flow peter out 
after the June 2001 scan after which the results suggest that older couples 
would be less likely to have exited JSA compared to younger couples.  
However, these results do not achieve statistical significance.  Table 6.22 
shows the case for job entry to be more mixed.  No clear pattern is evident.   
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Table 6.21: Unemployed 28-day flow – JSA exit for older couples 
 Date of post-Joint Claims scan (2001) 
 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 1/9

25 Sep 2000 base  
1 month after scan 6 3 -1 8 7
2 months after scan 4 -1 -7 12 8
3 months after scan -5 -10 -14 1 .
4 months after scan -3 -17 -20* . .
5 months after scan -7 -19* -14 . .
6 months after scan -14 . . . .
27 Nov 2000 base  
1 month after scan 7 4 0 9 8
2 months after scan 1 -5 -10 9 3
3 months after scan -3 -10 -14 4 .
11 Dec 2000 base  
1 month after scan 7 3 -1 9 7
2 months after scan 2 -5 -10 10 2
3 months after scan 4 -2 -5 10 .
22 Jan 2001 base  
1 month after scan 1 -1 -7 3 2
 
 

Table 6.22: Unemployed 28-day flow – job entry for older couples 
 Date of post-Joint Claims scan (2001) 
 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 1/9

25 Sep 2000 base  
1 month after scan -3 -6 1 -6 1
2 months after scan -6 -2 6 -9 0
3 months after scan -2 3 10 -6 .
4 months after scan -2 4 16 . .
5 months after scan 1 6 16 . .
6 months after scan 0 . . . 

-6

3 months after scan 

.
27 Nov 2000 base  
1 month after scan -3 1 -6 1
2 months after scan -1 2 11 -6 5

1 6 14 -5 .
11 Dec 2000 base  
1 month after scan -2 -4 3 -4 3
2 months after scan -1 3 11 -5 7
3 months after scan -4 2 9 -9 .
22 Jan 2001 base  
1 month after scan -3 -5 3 -4 2
 
With regard to the stock, again there is a lack of significant results.  Viewing 
the estimates as indicative suggests an overall greater deterrent effect for 
older couples compared to younger couples and a higher tendency to leave 
JSA for employment.  However, these results are not statistically significant. 
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Table 6.23: Unemployed stock at 13/3/2001– JSA exit and job entry for 
older couples 
 JSA exit Job entry
25 Sep 2000 base 
1 month after scan 1 3
2 months after scan -1 4*
3 months after scan -4 4
4 months after scan -4 4
5 months after scan -4 4
6 months after scan 4

2

4*
2

-4
27 Nov 2000 base 
1 month after scan 0 1
2 months after scan -6* 4*
3 months after scan -4
11 Dec 2000 base 
1 month after scan -1 2
2 months after scan -5
3 months after scan -3
22 Jan 2001 base 
1 month after scan 0 0
 
 
6.4 Conclusion 
 
The results relating to JSA exit and job entry suggest that, while couples may 
be leaving unemployment, they are not necessarily finding work.  Whether this 
means that they are moving onto other benefits is uncertain.  There is, 
however, a caveat that should be attached to the results for job entry.  
Namely, a proportion of JSA exits are to an unknown destination.  The results 
presented in this chapter implicitly treat all those leaving to an unknown 
destination as not leaving to a job.  Consequently, some degree of caution 
should be exercised when considering the effect of Joint Claims on job entry. 
 
To shed some light on this, Table 6.24 presents the destinations for those 
treatment couples exiting JSA before and after the Joint Claims introduction 
date.  There was a slight decline in the proportion finding work (about three 
percentage points) but no increase in the proportion claiming other benefits (in 
fact, IB and IS reduced their importance as destinations).  What is notable is 
the large increase in those leaving for an unknown reason.  The difference 
amounts to seven percentage points.  It is difficult to interpret this destination 
any further. 
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Table 6.24: Reason for end of Claim (JUVOS) 
 Claims ending 

pre-19/3/2001
Claims ending 

post-19/3/2001
Reason for end of Joint Claim (col %): 

2.7 2.1
Found work  40.6 37.5
Gone abroad  1.0 1.3

2.5 1.9
Full-time education  0.3 0.7

1.4 8.4
Deceased . 0.0
Failed to attend  21.7 21.7
Sickness Benefit claimed  0.5 0.8
Transfer to Government training  12.3 10.6
Jobseeker works on average 16 hours +  0.7 0.8
Claimed Incapacity Benefit  6.3 4.4
Claimed Income Support  5.0 4.5
Defective claim  0.0 0.0
In prison  0.7 0.4
Approved training  0.2 0.1
Attending court 0.0 .
Other reason  4.0 4.6
Total  7105 9645

Ceased claiming  

Claimed another benefit  

Unknown reason  
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Annex: Descriptive tables 

Annex: Descriptive tables 
 

Table 6.1: The changing treatment group: basic demographics 
Date of scan: 

 2000: 2001: 
 26/6 25/9 27/11 11/12 22/1 

 
80 77

 
 85  

   
 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

   
   

ni 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
   

 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Size of treatment group  8856  

13/3 1/4 30/4 4/6
 

24/6 4/8 11/9 15/10 
Basic demographics: 
Partner 1 male (%) 79 79 80 80 79 79 79 79 78 77 76 
Partner 1 age  24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 25 25 25 25 25 
Partner 2 age 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 
Partner 1 disabled (%) 14 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 14 14 13 13 12 
Partner 2 disabled (%) 9 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

 
8 8 8 8 

Ethnic group of partner 1 (col %): 
 White 87 86 86

1
87 86 85

1
84 84 84 84

1
84 83

Black-Caribbean
an

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Black-Afric
Black-other 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Indian 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

 
2 2 2 2 2

Pakista
Bangladeshi

se
2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Chine
er

 
Oth

6478 7447 8576 8742 9530 9324 9028 8521 8430 8490 8893 8491
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Table 6.2: The changing treatment group: preferred occupation of partner 1 
Date of scan: 

2000: 2001: 
 26/6 25/9 27/11  1/4
Preferred occupation (col %):  

2

1

rvice  5
13
10

  

11/12 22/1 13/3 30/4 4/6
 

24/6 4/8 11/9 15/10 

Managers and senior officials  1 2 2 2  2 2 2 2 2
3

2 2 2 
Professional occupations  3 3 3 3 2 2 2

5
2 2 3

6
3 3 

Associate professional & technical  5 5 5 5 5 5 5
9

6 5 6
0

7 
Administrative and secretarial  10 10 9 8 9 9

16
9 9 9 10 10 

14 Skilled trades  
Personal se

16
6

16 16 16 15 15 15
5

15 15 14 14
5 5 5 5 5

12
5 5 5 5 5 

Sales and customer service  13 12 12 11
11

12 12 12 12 12
11

13 13 
10 Process, plant & machine operatives  11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 10

Elementary occupations  36 37 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 36 36 36 
Size of treatment group 6478 7447 8576 8742 9530 9324 9028 8521 8430 8490 8893 8856 8491
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Table 6.3: The changing treatment group: geographic distribution 
Date of scan: 

 2000: 2001: 
 26/6 25/9  24/6

 
9

6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
West Midlands  

 20  
 

15 14 14 
 93  

27/11 11/12 22/1 13/3 1/4 30/4 4/6
 

4/8 11/9 15/10 
ES region (col %): 
Scotland  9

7
8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

Northern  7
12

7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
North west  12 12 12 13 13 13 13 13 14 14 14 13 
Yorkshire and the Humber  

s
12 12 12 12 12 

 
12 12 12 12 13 13 13 13 

Wale   6 6 
13
13

13 13 13 12 13 13 13 12 12 12 12 12 
13 East Mids. & Eastern  13

6
13 13 13 13

7
13 12

7
12 12

7
12 12

7South west  6 7
22

7 7 7
21

7 7 7 
LASER
 

21 23 21 21 2121 21
 

21 20 21

Rural ward (%) 
Size of treatment group 

13
6478

14
7447

15 15 14
24

14 14 14
8490

14 14
8576 8742 9530 9028 8521 8430 8893 8856 8491
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Table 6.4: The changing treatment group: length of claim at time of scan 
Date of scan: 

 2000: 2001: 
 26/6 25/9 27/11 11/12 22/1 24/6

 
1 0

s 6 7 6 6 6 6 7 7 8 8 9 9 9
s 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

7447  932 8490  

13/3 1/4 30/4 4/6
 

4/8 11/9 15/10 
Spell length (col %): 
None  1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 
Up to 2 wks  8 9 10 9 9 7 9 6 6 8 8 7 9 
Up to 4 wks  9 9 10

27
9 7 7 7 6 6 6 8 7 8 

Up to 12 wks  27 27 28 28 26 26 25 23 21 23 24 21 
Up to 24 wks  25 25 24 24 25 27 26 26 26

28
27 24 25 24 

Up to 1 yr  22 22 21 20 22 23 24 26 27 27 27 27 
Up to 2 yr    

 
 
 Over 2 yr   

Size of treatment group 6478 8576 8742 9530 4 9028 8521 8430 8893 8856 8491
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Table 6.5: The changing treatment group: reason for spell end (JSAPS) 
Date of scan: 

 2000:  2001:
 26/6 25/9 27/11  
Reason for spell end (col %):  

1

0

  
17

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 4
th completed spells   

11/12 22/1 13/3 1/4 30/4 4/6
 

24/6 4/8 11/9 15/10 

Ceased Claiming  3 3 2 2
37

2 2 2 2 2
34

2 2 2 2 
Found work  36 37 36 38 37 36 35 34 35 36 42 
Gone Abroad  1 1 1 1

3
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Claimed another benefit  3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 
Full-time education  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 1 
Unknown reason  2 4 5 5 6 8 11 11 11 12 14 15 2 
Deceased 0 0 0 00 0 0 0
Failed to attend  18 20 20 19 20 19 19 19 18 18 16 20 
Sickness Benefit claimed  0 0 1

15
1 1 

14 
1 1 1

13
1 1 1 1 2 

Transfer to Govt training  19 16 15 13 13 14 14 13 13 10 
Jobseeker works on average 16 hours +  1

8
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Claimed Incapacity benefit  7 7 7 6 5 5 5 5 4 3 3 5 
Claimed income support  

m
5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 

Defective clai    
In prison  1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

0
0 0 0 1 

Approved training  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Attending court 0 0 0  
Other reason  
Number wi

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 6 
5862 6473 7175 7218 7644 6838 6095 5089 4347 3941 3292 2682 991

 
 

 95



Joint Claims for JSA – evaluation of labour market effects 

Table 6.8: The changing treatment group: probability of claiming 1, 3, 6 months after scan date 
Date of scan: 

 2000: 2001: 
 26/6 25/9 27/11 11/12 22/1 

 

  
 

 5072 

  
  
  
  

 4925 

13/3 1/4 30/4 4/6
 

24/6 4/8 11/9 15/10 
Probability of claiming: 
Full treatment group -   
1 month after scan date 86 86 89 91 84 

56 
81 83 86 86 86 86 81 87 

3 month after scan date 64 64 64 63 58 61 64 66 63 59  
6 month after scan date 39 39 36

8576
36 34 36 37 37  

Base 6478 7447 8742 9530 9324 9028 8521 8430
 

8490 8893 8856 8491
Excluding unconverted - 
1 month after scan date 86 86 89 91 84 81 84 86 89 88 86 80 88 
3 month after scan date 
6 month after scan date 

64 64 64 63 56 58 65 70 73 66 59  
39 39 36 36 34 36 42 41  

Base 6478 7447 8576 8742 9530 9324 2070 2717 3284 3735 4585 4872
Only unconverted -   
1 month after scan date 86 86 89

64
91 84 79 83 86 83 85

59
85 82 85 

3 month after scan date 64 64 63 52 55 58 59 60 57  
6 month after scan date 39 39 31 31 28 31 32 32  
Base for 1 month after scan date 6478

6478
7447 8576 8742 9530 7408 6467 5550 4873 4498 4094 3721 3121

Base for 3 month after scan date 7447 8576 8742 7869 6863 6009 5118 4519 4163 3678
Base for 6 month after scan date 6478 7447 7234 7203 7257 6365 5563 4690
Comparison group -  
1 month after scan date 97 88 91 92 86 86 88 89 87 87 87 84 89 
3 month after scan date 91 71 70 69 65 67 68 68 67 64  
6 month after scan date 68 50 48 48 46 46 47 45  
Base 3082 4642 5149 5216 5559 5406 5328 5253 5220 5220 5314 5166

67

Note that when considering only those couples who have not converted to Joint Claims, the base differs according to the time after 
the scan date at which the unemployment status is being measured. 
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Chapter 7 Summary and conclusion 
 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 
The purpose of this final chapter is to draw together the chief findings of the 
evaluation and place them in perspective.  The findings can be grouped into 
three categories: 
 
• description of the Joint Claims population 
• client experience of Joint Claims 
• effects of Joint Claims on employment status. 
 
 
7.2 The Joint Claims population 
 
To some extent, the descriptive analysis is a simple update of the analysis 
contained in the stage 1 quantitative report.  However, the differences 
between the two stages reflect, at least in part, the effect of the introduction of 
Joint Claims.  Specifically, its introduction may have caused some claimants 
to exit JSA or to convert from a two-person to a single-person claim.  Hence, 
a comparison between stages 1 and 2 is informative in understanding this 
effect since it demonstrates how the composition of the eligible group has 
changed.  A caveat to bear in mind is that the introduction of Joint Claims was 
characterised by delays.  Consequently, the description of the sample at 
stage 2 may reflect the partly transitional nature of the eligible group at this 
time.  Some insight into the longer-term changes in the eligible group of 
couples is possible by inspecting the descriptive statistics of the evaluation 
database based on administrative records over a longer time period. 
 
It was noted in the stage 1 report that the introduction of the legislation was 
expected to have a greater effect on women than men.  Hence, it is changes 
among women that are of particular interest.  The descriptive results showed 
notable differences in current activity between stages 1 and 2.  Specifically, 
there was a greater tendency to be in work.  While this cannot be taken as 
indicating an effect of Joint Claims, the fact that the increase was greater 
among women than men is in line with the expected effect.  The jobs that 
women had found were similar in quality to those at stage 1 in terms of 
average pay.  Moreover, they were likely to be working longer hours than 
before.  Offsetting this, there was a larger proportion of unemployed couples 
not claiming JSA.  This reflects a shift to Income Support or away from benefit 
altogether.  There was a small increase in the proportion of women claiming a 
health-related benefit. 
 
Another suggestion of a Joint Claims effect is that the share of women 
available for work had risen by stage 2.   Fewer women reported never having 
looked for work at stage 2 and more reported looking for work quite recently.  
It seems the Jobcentre was responding to this increased demand as all 
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Jobcentre facilities were used in the search for employment.  Furthermore, 
there was evidence that women were more flexible in their job search.  They 
were more willing than at stage 1 to commute and to work longer hours. 
 
 
7.3 The Joint Claims experience 
 
Prior to the introduction of Joint Claims, fewer women than men had received 
advice or help from Jobcentres.  Joint Claims was quite successful in 
involving women more closely in the labour market, but still a substantial 
minority of women had not attended an interview.  In theory, interview non-
attendance should trigger benefit sanctions, yet this did not always happen in 
practice.  Should attendance not be enforced, the effect of Joint Claims may 
be diluted.  It should be mentioned, however, that interview non-attendance 
was still the major reason for sanctions. 
 
In the majority of cases where interviews had been attended, partners mostly 
attended together.  The influence of the Jobcentre in choosing a joint 
interview was often evident.  Joint interviews were generally found to be more 
helpful than separate interviews, although for some women separate 
interviews might be helpful.  Still, there was evidence that it was men rather 
than women who were receiving more attention from the Jobcentre staff.  
More topics were discussed with men than with women.  Furthermore, men 
appeared to receive more in the way of practical help from the Jobcentre.  
Despite these inequalities, men and women were similar in having a generally 
positive view of the helpfulness of advisers. 
 
Couples tended to foresee working at some point in the future but were 
divided in how helpful Joint Claims was in helping them look for work.  Quite a 
few joint claimants felt strongly that it was not helping them get work.  Of 
those joint claimants who had found work, most did not agree that Joint 
Claims had been helpful. 
 
 
7.4 The Joint Claims effect 
 
The effect of Joint Claims was considered at the level of both the couple and 
the individual and a distinction was drawn between the stock of couples 
eligible for Joint Claims at the time of its introduction and those couples who 
had flowed into eligibility at a later stage.  Results tended to vary across the 
stock and the flow.  
 
There were few significant effects detected at the individual level shortly after 
the introduction of Joint Claims.  However, there was some tendency for 
results to be positive for those who had entered Joint Claims directly and 
negative for those who had a pre-existing claim converted.  Such a finding is 
unsurprising since the stock is more likely to include longer-term unemployed 
people who may have differing views on and needs within the labour market.  
The difference between stock and flow was especially marked for women, 
with more definite effects for those who had entered Joint Claims directly.  

 98 



Summary and Conclusion 

This group is more relevant to the long-term outlook for Joint Claims and 
suggests that in time it might become possible to identify a significantly 
positive Joint Claims effect for women.   
 
Even fewer short-term effects were detected when carrying out the analyses 
at the level of the couple.  However, the effect appears to have evolved over 
time.  About five months after the introduction of Joint Claims,  significant 
effects in the expected direction were detected.  The direct effect of Joint 
Claims appeared to be to accelerate the exit from JSA for workless couples.  
There was an indication that its main effect was on short-term rates of exit 
and that longer-term exits may be less affected, but there was insufficient data 
available to investigate this fully.  However, for the same people who were 
exiting JSA, there was little effect on job entry.   
 
What was discernible in the short-term was the deterrent effect of Joint 
Claims.  Some couples were ending their JSA spell rather than convert to a 
Joint Claim.  Once again, though, it appears that this exit from JSA was not 
accompanied by an increase in job entry; clients were simply disappearing 
from administrative records.  However, it is conceivable that the high 
proportion leaving to unknown destinations masks some employment effects. 
 
There was some variation across sub-groups of the population.  Notably, it 
appears that the deterrent effect of Joint Claims was greater for ethnic 
minority couples and that those who did leave JSA for this reason were more 
likely than white couples to have found work.  With regard to couples where 
one partner was aged 30 years or more, few significant differences from 
younger couples were observed.  However, there is the suggestion that the 
direct effect of Joint Claims may have been less for such couples while the 
deterrent effect may have been greater, more often resulting in employment.  
 
 
7.5 Conclusion 
 
Overall, Joint Claims appears to have been successful in accelerating JSA 
exit but not necessarily in helping couples to exit worklessness.  With regard 
to the effect of Joint Claims on those in a Joint Claims couple, this took some 
time to materialise.  For the first few months after its introduction it was not 
possible to detect much impact of this kind, although there was the suggestion 
that the labour market behaviour of women had been influenced.  There were 
some suggestions that an effect might emerge in the longer-term, however.  
For example, women in Joint Claims couples appeared to have become more 
serious and more flexible in terms of their job search.  It seems likely that the 
couple effects detected five months or so after the March 2001 introduction 
date were largely driven by the female partner. 
 
There may be other reasons for the effect maturing over time.  Specifically, 
the qualitative research suggests that there was a learning curve for 
Jobcentre staff in coping with Joint Claims clients.  Staff had to deal with a 
number of cases before they could be confident of delivering an effective 
service.  Aggravating this problem of needing to accrue experience of Joint 
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Claims was the fact that the training provided for staff often occurred too far in 
advance of the introduction of the legislation.  The consequence of this was 
that staff may have forgotten much of what they had learned by the time they 
were actually meant to make use of it.  Assuming that clients are more likely 
to attend interviews if they perceive them to be useful, it would be interesting 
to examine whether the level of interview non-attendance dropped over time 
as advisers became better able to provide effective help.  Since interviews are 
the key component of Joint Claims delivery, they are likely to be an important 
determinant of its effectiveness.  Consequently, improved interview 
attendance may be linked with increased Joint Claims effectiveness. 
 
What was observed immediately was the deterrent effect of Joint Claims on 
the stock of potential joint claimants.  While this is of interest, it is less 
informative in understanding the long-term impact of the policy.  Eventually, 
the stock of such couples will deplete to the extent that it is no longer of any 
relevance.  However, there is an indication that the policy will have a less 
definite effect on such stock couples who do convert to a Joint Claim and 
consequently that they may remain in the Joint Claims population for some 
time.   
 
It is also important to be aware of the indirect effect of Joint Claims.  While the 
evaluation has considered outcomes in terms of JSA exit and job entry, an 
important by-product of Joint Claims is that it ensures that both partners within 
a couple are visible to the JSA process and all that that entails.  A key 
consequence of this is that both partners become eligible for the appropriate 
New Deal when their period of JSA claiming reaches the required duration.  In 
most cases, this will be the New Deal for Young People after a period of six 
months unemployment.  For partners aged over 24 years, entry to New Deal 
25 plus follows after 18 months.  Hence, Joint Claims not only applies the 
standard JSA incentive to job search, but acts as a springboard to other 
programmes which will then exert their own particular influence. 
 
Finally, the evaluation has provided some hints as to what might be the likely 
effects of extending the eligible age range for Joint Claims.  This is clearly of 
interest given the policy intention to include older couples.  While the results 
on this must be regarded as tentative to some extent, they suggest that the 
long-term effects on such couples may be smaller than those detected for the 
current eligible group.  However, this clearly needs to be considered in its own 
right when sufficient data are available.  
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Appendix 1  Detailed data and 
methodological issues 
 
The purpose of this appendix is to provide some further detail on the 
construction of the administrative database along with specific technical 
aspects of the methodology that were not appropriate for inclusion in the main 
body of the report.  
 
Administrative database  
 
As noted in the introduction to this report, the evaluation database was 
constructed using records drawn from periodic scans of JSAPS and LMS.  
These scans amount to snapshots of the population of (potential or actual) 
joint claimants and the comparison couples at particular dates.  One problem 
with the database was that there was an inconsistency between JSAPS and 
LMS in the recorded unemployment history.  It is essential to avoid such 
inconsistency in order to achieve meaningful results.  The approach taken 
was to discard any observations where the reported JSA spell could not be 
found in JUVOS records.  The end-date of the spell was taken from JUVOS 
records in order to achieve consistency and also in the belief that the JUVOS 
records were more accurate.  Likewise, the destination information was taken 
from JUVOS. 
 

                                                

In view of the amount of manipulation that was required in order to achieve a 
useable administrative database, it is worth considering whether there might 
be an issue with representativeness.  A partial examination of this is possible 
by considering the extent to which the characteristics of joint claimants as 
recorded in LMS differ from those in the final database.26  Doing so reveals an 
almost exact correspondence.  This is what one would expect were there no 
systematic reason for discarding observations.  It is reassuring since it 
suggests that no bias will result from basing the evaluation on the reduced 
database. 
 
The analysis of the administrative database has made a substantial 
contribution to the overall evaluation.  However, it is important to be aware of 
its shortcomings.  These are due to the fact that the, at the time of analysis, 
the database had only recently been developed and was still not fully 
functional.  Most worrying was the apparent inconsistency across data 
sources in recorded unemployment spells.  The approach taken was the only 
practical means of imposing consistency, yet it is not without its problems.  
Most important is the case of a JSA claim for two people being converted to a 
JSA claim for just one person.  Should JUVOS not record this change as the 
end of a couple spell, the resulting estimated effects may be biased.  This 
applies primarily to the consideration of the shake-out effect.  It allows for the 
possibility that those claiming fraudulently for a non-existent partner and 

 
26 The characteristics recorded in the administrative data include age, ethnicity, preferred 
occupation, disability, region of residence and rurality. 
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subsequently changed to a single person claim go unobserved.  This would 
result in an underestimated shake-out effect. 
 
There were also some other issues.  In terms of the content of the database, 
some possibly important variables were missing, inadequately recorded or 
unusable.  For example, information on exclusions is likely to have been 
important but was not available for use.  A variable indicating whether the JSA 
was contributions-based or income-based was available but it did not indicate 
at what time the type changed.  Including these variables could affect the 
estimates.  Finally, the database only recorded the latest JSA spell.  To be 
fully representative, it should have recorded all couple JSA spells. 
 
 
The difference-in-differences estimator 
 
The difference-in-differences estimator (DiD), also known as the ‘natural-
experiment’ approach (see, for example, Blundell and MaCurdy, 1999) is a 
widely-used approach for evaluation.  It operates by comparing a before-after 
estimate for a group affected by some intervention of interest with a before-
after estimate for a group not affected.  The resulting difference provides an 
estimate of the effect of the effect of the intervention.  In the evaluation 
terminology, this estimate is known as the average effect of treatment on the 
treated (TT). 
 
The effectiveness of the DiD estimator can be seen by considering the nature 
of the characteristics of the unobserved variables that may affect outcomes.  
A before-after estimator allows those individual characteristics that are 
unobserved but that affect outcomes to be removed.  This means that the 
remaining unobserved characteristics that could affect outcomes are effects 
that are common to individuals but varying over time (trend effect) and effects 
that vary across both time and individuals.  The DiD estimator improves upon 
the simpler before-after estimator in that it allows the trends effects to be 
removed.  Thus, the only remaining effect is that specific to the individual but 
varying over time.   
 
Hence, the DiD estimator controls for two of the error components.  If the 
remaining error component does not influence whether individuals experience 
the intervention, the resulting estimates can be regarded as TT.  It is not 
always appropriate to make this assumption.  For example, individuals may 
be more likely to participate in a voluntary training scheme, should they 
experience a temporary dip in earnings (Heckman and Smith, 1994).  In the 
case of Joint Claims, this is less likely since it is not a voluntary scheme.  The 
only option available to those faced with the prospect of a Joint Claim is that 
they end their JSA claim.  It therefore seems plausible to believe that any bias 
resulting from such action will be marginal.  Some reassurance as to the truth 
of this assertion can be drawn from the fact that, with the analysis based on 
administrative data, a number of points before and after Joint Claims was 
introduced were used (as advised in Hamermesh, 2000) and that the findings 
were generally robust to the choice of which pre-Joint Claims snapshot was 
used. 
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A related issue is that of sample composition.  While DiD estimators are often 
based on longitudinal data, they are equally relevant to repeat cross-section 
data, as in this evaluation.  However, if there is substantial change in the 
composition of the treatment sample before and after the intervention, the 
assumption that the differencing process will remove individual effects 
becomes questionable.  Such a change in sample composition may arise from 
the evasive action taken by those exposed to the intervention (as described 
above) but in this evaluation is more likely to reflect the fact that the stage 1 
sample was drawn from JSAPS while the stage 2 sample (for the Joint Claims 
population) was drawn from LMS.  To address the possible difference in 
sample composition, weights were used to align the profile of the pre-Joint 
Claims sample with that of the post-Joint Claims sample. 
 
In practice, the DID estimator is derived using a simple regression framework.  
In this way it is possible to allow for the effect of other variables and to 
observe the statistical significance of the resulting estimates.  Operationally, 
this involves the estimation of a single equation using ordinary least squares: 
 

 
Yit = α + β0X it + β1TREAT it + β2POSTJC it + β3(TREAT it *POSTJC it)  +  εit 

where i indexes individuals, t indexes time (i.e pre- or post- Joint Claims), Yit 
is the dependent variable (i.e the outcome of interest), X it is a vector of 
observable covariates (age, ethnic group, region, etc), TREAT is a dummy 
variable with a value of 1 for those in the treatment group (i.e joint claimants 
or potential joint claimants) and POSTJC is a dummy variable taking the value 
1 in the period after the introduction of Joint Claims.  The interaction of these 
two terms identifies the post-Joint Claims treatment group and the associated 
coefficient, β3, is the DiD estimate.   
 
 
Testing the comparison group 
 
It is clear that the DiD approach rests on the assumption that the average 
change for those affected by the policy change would, had the change not 
occurred, have been the same as that observed for those unaffected by the 
change.  In other words, the DiD estimator can cope with macroeconomic 
changes so long as such changes affected both treatment and comparison 
groups similarly.  This highlights the need to select a suitable comparison 
group of non-participants.  Often, the choice of comparison group is justified 
on the basis of it trending in a similar way to the treatment group with regard 
to the outcome variable in question over a prolonged period of time preceding 
the introduction of the programme.  This allows ‘pre-programme’ tests to be 
carried out to assess the validity of the comparison group (Heckman and 
Hotz, 1989).   
 
Due to the lack of available data, this was not possible when selecting the 
comparison group for this evaluation.  Instead, the comparison group was 
defined purely on the basis of what was likely to provide an acceptable proxy 
to the ‘no Joint Claims’ case for the treatment group.  However, thanks to the 
fact that the process of converting two-person claims to a Joint Claim was 
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delayed in a substantial number of cases, it was possible to view the 
unconverted cases as a proxy for the ‘no Joint Claims’ case for the treatment 
group.  Following this logic, tests in the spirit of the pre-programme tests could 
be carried out.   
 
The basic idea was to estimate the effect of Joint Claims on those who had 
yet to convert.  Results that are not statistically significant would indicate that 
the comparison group was performing adequately as a control, proxying the 
outcome of the treatment group in the hypothetical ‘no Joint Claims’ scenario.  
The results of these tests for the flow population are shown in Appendix Table 
1.1 below.   The results suggest that, on the whole, the comparison group 
performed well in providing a counterfactual for the treatment group trends.  In 
almost all cases the estimated effect is not statistically significant.  There are 
two instances where this was violated.  To address the possibility of any bias 
being introduced into the estimates through the comparison group 
inadequacies, the flow results presented in the main report have been 
adjusted to account for the findings in Appendix Table 1.1. 
 
 

Appendix Table 1.1: Unemployed 28-day flow – testing the comparison 
group (JSA exits) 

 Date of post-Joint Claims scan (2001) 
 30/4 4/6 24/6 4/8 1/9

25 Sep 2000 base  
1 month after scan 4 1 -1 -5* 2
2 months after scan 3 1 -3 -1 1
3 months after scan 3 4 -4 1 .
4 months after scan 2 6 -3 . .
5 months after scan 3 6 -5 . .
6 months after scan 6 . . . .
27 Nov 2000 base  
1 month after scan 4 1 -1 -4 3
2 months after scan 0 -1 -5 -1 0
3 months after scan 3 4 -4 3 .
11 Dec 2000 base 

2
0

 
1 month after scan -1 -3 -6** 1
2 months after scan 2 -4 -1 2
3 months after scan 3 4 -4 2 .
22 Jan 2001 base  
1 month after scan 5* 1 -1 -4 3
 
 
Differential effects  
 
Within the DiD framework, it is possible to examine whether sub-groups of the 
population are affected differently by the intervention.  This is achieved by 
interacting the DiD variable with a dummy variable indicating membership of 
the sub-group in question (see, for example, Katz, 1996).  Hence, the 
equation to be estimated changes: 
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Yit = α + β0X it + β1TREAT it + β2POSTJC it + β3SUB it   
+ β4(TREAT it *POSTJC it) + β5(TREAT it *SUBit) + β6(POSTJC it *SUB it)  

 + β7(TREAT it *POSTJC it*SUB it) + ε it 

where SUB is a dummy variable with value 1 indicating membership of a sub-
group and the coefficient on the third-level interaction term (β7) captures the 
differential effect for those in the sub-group.  The effect for those not in the 
sub-group is given by β4.   
 
This approach is used in the analysis of both the survey and administrative 
data in this evaluation.  With the survey data, it is used to identify the separate 
effects on the stock and the flow.  With the administrative data, it is used to 
look at the separate effects on ethnic minority couples and older couples. 
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Appendix 2 Weighting to account for 
clustering and sample non-
response 

 
While every effort is made to ensure that those couples surveyed are 
representative of the population from which they are drawn, in practice this 
can be compromised by geographical clustering when carrying out the survey 
and by individual non-response to the survey.  To overcome any potential 
biases that may result, weights can be calculated that will have the effect of 
restoring the representativeness of the achieved sample, at least in respect of 
those characteristics that are measured in the population as a whole.  This 
appendix sets out the approach taken to derive weights.   
 
The weights were calculated by estimating a probit model of survey response 
across all individuals in the sampling frame.  The inverse of the estimated 
probability of response can then be used to weight back to the sampling 
frame.  Two sets of weights were derived; the first for use in the descriptive 
analysis, the second for use in the modelling. 
 
 
A2.1 Weights for the descriptive analysis   
 
Since the descriptive analysis used only non-proxy information, weights were 
derived by modelling the probability of achieving a non-proxy response to the 
survey.  The results of doing this are presented in Appendix Table 2.1.  Three 
groups of variables were considered: age, region and duration of claim.  The 
estimates in column (2) show that it is only region that appears significant in 
influencing response at stage 2.  Those living in the north west, Yorkshire and 
Humberside, Wales, the west midlands or the east midlands were more likely 
to respond than those in London and the South East.  This regional pattern is 
similar to that for stage 1.  However, response appeared more sensitive to 
other characteristics at stage 1.  This was presented in the earlier report 
Bonjour, Dorsett and Knight (2001). 
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Appendix Table 2.1: Modelling non-proxy survey response 
 (1) (2) 
 Non-proxy response 
 Stage 1 Stage 2 
Male aged under 21 -0.114 0.119
 (2.02)* (1.88)
Male aged 25-26 -0.135 -0.027
 (1.82) (0.30)
Male aged 27-30 -0.091 0.003
 (1.35) (0.04)
Male aged 31-35 -0.288 0.069
 (2.99)** (0.67)
Male aged 36 and over 0.029 0.002
 (0.28) (0.01)
Scotland 0.128 0.120
 (1.34) (1.11)
North east 0.430 0.449
 (4.69)** (4.10)**
North west 0.392 0.196
 (5.12)** (2.03)*
Yorkshire & Humberside 0.357 0.329
 (4.51)** (3.50)**
Wales 

West midlands 

0.058 0.022
 (0.52) (0.17)

0.247 0.221
 (3.05)** (2.18)*
East Midlands/Anglia 0.362 0.309
 (4.61)** (3.14)**
South west 0.211 0.064
 (2.19)* (0.53)
Claim started 1999 0.167
 (2.08)*
Claim started 2000, qtr 1 -0.086
 (1.28)
Claim started 2000, qtr 2 0.067
 (1.32)
claim started 2000, qtr 3 0.011
 (0.14)
claim started 2000, qtr 4 -0.007
 (0.10)
claim started 2001, qtr 1 0.023
 (0.33)
Constant -1.568 -1.469
 (24.90)** (16.18)**
Observations 7019 4377

Absolute value of z-statistics in parentheses * significant at 5% level; ** significant at 1% level 
The Stage 1 survey (columns 1 and 2) reference couple has a male aged 21-24, lives in the 
London and South East region and has a claim that started in the third quarter of 2000.  The 
stage 2 survey reference couple (columns 3 and 4) has a male aged 21-24, lives in the 
London and South East region and has a claim that started in the second quarter of 2001. 
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As a check on the performance of these weights, Appendix Table 2.2 
considers their effectiveness in returning the profile of characteristics in the 
sample to that of the sample.  Again, only the stage 2 results are discussed. 
Column (4) shows the profile of the sampling frame and column (5) shows the 
profile of responding couples.  Applying the weights from the probability model 
yields column (6).  
 
Comparison of column (5) with column (4) shows how the respondents’ profile 
contrasts with that of the population.  Only region appears to differ 
substantially, with those in London and the South East under-represented. 
The weights perform well in returning the profile of the sample as a whole at 
stage 2.  This is shown in column (6).    

Appendix Table 2.2: Adjusting for clustering and non-response bias 
 Stage 1 survey Stage 2 survey 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Population Non-proxy 

respondent 
unweighted 

Non-proxy 
respondent 
weighted 

Population Non-proxy 
respondent 
unweighted 

Non-proxy 
respondent 
weighted 

Male aged:   
under 21 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.26 0.30 0.26
21-24 0.37 0.43 0.37 0.39 0.37 0.39
25-26 0.12 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.11
27-30 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.13
31-35 0.07 

0.11 

0.12 

0.31 

0.05 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07
36 + 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05
Region:   
Scotland 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.10
North east 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.07
North west 0.13 0.17 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.15
York/Humb 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.18 0.14
Wales 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.07
W. Mids 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.11
E.Mids/Ang 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.12
South west 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.08
LASER 0.23 0.14 0.23 0.16 0.11 0.16
Claim start:   
1999 0.07 0.10 0.07  
2000, qtr 1 0.15 0.12 0.16  
2000, qtr 2 0.29 0.31 0.29  
2000, qtr 3  0.21 0.21 0.21
2000, qtr 4    0.26 0.27 0.27
2001, qtr 1    0.32 0.32
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A2.2 Weights for the modelling 
 
The process for deriving the weights used for modelling was similar to that 
used for the descriptive statistics, but more involved due to the structure of the 
data.  A range of weights were derived: 
 
• Weights for couples 
• Weights for men (non-proxy) 
• Weights for men (any response) 
• Weights for women (non-proxy) 

• Treatment group stage 2 

• Weights for women (any response) 
 
Furthermore, in each of the above cases, the weights were derived four times: 
 
• Treatment group stage 1 

• Comparison group stage 1 
• Comparison group stage 2 
 
Clearly, numerous models were estimated in order to calculate these weights.  
For the sake of brevity the model results are not reported here.  Instead, 
Appendix Tables 2.3 to 2.6 show the success of the weights in restoring the 
profiles of the different samples to that of the population for the treatment and 
control groups before and after Joint Claims.  The format for these tables is 
identical.  Considering Appendix Table 2.3, the first column of numbers gives 
the profile of the sample frame.  The remaining columns give the profiles of 
the different samples after having applied the weights.  The column headed  
‘Couples’ summarises the characteristics in the sample used for the couple-
level analysis.  The next two columns do the same for the samples used for 
the analysis of men.  Two samples are considered, the first including male 
information provided by the female’s proxy responses, the second including 
only that information provided by the man himself.  The final two columns do 
the same thing for women.  As an overall comment, it appears that the 
samples were adequately representative of the population from which they 
were drawn once the respective weights were applied.  This is true for both 
treatment and control samples before and after Joint Claims. 
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Appendix Table 2.3: Treatment group pre-Joint Claims 
 Sample 

frame
Couples Men 

(inc 
proxy) 

Men 
(non-
proxy) 

Women 
(inc 
proxy) 

Women 
(non-
proxy) 

Male aged under 21 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24  
Male aged 21-24 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37  
Male aged 25-26 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12  
Male aged 27-30 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15  
Male aged 31-35 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08  
Male aged 36 and over 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05  
Female aged under 21 0.58 0.57 0.55
Female aged 21-24 0.37 0.38 0.40
Female aged 25-26 0.02 0.02 0.02
Female aged 27-30 0.02 0.02 0.01
Female aged 31-35 0.01 0.01 0.01

0.09

0.13 0.13
0.12

0.06 

0.12
0.07 
0.23 

Female aged 36+ 0.00 0.00 0.01
Scotland 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 
North east 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
North west 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Yorks & Humber 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
Wales 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
West Midlands 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
East Midlands/Anglia 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
South west 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08
London/south east 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23
Claim started 1999 qtr4 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
Claim started 2000 qtr1 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
Claim started 2000 qtr2 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.29 0.28 0.29
Claim started 2000 qtr 3 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.49 0.48
Unweighted Base 7019 718 718 647 718 666
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Appendix Table 2.4: Treatment group post-Joint Claims 
 Sample 

frame
Couples Men 

(inc 
proxy) 

Men 
(non-
proxy) 

Women 
(inc 
proxy) 

Women 
(non-
proxy) 

Male aged under 21 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.25  
Male aged 21-24 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39  
Male aged 25-26 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11  
Male aged 27-30 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13  
Male aged 31-35 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07  
Male aged 36 and over 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05  
Female aged under 21 0.60 0.60 0.58
Female aged 21-24 0.36 0.36 0.37
Female aged 25-26 0.02 0.02 0.02
Female aged 27-30 0.02 0.02 0.02
Female aged 31-35 0.00 0.01 0.01
Female aged 36+ 0.00 0.00 0.00
Scotland 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
North east 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
North west 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.15
Yorks & Humber 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
Wales 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
West Midlands 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.11

0.12
0.08 0.07
0.16

East Midlands/Anglia 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
South west 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
London/south east 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
Claim started 2000 qtr 3 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21
Claim started 2000 qtr 4 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26
Claim started 2001 qtr 1 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31
Claim started 2001 qtr 2 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Unweighted Base 4377 571 571 525 571 528
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Appendix Table 2.5: Control group pre-Joint Claims 
 Sample 

frame
Couples Men 

(inc 
proxy)

Men 
(non-
proxy) 

Women 
(inc 
proxy) 

Women 
(non-
proxy) 

Male aged under 21  
Male aged 21-24  
Male aged 25-26 0.05

0.38  
 
 

0.16
0.36

Female aged 31-35 

North west 

0.05

East Midlands/Anglia 0.10

London/south east 0.32
0.11 

0.19 0.19 0.20
0.27 0.28
0.43
544

0.05 0.05 0.05  
Male aged 27-30 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26  
Male aged 31-35 0.37 0.37 0.36
Male aged 36 and over 0.31 0.32 0.32 0.32
Female aged under 21 
Female aged 21-24  
Female aged 25-26 0.16 0.11
Female aged 27-30 0.36 0.39

0.33 0.33 0.34
Female aged 36+ 0.15 0.15 0.16
Scotland 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.08
North east 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11
Yorks & Humber 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Wales 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
West Midlands 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11

0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
South west 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07

0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32
Claim started 1999 qtr4 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10
Claim started 2000 qtr 1 0.18 0.19 0.19
Claim started 2000 qtr 2 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 
Claim started 2000 qtr 3 0.43 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42
Unweighted Base 3384 601 601 601 540
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Appendix Table 2.6: Control group post-Joint Claims 
 Sample 

frame
Couples Men 

(inc 
proxy)

Men 
(non-
proxy) 

Women 
(inc 
proxy) 

Women 
(non-
proxy) 

Male aged under 21  
Male aged 21-24  
Male aged 25-26 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05  
Male aged 27-30 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.27  
Male aged 31-35 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39  
Male aged 36 and over 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28  
Female aged under 21  
Female aged 21-24  
Female aged 25-26 0.13 0.12 0.12

0.14

0.06

0.10
0.07
0.30
0.26

0.26 
0.41 0.42 
0.07 0.08 0.08 

3728 478 

Female aged 27-30 0.37 0.37 0.38
Female aged 31-35 0.36 0.37 0.35
Female aged 36+ 0.14 0.14 
Scotland 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
North east 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 
North west 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.10
Yorks & Humber 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
Wales 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
West Midlands 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11
East Midlands/Anglia 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 
South west 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
London/south east 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
Claim started 2000 qtr 3 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
Claim started 2000 qtr 4 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.25
Claim started 2001 qtr 1 0.42 0.42 0.41 0.42
Claim started 2001 qtr 2 0.08 0.08 0.08
Unweighted Base 478 478 427 432
 
Finally, weights were derived to align the profile of the stage 1 treatment 
group to that of the stage 2 treatment group.  This is needed because the 
difference-in-differences estimator assumes that sample composition remains 
unchanged.  Since it was only the regional variable that differed significantly 
across the two stages, this could achieved by constructing a scaling factor as 
the ratio of the proportions of the population in each region and adjusting the 
calculated weights accordingly. 
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Annex  Differences between the stage 1 
   and stage 2 surveys 
 
 

Stage2 
Table A1: Age  
 Stage1 
 Male Female Male Female 

Average 24.5 20.6
 
Under 18 0.4 10.1
18 19.1

15.2

7.7

1.4

Unweighted base 

24.2 20.5

1.2 6.1
7.4 17.7 5.7

19 8.3 13.8 8.2 19.3
20 7.4 12.3 10.5
21 10.9 12.8 11.8 12.6
22 9.2 11.4 9.6
23 9.0 6.8 8.0 8.0
24 8.5 9.2 9.2 7.0
25-30 25.9 4.1 23.8 3.6
Over 30 13.1 1.7 11.8
 

590 590 482 482

 

Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A2: Age difference within couples 
 Stage1 Stage2
Female 5+ years older 2.8 2.6
Female 3-4 years older 1.9 3.1
Age difference of 2 years or less 40.3 40.5
Male 3-4 years older 19.5 19.5
Male 5+ years older 35.4 34.2
Unweighted base 590 482
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A3: Children  
 Stage1  Stage2  
 Male Female Male Female 

0 84.0 84.2 87.4 87.1
1 15.7 15.5 12.0 12.4
2 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.3
3 0.1 0.3

482
0.0 0.2

Unweighted base 590 590 482
Weighted column per cent.  Note that the responses for men and women should, in theory, be 
identical.  The fact that they are not indicates a small degree of reporting error. 
 
 

 117



Joint Claims for JSA – evaluation of labour market effects 

Table A4: Age of youngest child in the household (months) 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
0 41.0 41.0 50.2 51.9

16.3 16.5 24.9
2 21.5 10.2 8.1

10.9 12.1 10.7
4 6.8 3.9 3.8

2.3 1.2
6 1.2 1.1
9 0.0 2.0
Unweighted base 98 96 63

1 23.8
21.0

3 10.4
7.1

5 

62
Weighted column per cent.  Note that the responses for men and women should, in theory, be 
identical.  The fact that they are not indicates a small degree of reporting error. 
 

Table A5: Type and duration of partnership 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Marital Status 
Married 23.1 23.1 20.8 20.6
Not married, but cohabiting 76.9
 

12.9

13 – 24 months 

480

76.9 79.2 79.4

How long living together at 
sample date (months) 
Up to 3 months 26.6 26.2 26.2 27.5
4 – 6months 10.8 11.4 12.1
7 – 12 months 19.4 16.5 20.2 19.2

22.4 23.9 18.6 20.5
Over 2 years 20.6 20.3 23.2 20.6
Unweighted base 589 589 481
Weighted column per cent.  Note that the responses for men and women should, in theory, be 
identical.  The fact that they are not indicates a small degree of reporting error. 
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Table A6: People in household  
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Number of people in household    
2 71.3 71.8 77.0 76.8
3 17.8

482

11.8
1.6 4.2

17.5 12.7 12.7
4+ 10.7 10.3 10.2 10.5
Unweighted base 589 588 482
 
Number of people in household in 
paid employment 
0 70.2 69.4 66.2 65.5
1 16.2 16.7 18.7 19.4
2 11.6 10.1 10.5
3+ 1.9 4.6
Unweighted base 589 588 480 480
Weighted column per cent 

Table A7: Ethnicity  
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
White 86.8 87.3 87.7 89.6
Black – Caribbean 1.2 0.4 0.2 0.7
Black – African 1.1 2.0 0.6 0.0
Black – Other (specify) 0.8 0.5 1.5 0.0
Indian 1.5 1.4 0.7 0.6
Pakistani 4.6 4.8 5.6 4.8
Bangladeshi 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.7
Other 2.7 2.3 2.2 2.0
Unweighted base 589 589 482 480
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A8: Religion  
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Whether individual has a religion or church: 34.6 35.8 33.2 33.8
Unweighted base 588 588 481 477
 
Which religion is that? 
Hindu 1.2 1.2

1.0
24.6

9.7

Sikh 1.2 0.8 1.1
Muslim 28.2 27.7 28.5
Christian 63.8 67.2 69.0 72.9
Buddhist 0.8 1.1
Jewish 0.3 0.0
Other 1.4

28.3

589

4.4 2.0 1.5
Unweighted base 198 203 159 161
 
Importance of religion to everyday life: 
Not at all important 53.4 49.3 61.3 51.0
Not very important 23.9 27.7 19.1
Fairly important 9.0 10.6 8.5
Very important 13.7 12.4 10.7 10.8
Unweighted base 590 480 481
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A9: Type of accommodation 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Couple Couple
Accommodation owned outright 3.0 2.4
Being bought on a mortgage or a bank loan 4.2 3.7
Rented from council, new town or housing association 53.9 50.2
Rented privately 37.3
Rent free or squatting 0.4 2.9
Live with parents/family 1.0 1.7
Unweighted base 588 480
Weighted column per cent 

38.2
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Table A10: Housing payment responsibility  
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Respondent 27.0 12.0 13.3
Respondent's partner 10.4 25.6 12.1 25.1
Respondent and partner 49.8 49.9 45.9 46.8

2.9 3.0 2.8 3.9
Respondent and/or partner and someone else 0.5 0.9 1.3 1.3
Respondent's parents/relatives 3.1 2.7 4.1

556

3.2
Paid directly (council, housing association, etc) 6.0 5.5 6.6 6.4
Insurance 0.3 0.3

551 447 446
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A11: Region of residence 
  Stage1 Stage2 
 LFS* Couple Ratio Couple Ratio 
Scotland 8.9 8.8 1.0 10.1 1.1
North east 1.5 7.3 1.6
North west 12.7 1.1 14.6 1.2
Yorkshire & Humberside 8.7 12.0 14.3 1.6
Wales 5.1 5.5 1.1 6.6 1.3
West midlands 9.2 12.0 1.3 1.2
East midlands/Anglia 11.9 0.7 12.0 0.7
South west 7.8 0.9 7.5
London/south east 26.5 22.4 0.8 16.0 0.6
Unweighted base 590 482
Weighted column per cent Labour Force Survey* (December 2000 to February 2001) Total 
Economically Active aged 16 and over, by government office region, Seasonally adjusted 
Source: Column 1 Table A.11, p.S16 Labour Market Trends May 2001, Office for National 
Statistics.  

27.3

Respondent and/or partner and parents 

Unweighted base 

4.5
11.8

16.7
8.6

6.9

1.4

11.4

0.9
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Table A12: Length of time in education 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
age left school/sixth form college     
under 16 18.1 18.2 20.2 12.3
16 46.5 43.1 41.7 47.8
17-18 28.8 30.6 28.1 31.6
over 18 6.6 8.1 8.7 7.2
 
Return to full-time further or higher 
education 31.6 35.5 32.0 40.6
 
Age left  full-time education 
under 16 16.0 13.8 14.7 9.5
16 33.4 31.4 30.6 31.9
17-18 30.5 33.8 30.3 37.0
over 18 21.1 23.1 20.5
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482

20.0

Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A13: Highest level of qualification (NVQ equivalent) 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
NVQ4 or higher 7.7 10.2 8.5 6.1
NVQ3 12.6 10.8 14.9 17.8
NVQ2 28.7 34.9 28.9 35.3
NVQ1 16.7 14.7 13.1 17.0
Other qualifications 2.2 2.3 2.6 1.5
No qualifications 31.9 27.0 32.0 22.0
Unweighted base 589 590 482 481
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A14: Other human capital 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Literacy problems 21.5 16.0 19.0 14.0
reading English 12.9 10.1 14.4 7.9
writing English 12.3 8.8 14.3 

61.5 

7.1
English not first language 6.8 6.3 3.7 3.8
   
Numeracy problems 7.5 9.7 9.4 9.3
   
Literacy or numeracy problems 24.5 20.0 21.4 18.3
   
Literacy and numeracy problems 4.5 5.6 7.0 4.9
   
Current full driving licence 34.8 13.7 32.4 12.3
 - If yes, whether has access to motor vehicle 63.7 68.3 67.9
   
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A15: Social interactions  
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
How often respondent meets 
socially with friends 
several times a week 43.5 34.1 41.4 33.5
about weekly 22.2 23.4 26.2 28.0
about fortnightly 9.9 11.8 10.8 10.4
about monthly 7.4 8.4 6.5 7.5
every few months 6.0 6.6 4.4 4.7
once a year 0.2 1.0 0.5 0.6
Less often 4.0 6.6 2.9 5.1
Never 7.0 8.1 7.4 10.2
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A16: Social Networks 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 MaleFemale Male Female
Proportion of social contacts seeking work: 
All 4.8 3.3 3.7 4.6
Most 13.3 14.6 16.8 14.1
About half 14.1 14.4 13.3 15.6
Few 37.5 36.0 36.2

23.1

35.2
None 30.4 31.8 30.0 30.5
Unweighted base 553 551 455 455
 
Proportion of social contacts in paid employment: 
All 21.2 25.5 23.1
Most 36.3 30.3 33.5 35.1
About half 16.4 19.6 16.9 17.7
Few 16.3 20.5 19.4 17.7
None 7.9 8.4 4.7 6.5
Unweighted base 560 551 462.0 457.0
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A17: Previous experience of difficult living conditions 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Living with a foster family 7.2 6.4 6.8 6.0
Living with an adopted family 2.6 2.0 2.6 2.3
Living with just one parent 32.1 36.6 36.2

None of these 
590 590

35.8
Living in a residential children's home 7.9 5.2 6.3 4.7
Living in a young offenders' institution, 
detention centre or prison 12.5 0.9 13.1 0.6
Living in a hostel/foyer for homeless people 14.4 11.2 12.3 9.4
Sleeping rough (e.g. living on the streets) 16.7 6.5 13.9 4.8
Living in Armed Forces accommodation 7.0 2.2 6.1 2.0

44.0 50.9 44.3 54.1
Unweighted base 482 482
Weighted column per cent.  Columns do not sum to 100 since individuals may have 
experienced more than one of the conditions listed. 
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Table A18: Non-sickness-related benefits receipt 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Housing Benefit (Rent Rebate) 63.0 47.5 55.9 53.1
Council Tax Rebates 53.7 40.0 52.9 48.5
Income Support 5.9 8.1 10.9 11.5
Jobseeker's Allowance, of which  66.1 44.9 50.2 42.0
 - Contributions based JSA       19.5       18.0 13.9 14.4
 - Income based JSA       65.2       62.3 71.5 69.8
 - Don't know JSA type       15.2       19.7 14.6 15.8
Child Benefit 3.9 11.2 3.1 7.5
New Deal Allowance 4.5 1.5 2.8 2.5
None of these 21.4 31.0 27.0 29.3
Unweighted 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 

 

Table A19: Health  

 Stage1 
Stage2 

 Male Female Male Female
General level of self-reported health     
Excellent 26.6 21.2 28.8 20.3
Very good 30.2 27.1 30.7 32.3
Good 24.7 28.6 23.8 26.4
Fair 14.0 15.9 12.3 13.3
Poor 4.5 7.3 4.4 7.6
 
Long-term health problem or disability 25.7 23.9 21.7 24.2
 - if yes, whether it affects work 74.9 71.7 73.4 80.1
Ever had any other long-term health problem or 
disability 14.3 15.6 12.3 16.7
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A20: Caring responsibilities  
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Whether respondent has caring 
responsibilities 6.6 8.0 6.7 5.5
 
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
 
Number of hours caring per week: 
Up to 10 hours 59.6 42.4 54.8 56.7
11-20 hours 16.3 16.4 18.0 17.5
21-30 hours 10.9 18.1 10.3 7.5
31-40 hours 9.4 12.1 4.9 4.8
Over 40 hours 3.8 11.0 12.0 13.5
 
Whether caring affects type or amount of 
work possible 31.7 33.0 30.4 33.4
Unweighted base 40 48 33 28
Weighted column per cent 

Table A21: Activity in the week prior to interview 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Either Both Male Female Either Both
All work(employees and 
self-employed) 

19.0 13.8 25.1 7.9 22.9 19.0 32.0 10.0

Employee – 30+ hours/wk 12.7 6.1 16.2 2.5 16.1 10.3 20.9 5.5 
Employee – 24-29 
hours/wk  

1.3 1.8 3.0 0.1 1.5 1.6 3.1 0.0 

2.2 2.1 4.3 0.0 3.0 3.0 5.4 0.7 

Employee – 1-15 
hours/wk  

1.9 3.7 0.2 5.2 0.4 1.6 3.9 5.4 

Self-employed 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.7 0.2 
New Deal or other 
government programme 

10.6 3.9 13.1 1.5 6.8 5.3 11.3 0.8 

Full-time education or 
training 

0.8 1.2 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 

Unemployed, couple 
claiming JSA 

58.8 54.8 69.1 44.2 51.0 44.2 60.0 35.2

Unemployed, couple not 
claiming JSA 

4.6 6.4 9.5 1.6 11.4 9.4 18.1 2.7 

Long-term sick, injured or 
disabled 

1.9 1.1 2.7 0.2 2.5 2.7 4.9 0.3 

Temporarily sick or 
injured, or pregnant - no 
job 

2.5 5.6 7.4 0.6 2.5 7.7 9.8 0.4 

Looking after the home, 
children, or other relatives 

0.6 11.4 11.7 0.4 1.3 10.3 10.9 0.7 

Unweighted base 590 590 590 590 482 482 482 

Employee – 16-23 
hours/wk  

482 
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A22: On New Deal or other government programme 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Either Both Female Either Both 
New Deal 17.5 7.5 23.5 1.6 14.1 8.7 20.1 2.8
Another 
programme 

 
2.4 1.4 3.4 0.4 1.7 0.8 2.2 0.3

No 80.1 91.1 97.5 73.6 84.0 90.1 96.6 78.0
Unweighted base 586 589 590 590 481 480 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A23: Time taken to find a job of 16 or more hours per week 
 Stage1 Stage2 
Days since sample 
to being employed 
16+ hours 

Male Female Either Male Female Either 

Already working  39.3 62.6 53.7 35.1 50.3 44.8
1-10 days 17.1 10.3 15.2 8.4 6.1 7.1
11-30 days 10.6 7.5 7.5 11.5 7.1 11.0
31-60 days 16.1 7.4 10.2 13.4 12.9 11.8
61-90 days 5.6 2.4 4.1 12.2 8.5 9.6
More than 90 days 11.2 9.8 9.2 19.3 15.2 15.7
Unweighted base 130 81 163 154 102 189
Weighted column per cent 

Table A24: Proportion of time in employment since the sample date 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Either Male Female Either 
% days employed 30+ hours 11.9 6.0 14.9 15.3 9.0 19.2
% days employed 24+ hours 13.0 8.2 16.8 16.7 10.5 21.3
% days employed 16+ hours 14.5 10.2 19.4 18.7 13.3 24.8
% days employed any hours 16.4 13.7 23.7 20.0 16.8 29.2
% days employed or self-
employed 17.9 14.2 25.2 20.9 17.1 30.2
Unweighted 589 589 589 482 482 482
Weighted column per cent  

Table A25: Length of time since last employment 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Since sample date  26.4 18.7 34.7 25.1
Since 2001 - - 14.5 13.2
Since 2000  37.0 30.1 26.1 25.4
Since 1999 15.2 15.7 6.6 4.9
1998 5.4 6.2 3.6 2.7
Before 1998 9.6 6.9 8.0 9.1
Never worked 6.4 22.5 6.6 19.6
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent  
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Table A26: proportion of time in employment, 1998-2000 
  Stage1 Stage2

Male Female Male Female
None  17.5 28.9 18.4 31.6
Up to 20 per cent 18.4 24.1 19.6 17.2 
20-40 per cent 19.3 16.8 14.3 17.9 
40-60 per cent 17.1 11.5 16.0 12.1 
60-80 per cent 17.0 13.2 12.6 9.6 
80-100 per cent 10.8 5.5 19.1 11.6 
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482 

 
     

Weighted column per cent Table A27: Actively looking for work, 1998-2000 
 

Table A27: Actively looking for work, 1998-2000 
 Stage1  Stage2

Male Female Male Female
2000 1999 1998 2000 1999 1998

 
2000 1999 1998 2000 1999 1998

Actively seeking work 94.8 84.5 83.5 72.8 70.2 61.6 89.2
414

82.5 79.1 79.0 74.1 59.6 
Unweighted base 580 453 373 566 421 341 321 294 415 310 234 

  
           

Weighted column per cent 
 

 129



Joint Claims for JSA – evaluation of labour market effects 

Table A28: Amount of time spent looking for work when out of employment, 1998-2000 
  Stage1 Stage2

Male Male Female
2000 1999 1998 2000 1999 1998 2000

 
1999 1998 2000 1999

All of the time 
Most of the time 

67.8 73.9 57.4
24.4

65.1 69.4 69.2 75.7 82.6 72.3 73.7
18.8 15.7

2.9
18.4 19.6 15.1 16.0 16.0 10.0 20.6

7.7
19.7 15.4

A lot of the time 5.6 1.1
5.8

6.1 3.5 5.2
6.4

2.9 3.3 1.2 0.9 
Some of the time 6.5

1.1
4.5 9.9 6.6 10.0 4.8 3.5 5.6 6.8 8.3 

A little of the time 0.6 0.3 2.9 1.8 1.1 2.3
0.7

0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 1.0 
None of the time 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.6 
Unweighted base 550 383 309 418 302 214 370 268 233 328 231 139 

 
  Female   
           1998 

76.1 65.7  
  

4.8

Weighted column per cent 
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Table A29: Main reasons for not looking for work all of the time when out of employment, 1998-2000 
  Stage1 Stage2

Male Female Male Female
2000 1999 2000 1999 1998 2000 1999 1998 2000 1999 1998

Full-time education or training 9.4 19.0 20.3 13.0 26.8 36.9 18.4 16.8 37.1 19.0 27.3 45.1 
Pregnancy or maternity leave 1.9 0.0 0.0 30.0  1.5 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 14.3 1.2 2.3
Long-term sick, injured or disabled 7.7 8.2 8.6 4.9 7.5  5.8 5.3 9.5 8.9 10.2 10.8 7.9
Temporarily sick or injured, or pregnant  11.4 10.4 7.2 14.3 10.8 6.4 9.9 10.8 9.2 11.4 7.2 4.6 
Looking after the home 13.5 5.1 5.1 20.9 26.5 23.6 11.3 10.4 4.8 24.5 20.4 14.5 
Caring responsibilities 8.7 4.8 4.8 4.0  6.3 4.7 5.4 4.2 2.3 5.7 3.7 3.2
In prison/on bail/custodial sentence 4.9 9.9 8.9 0.0  0.4 0.0 7.5 9.1 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Out of the country or just arrived from another 
country 

1.2 5.4 2.8 0.5  4.0 4.2 3.0 2.9 9.6 1.6 2.7 5.5

Personal reasons/difficulties  4.5 5.0 1.8 2.2 5.7 0.02.6 1.6 0.9 0.5 2.0 4.0 
Don't know 18.3 14.1 21.9 4.9 3.9 4.3 15.4 16.6 12.2 8.2 10.1 7.4 
Other  0.9 1.1 0.9 0.6 11.02.3 0.9 9.3 2.8 1.0 5.0 3.2
Unweighted 211 163 143 326 159223 191 118 102 200 143 133 

 
     
   1998        

Weighted column per cent 
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Table A30: Occupation in most recent job 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Managers and Senior Officials  2.4 0.0 1.5 0.0 
Professional 0.9 2.1 2.5 0.0 
Associate professional & technical 3.6 5.2 1.2 4.6 
Administrative and Secretarial Occupations 11.0 5.9 

15.6 3.8 
Personal Service Occupations 

33.7 
0.6 

125 

4.9 19.0 
Skilled Trades Occupations 18.6 1.7 

6.4 25.1 4.5 12.0 
Sales and Customer Service Occupations 8.4 5.1 25.7 
Process, Plant and Machine Operatives 20.1 2.8 12.3 
Elementary Occupations 28.5 23.5 52.5 34.3 
Unweighted base 147 109 163 
Weighted column per cent.  Note: SOC 2000 1 digit code. 
 

Table A31: Main industry in most recent job 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Male Female Female
A Agriculture, hunting & forestry 3.9 0.0 1.8 2.4
D Manufacturing 26.0 8.3 36.1

0.0
7.6

18.0

6.7
0.7

K Real estate, renting & business activities 6.2

3.9

2.3

0.0

12.7
E Electricity, gas & water supply 2.0 0.0 1.0
F Construction 8.9 0.0 0.6
G Wholesale & retail trade; repair of motor 
vehicles, motorcycles and personal household 
goods 32.6 12.7 25.0
H Hotels & restaurants 11.3 6.5 9.5 15.7
I Transport, storage & communication 7.3 6.8 4.6
J Financial intermediation 1.8 0.7 3.6

8.7 14.1 9.9
L Public administration & defence; compulsory 
social security 5.9 3.6 0.7
M Education 2.2 6.8 1.5 1.9
N Health & social work 2.9 18.8 17.0
O Other community, social & personal service 
activities 6.2 1.9 2.9 4.8
P Private households with employed persons 0.0 2.8 0.0
Unweighted base 144 107 161 124
Weighted column per cent.  Note: SIC 1992 1 digit code 
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Table A32: Supervisory role in work 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Whether had supervisory role in work 11.9 12.9 10.2 5.6
Unweighted base 147 109 164 126
weighted column per cent 
 

Table A33: Size of Establishment where joint claimants work 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Up to 10 32.5 25.9 28.3 30.1
11-24 17.1 22.4 8.0 18.9
25-49 12.0 19.1 15.6 16.1
50-99 4.6 9.4 12.2 3.6
100-499 21.9 14.2 21.8 15.6
Over 500 12.0 9.0 14.1 15.7
Unweighted base 146 108 159 125
weighted column per cent 
 

Table A34: Hourly take home pay rate for work 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Average 4.25 3.94 4.17 3.88
 
Below £3 12.8 18.4 14.3 13.7

£4.00-£4.99 27.9
13.0

£6 and over 4.6
91

£3.00-£3.99 36.2 49.6 37.7 45.5
25.2 11.6 25.9

£5.00-£5.99 13.6 13.6 8.2
12.1 7.5 8.5

Unweighted base 124 148 118
weighted column per cent.  Note that this table considers take home pay after deductions for 
tax and national insurance but including overtime pay, bonus, commission and tips. 
Adjustments- Survey 1: Three individuals were recorded as having anomalously high pay and 
they were excluded from the results in this table.  These comprised two women recording pay 
of £33 and £60 per hour, and one man recording pay of £23 per hour.  Survey 2: For one 
woman and one man, the period of payment is other and recoded to weekly based on the 
amount received and hours. 
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Table A35: Weekly hours relating to hourly pay rates 
 Stage1 Stage2 

Female Male Female 
Average 36 27 37 29
 
Up to 16 11.1 27.4 7.6 21.9

15.2

156

17-24 7.5 8.5 18.8
25-30 9.9 15.3 8.9 4.9
31-40 54.7 36.5 51.0 47.8
40+ 16.9 5.6 23.9 6.7
Unweighted base 135 102 124

 Male 

weighted column per cent 

Table A36: Work allowances additional to pay 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Yes 11.4 2.1 5.1 2.7
No 88.6 97.9 94.9 97.3
Unweighted base 145 110 164 126
weighted column per cent Travel expenses, clothing, tools, equipment, training or other 
financial help. 
 

Table A37: Nature of work contract 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Permanent 61.5 70.4 59.2 64.2
Seasonal, temporary or casual  25.4 18.9 25.2 27.0
Contract for a limited period of time 13.0 10.8 14.1 7.1
Unweighted base 144 109 164 126
weighted column per cent 
 

Table A38: Work placements as part of Government programmes  
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
New Deal 9.2 0.5 5.1 2.2
Another government programme 1.8 0.9 0.4 0.0
No 88.9 98.5 93.7 96.2
Unweighted base 147 110 164 126
weighted column per cent 
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Table A39: Job search method which led to most recent job 
 Stage1 Stage2 
How did you first hear about your current job Male Female Male Female 
Advert in local paper 9.1 19.1 16.910.9
Advert in national newspaper/magazine 1.6

Jobcentre - heard about vacancy from staff 

30.9

1.6

0.0

1.3 1.5 0.0
Advert in shop window/noticeboard 1.3 3.7 0.0 7.3
From a private recruitment agency 10.0 5.2 9.4 11.5
Jobcentre – saw vacancy on display 18.4 17.9 16.5 11.5

9.9 2.1 3.0 0.0
Jobcentre - touch screen display (or Jobpoint) 0.0 0.0 8.3 7.2
Telephoned the ES direct  0.6 0.0 1.0 1.0
Contacted employer direct  7.6 14.6 7.9 10.4
Friend, relative, colleague or trade union 35.6 28.9 32.0
From a Jobclub or careers office 1.2 2.9 1.0 2.5
Advertised for a job 0.0 0.8 0.8 0.0
Through a training course 1.3 2.1 0.0 0.7
Word of mouth 1.6 0.0 1.5 0.0
From previous employer/transfer 1.0 0.7 0.0
Off my own back 0.8 0.0 0.7 0.0
From the internet/job websites 0.0 0.4 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0
Unweighted base 147 110 164 126
weighted column per cent 

 

Table A40: Job search and availability – all individuals 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Men Women Men Women

77.5 47.8 72.9 49.3
of which:  
Available to start within 2 weeks 95.5 93.9 95.8 97.3
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482

Actively looking for paid work 

Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A41: Job search and availability – individuals without work 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Men Women Men Women
Actively looking for paid work 87.3 49.5 85.3 52.3
of which:   
available to start within 2 weeks 

if not looking and not working: 

97.0 94.3 95.4 98.0
Unweighted base 462 498 357 385
   

  
Would like to have a paid job at the moment 73.2 30.9 74.7 37.5
Unweighted base 58 250 53 181
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A42: Main reasons for not looking for work– individuals without 
work 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Men Women Men Women 

13.2 6.5 27.2 11.1
Temporarily sick/injured 18.4 4.8 19.7 10.0
On a government scheme/training course 29.4 0.8 14.0 0.8
Looking after the home 5.0 27.8 5.8 19.8
Studying (in term time) 9.2 2.8 3.8 2.4
Pregnancy/had a baby 0.0 53.8 0.0 54.5
Caring responsibilities 8.1 3.0 11.4 2.9
Unweighted base 58 250 53 181

Long term sickness/incapacity/disability 

Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A43: Whether will look for a paid job  
 Stage1 Stage2 
Whether will look for a paid job one day 
in the future 

Male Female Male Female 

Yes 97.2 86.6 86.7 88.4
No 2.8 7.6

Of which: when do you think you might 
look for paid work (survey 2 only) 

3.5 3.5
Don't know 0.0 5.7 9.8 8.1
Unweighted base 58 250 53 181

 
In a few weeks 22.2 6.0
In a few months 34.3 17.6
In a year or two 12.9 32.8
Sometime in the future 17.7 40.0
Don’t know 13.0 3.5
Unweighted base 46 160
Weighted column per cent 

 

Table A44: Change that will prompt job search 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
None 3.5 3.6 0.0 4.4
When the baby is born 6.0 14.0

0.0 

8.1 

4.9 10.9
When child(ren) goes to 
school/crèche/nursery 1.6 20.7 19.7
When child(ren) are grown up/older 5.1 24.0 3.6 34.0
When health improves 23.6 9.2 32.3 14.7
When a suitable job comes up 13.9 2.8 5.2 0.6
When finished studies or training 4.5

1.3
0.7
160

28.4 8.5 12.3 
When I no longer have caring responsibilities 6.3 1.1 17.5 
Just about to start work/currently working 3.7 0.9
Unweighted base 56 218 46 
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A45: When last actively looked for paid work 
 Stage2 
 Male Female Female
Less than 1 month before the interview 16.9 2.5 4.9

21.3 8.8 14.7
At least 3 months, but less than 6 months ago 30.6 16.7 18.8

Stage1 
Male 

16.4 
21.2 
22.5 

At least 6 months, but less than 9 months ago 5.1 12.8 12.8 14.7
At least 9 months ago 21.0 41.1 22.8 37.9
Never looked for work 5.0 18.1 4.4 9.2

55 236 48 170

At least 1 month, but less than 3 months ago 

Unweighted base 
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A46: Methods of job search 
 Stage1 
 Male Female Male Female
Average number of methods used 5.5 4.8 6.0 5.5
   

53.0

44.6 

Applied directly to employers 

69.6 

14.1

Advertisements in local papers 92.2 92.3 95.3 93.3
Advertisements in national papers or 
magazines 40.7 30.3 42.7 35.7
Advertisements in shop windows/noticeboards 61.4 52.5 64.2
Private employment/recruitment agency 21.1 19.3 27.8 20.6
Jobcentre –vacancies on display 87.4 81.8 85.6 85.6
Jobcentre –touch-screen display (or Jobpoint) 11.8 10.0 42.0
Jobcentre – talked to staff about jobs 51.5 40.8 59.9 47.5
Telephoned ES DIRECT 16.2 13.0 21.0 17.6

48.6 36.3 49.0 39.4
Ask friends, relatives, colleagues or trade 
unions  65.6 59.9 60.5
Try to become self-employed 10.6 3.2 7.2 4.6
Look at Internet/Job websites 19.0 14.6 22.9 20.3
Visit a Jobclub or Careers Office 13.7 14.0 15.3
Advertise for jobs 5.9 2.0 4.8 3.4
Unweighted base 500 358 388 314

Stage2 

Weighted column per cent 
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Table A47: Time spent looking for a job in 6 months before interview 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Most of the time 83.1 75.2 84.6 79.6
A lot of the time 10.4 9.5 10.3 10.6
Some of the time 5.2 10.2 4.4 6.4
A little of the time 1.2 4.4 0.6 2.9
None of the time 0.0 0.8
Don't know 

0.0 0.0
0.2 0.0 0.2 0.5

Unweighted base 500 358 388 314
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A48: Number of job applications in 6 months before interview 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
None 6.8 14.5 7.5 12.3
One 3.3 4.1 3.6 5.6
Two to four 16.9 21.2 15.1 20.6
Five to nine 23.2 22.7 22.2 21.7
Ten or more 49.7 37.5 51.6 39.8
Unweighted base 497 357 385 312
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A49: Number of job interviews in 6 months before interview 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
None 32.1 39.5 30.6 39.6
One 14.6 14.8 14.7 21.0
Two to four 33.0 29.7 33.9 28.1
Five to nine 13.2

6.3 
10.4 14.5 7.7

Ten or more 7.0 5.6 3.6
Unweighted base 462 302 354 271
Weighted column per cent 

Table A50: Number of job offers in 6 months before interview 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
None 76.2 78.5 70.7 75.2
One 13.9 14.4 20.3 17.3
Two to four 9.2 5.5 7.7 6.5
Five to nine 0.0 1.6 1.3 0.3
Ten or more 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.8
Unweighted base 500 358 388 314
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A51: Number of job offers rejected in 6 months before interview 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
None 51.3 58.0 61.1 61.4
One 28.2 28.8 27.3 29.5
Two to four 19.8 13.2 9.4 9.1
Five to nine 0.7 0.0 2.2 0.0
Unweighted base 122 75 113 77
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A52: Main reasons for turning down job offers 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Not enough hours 9.3 0.0 2.8 2.5
Too many hours 5.4 0.0 2.8 3.1
Too far to travel/bad location 25.3 22.2 23.7 30.1
Wages were too low 33.7 16.0 26.2 8.4
Commission based/no guaranteed wage 2.9 4.5 6.5 8.9
Irregular/unsuitable hours 1.4 4.1 4.1 16.4
Other unsuitable job conditions 11.5 15.8 16.4 6.2
I'm pregnant / partner pregnant 0.0 9.1

21.1 10.4
2.6 3.0

Been offered another job 7.4 13.1
Wasn't what I wanted/was looking for 6.6 11.1 0.0 8.9
Job description wasn't what was expected 1.3 8.8 0.0 4.8
Unweighted base 56 32 43 28
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A53: Expected hourly take-home pay 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Average (£) 5.20 4.71 5.30 4.51
  
Distribution of expected pay   
Below £3 2.6 6.3 1.0 3.8
£3.00-£3.99 18.0 31.6 21.0 30.3
£4.00-£4.99 25.4 25.1 27.4 32.3
£5.00-£5.99 30.8 22.2 32.0 23.6
£6 and over 23.2 14.8 18.7 9.9
Unweighted base 482 333 377 287
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A54: Expected hours per week 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Average 41 37 41 37
  
Distribution of expected hours   
Up to 16 1.5 1.6 1.3 2.5
17-24 0.1 2.6 0.5 3.0
25-30 1.6 8.7 1.9 6.2
31-40 76.9 82.1 78.6 84.4
40+ 19.9 4.9 17.7 3.8
Unweighted base 482 333 377 287
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A55: Type of job wanted 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Managers and Senior Officials  2.9 3.2 1.9 0.7
Professional 3.1 4.2 2.1 1.9
Associate professional & technical 13.3 6.8 9.0 3.6
Administrative and Secretarial Occupations 4.4 16.3

Elementary Occupations 

8.1 30.6
Skilled Trades Occupations 21.6 0.0 19.9 3.9
Personal Service Occupations 2.7 24.5 1.3 20.8
Sales and Customer Service Occupations 9.5 22.7 9.1 22.4
Process, Plant and Machine Operatives 12.5 1.2 11.4 2.7

30.1 21.3 37.2 13.4
Unweighted base 265 205 163 141
Weighted column per cent SOC 2000  
 

Table A56: Confidence of getting a job at expected rate of pay 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Very confident 22.0 16.9 27.6 15.3
Fairly confident 46.1 50.7 45.4 52.8
Not very confident 24.7 27.3 20.8 24.4
Not at all confident 5.5 3.5 4.4 5.8
Don't know 1.7 1.5 1.8 1.7
Unweighted base 491 336 383 289
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A57: Lowest acceptable hourly take-home pay 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Average (£) 4.29 3.94 4.30 3.95
  
Distribution of expected pay   
Below £3 10.9 20.3 6.7 12.3

40.1
31.7

5.4

£3.00-£3.99 32.6 45.0 39.0 
£4.00-£4.99 26.1 17.8 29.5 
£5.00-£5.99 20.2 8.8 16.9 10.4
£6 and over 10.2 8.2 7.9 
Unweighted base 488 334 369 285
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A58: Whether a job of lowest acceptable wage would improve 
financial situation 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Much better off 20.3 18.9 18.8 18.9
A little better off 36.4 31.6 38.1 39.4
No different/about the same as before 19.0 16.3 16.9 14.2
Worse off 24.2 33.2 26.1 27.5
Unweighted base 475 339 373 297
Weighted column per cent 

Table A59: Concerns about accepting low-paid work – 1 
 Stage1 Stage2 
Worries when taking a job paying the lowest 
acceptable wage  

Male Female Male Female

Losing housing benefit or help with mortgage 54.8 57.7 60.8 59.6
managing financially until the first pay day 49.1 47.7 45.2 

Repaying debts, loans or bills straight away 42.6 41.3 
Paying for things I get free on benefit 

Having to wait for other benefits 

Worries about caring responsibilities 3.5
13.8

1.8

500

50.7
Not knowing exactly weekly income 23.7 24.4 26.0 27.4

45.6 37.1
38.9 40.2 33.8 34.7

The amount of council tax I would have to pay 61.6 57.3 63.9 63.3
10.2 11.1 9.1 10.9

The hassle of sorting out my benefits 20.8 19.1 24.2 21.7
6.8 4.0 3.3 

Worries about health of husband/wife/partner 6.8 9.0 4.8
Being blamed by partner for loss of benefits 12.4 8.9 13.1 8.4
My partner doesn't want me to work 3.4 1.8 3.5
None of these 13.5 12.9 13.1 12.8
Unweighted base 358 388 314
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A60: Concerns about accepting low-paid work – 2 
 Stage1 Stage2 

Male Female Male Female

Worries about wages being too low 55.7 54.6 57.7 49.7
Having to pay extra costs for travelling or work 
clothes 51.2 50.8 46.9 50.5
Worries about the job being temporary 51.3 43.9 54.6 43.2
Worries about the job not being the sort of work 
I want 33.7 33.2 28.0 26.7
Not being fit enough to do a paid job 9.5 12.4 5.9 8.5
I couldn't afford the cost of transport to get to 
work 30.9 33.4 33.3 32.6
Travelling to work would be difficult 35.3 31.2 32.2 34.1
My/our income would be less reliable than when 
claiming benefits 25.0 26.4 24.0 21.4
I might not be able to do the job very well 10.4 10.6 9.8 14.6
Would be worse off in work 21.6 19.4 21.9 17.1
I might find a better job if I just keep looking 
instead 18.8 10.8 16.1 10.2
None of these 12.7 13.1 12.2 14.8
Unweighted base 500 358 388 314

Worries when taking a job paying the lowest 
acceptable wage 

Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A61: Self-assessed chances of getting a job in the next 3 months 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female
Very good 22.2 14.3 19.7 15.6
Fairly good 52.0 44.5 53.7 47.4
Fairly bad 17.1 20.2 18.5 20.4
Very bad 8.7 21.0 8.1 16.6
Unweighted base 466 328 363 296
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A62: Maximum commuting time, one way 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Up to 30 mins 42.8 63.9 42.4 56.1
31-60 mins 48.5 33.5 49.8 40.3
Over an hour 8.8 2.5 7.7 3.6
Unweighted base 571 546 467 457
Weighted column per cent Note: stage 1 figures corrected 
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Table A63: Whether prepared to move to a new area to get a job 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Yes 47.3 38.1 46.2 37.4
No 52.7 61.9 53.8 62.6
Unweighted base 531 540 439 429
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A64: Maximum hours per week 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Up to 16 0.3 6.5 0.8 4.2
17-24 0.2 7.0 0.8 

1.4
4.8

25-30 10.0 1.8 6.4
31-40 46.0 61.1 44.5 64.4
40+ 52.2 15.4 52.0 20.2
Unweighted base 575 550 474 454
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A65: Whether would accept a temporary job 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Yes 37.5 49.5 36.5 44.7
No 44.1 34.8 41.4 36.2
Depends 18.4 15.6 22.1 19.0
Unweighted base 589 583 481 474
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A66: Problems with finding or keeping a job 
 Stage1 Stage2 
Problems that have made it difficult to find or 
keep a job in the past year 

Male Female Male Female

Own ill-health or disability 21.8 20.1 17.2 24.7
Illness of other member of family 7.1 4.5 5.8 5.1
Lack of public transport 17.3 14.9 14.3 14.7
Lack of personal transport 30.8 20.5 
No jobs near here 

3.6 
Debt or money problems 11.1

0.8
Problems with drugs or alcohol 
Lack of references from previous employer 20.9 

26.0

4.9

482 

29.5 21.5
32.6 26.1 33.6 26.8

Caring responsibilities 3.1 2.7 3.1
22.1 14.4 17.6 

No permanent place to live 6.9 4.2 6.2 5.8
Problems with the law, or a criminal record 14.0 2.1 12.8 

4.9 2.3 4.1 0.6
22.1 16.1 14.3

Lack of previous work experience 27.5 28.0 25.1
Problems with literacy 12.5 9.4 11.3 6.7
Problems with numeracy 5.0 4.2 3.0
Pregnancy 0.4 5.8 0.0 4.1
No problems 20.2 25.9 20.6 26.4
Unweighted base 590 590 482
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A67: Things that make it difficult to work 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Finding the kind of work suits me 35.3 27.2 31.3 25.1
Poor sickness record 4.9 8.1 4.0 5.7
Health problems 10.6 12.8 8.0 14.0

19.9

4.0
My/our religious or cultural beliefs 

5.3 
25.2

Criminal record 14.4
No difficulties 27.1

590

My confidence about working is low 10.1 12.5 14.5
Insufficient qualifications and experience 44.1 39.4 41.4 39.4
Partner/family doesn't want me to work 0.6 1.4 2.3

1.1 1.4 0.6 0.6
Other people's prejudices 6.1 4.1 3.2
Travelling to work would be difficult 26.6 25.5 25.6 

3.3 16.5 1.7
27.9 25.0 30.6

Unweighted base 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 

Table A68: Even if I had enough money to live comfortably for the rest of 
my life, I would still want to work 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Strongly agree 37.6 37.0 34.0 36.1
Slightly agree 24.9 25.4 24.5 23.9

7.9Neither agree nor disagree 7.5 6.4 10.9
Slightly disagree 7.2 8.3 8.2 6.8
Strongly disagree 22.2 20.2 26.3 20.4
don't know/no opinion 0.2 1.6 0.5 1.8
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 

 

Table A69: Benefits give a more stable income than trying to earn a 
wage 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Strongly agree 10.6 8.6 7.4 5.7
Slightly agree 15.0 13.8 16.7

13.1
16.2

2.2

14.7
Neither agree nor disagree 17.1 14.0 17.6
Slightly disagree 19.3 16.8 18.6
Strongly disagree 41.0 40.4 43.4 39.6
don't know/no opinion 1.0 3.4 3.8
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A70: It would not be worth my partner working while we are 
receiving benefit 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Strongly agree 14.7 12.8 20.8 14.4
Slightly agree 17.1

482

10.6 14.6 12.0
Neither agree nor disagree 19.2 16.1 20.1 17.7
Slightly disagree 17.1 17.9 13.0 15.6
Strongly disagree 26.8 35.7 24.5 33.9
don't know/no opinion 5.1 7.0 6.9 6.4
Unweighted base 590 590 482
 
Agree 31.8 23.4 35.4 26.4
Neither agree nor disagree 19.2 16.1 20.1 17.7

don't know/no opinion 
Disagree 43.9 53.6 37.5 49.5

5.1 7 6.9 6.4
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 

 146 



Annex: Differences between the stage 1 and stage 2 surveys 
   

Table A71: Important decisions should be made by the man/husband 
rather than the woman/wife 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Female Male 

9.4 7.0
Slightly agree 5.7 5.0
Neither agree nor disagree 7.6

6.6
Strongly disagree 77.4

0.9
482

6.2 5.0
19.8 8.5 20.7

Slightly disagree 11.0 10.4 6.7
53.7 73.9 54.7

don't know/no opinion 0.4 1.0 0.3
Unweighted base 590 590 482

Strongly agree 5.1 3.0

Weighted column per cent 
 
 

Stage2 
Table A72: A woman/wife who doesn't have to work, should not work 
 Stage1 

Male Female 
13.8 11.8 15.2

Slightly agree 16.5 10.4 17.3 15.4
Neither agree nor disagree 23.3 18.9 25.2 15.2

37.3
Slightly disagree 19.1 21.1 14.3 18.8
Strongly disagree 24.8 35.4 25.2
don't know/no opinion 2.4 2.4 2.9 2.6
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482

 Male Female 
Strongly agree 10.7

Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A73: It is less important for a woman to go out to work than it is 
for a man 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Strongly agree 10.3 7.8 10.3 5.5
Slightly agree 12.9 8.3 11.4 11.5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.0 12.0 18.7 10.2
Slightly disagree 15.7 16.1 17.0 14.4
Strongly disagree 44.6 54.8 41.4 57.1
don't know/no opinion 0.4 1.1 1.2 1.3
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A74: Both the man and woman should contribute to the household 
income 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
Strongly agree 59.3 71.1 59.8 74.4
Slightly agree 21.2 14.8 17.5 13.8
Neither agree nor disagree 9.7 7.5 10.7 7.0
Slightly disagree 4.7 3.0 5.2 2.2
Strongly disagree 4.7 2.7 5.3 1.8
don't know/no opinion 0.4

590
0.9 1.6 0.8

Unweighted base 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A75: Having a job is the best way for a woman to be an 
independent person 
 Stage1 Stage2 

Male Female Male 
Strongly agree 32.6 45.7 36.9 52.3

27.1 24.2 27.2
Neither agree nor disagree 18.1 18.6 14.8

11.0 7.6
Strongly disagree 9.4 8.4 7.7 7.2
don't know/no opinion 2.1 2.6 1.5
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482

 Female 

Slightly agree 19.6
12.1

Slightly disagree 7.0 4.5

1.8

Weighted column per cent 
 

Stage2 

Table A76: A man's job is to earn money, a woman's job is to look after 
the home 
 Stage1 
 Male Female Male Female 
Strongly agree 14.0 7.0 34.0 36.1
Slightly agree 11.3 6.7 24.5 23.9
Neither agree nor disagree 12.3 8.5 6.4 10.9
Slightly disagree 11.4 13.0 8.2 6.8

26.3Strongly disagree 50.8 64.1 20.4
don't know/no opinion 0.1 0.7 0.5 1.8
Unweighted base 590 590 482 482
Weighted column per cent 
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Table A77: Mental health index 
 Stage1 Stage2 
Mental health index Male Female Male Female 
Good 67.1 56.6 70.0 59.2
Fair  20.7 24.8 19.3 24.7
Poor 12.1 18.5 10.6 16.1
Unweighted base 584 585 474 474
Weighted column per cent 
 

Table A78: Positive attitude to ‘women and work’ score 
 Stage1 Stage2 
 Male Female Male Female 
High 79.7 89.1 79.1 89.7

Unweighted base  

Fair 5.2 3.3 6.8 3.2
Low  15.1 7.7 14.1 7.1

563 569 454 467
Weighted column per cent.  Note: high score indicates positive attitude 
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