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Report summary

Background

The Skills for Life strategy is designed to improve literacy, numeracy and language skills of adults and of young people (aged 16 to 17) who had left full-time education. As part of the strategy, literacy, numeracy and ESOL training is provided free of charge to those without Level 2 skills and qualifications in literacy or numeracy
.

The NIESR/BMRB evaluation

This report is the fourth and final report of the NIESR/BMRB evaluation of the impact of participation in a literacy or a numeracy course at a college for a qualification. As such, the evaluation does not assess the full Skills for Life strategy (notably excluding ESOL courses and courses delivered outside college). The analysis is restricted to those aged 19 and over. Moreover, the evaluation was launched at an early stage in the Skills for Life initiative, when the courses themselves and the curriculum on which they were based were relatively new. Subsequently the range of courses have increased, and there have been more opportunities to develop basic skills in the workplace for example.

The evaluation examines the impact of participation on a range of economic, personal and social outcomes, including employment, health and involvement in one’s children’s education. It also describes course benefits, as perceived by the participants, qualification gain and continuation in education and training. 

The evaluation was conducted through a longitudinal survey of participants on college-based literacy and numeracy courses for a qualification (Skills for Life learners) and a matched group of non-participants with low or no literacy or numeracy qualifications. Respondents were first interviewed in 2002/03 (when course participants were on their course), with three subsequent interviews at approximately annual intervals. The evaluation was started at an early stage of the Skills for Life strategy and the sample was designed to be representative of learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses which were, at the time, eligible under the Skills for Life strategy.  Because of changes in details of the strategy, the sample is not necessarily representative of the learners who joined the initiative later. 

The original sample contained 2,012 learners (including 1,872 aged 19 and over), who were selected from a randomly drawn sample of courses. The sample was drawn in two stages, first, a structured random sample of courses and then a sample of learners on those courses. The second stage often took place with the assistance of course tutors.  It is difficult to be certain that the sample was entirely representative of all learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses for a qualification in 2002/03 in the absence of a comprehensive database of all such learners, and it is possible that course tutors may have introduced a degree of selection bias into the survey.

The original comparison sample comprised 2,255 non-learners. This comparison sample was not representative of the population with literacy or numeracy difficulties. Rather, the aim was to have a sample that shared as far as possible the characteristics of the learner sample. For example, the incidence of literacy and numeracy difficulties is known to be higher among older age groups, but older people are under-represented among adult learners. Thus, the comparison sample was deliberately selected to exclude those groups that are rare in the learner population compared with the population as a whole.

Just over half the Wave 1 sample responded at Wave 2. Around 60 per cent of the Wave 2 sample responded at Wave 3, and nearly 70 per cent of the Wave 3 sample responded at Wave 4. There is no evidence that some groups were more likely to be affected by attrition than others. The samples in subsequent waves were similar in terms of overall characteristics to the original Wave 1 sample. In other words, taking characteristics for which we have measurements, there is no evidence that there was differential attrition that might be a source of bias. (Although obviously we cannot be sure that there was differential attrition based on unmeasured characteristics, and we cannot be sure that similar differential attrition did not affect both learners and comparison groups.) However, attrition does cause a problem in that it necessarily limits the size and range of outcomes that can be measured.

In addition to the survey, at Wave 4 qualitative research was undertaken with 50 learners from the longitudinal study to investigate in more detail factors which may have affected outcomes.  Most of the sample of the qualitative research was made up of those who had successful learning or employment outcomes in order to help understand what helped them to progress.

Adult participation in Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses

At the start of the study, Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses were effective at reaching a wide range of adults eligible, including those with fairly low literacy and numeracy competence, Pakistanis and Black Carribbeans, those for whom English was a subsequent language and parents with children of school age only. 

However, some disadvantaged groups with a relatively high incidence of literacy and numeracy difficulties (as identified by the Skills for Life survey) were less likely to be participating in Skills for Life college-based courses in 2002/03:

· older people (i.e. participation declined with age); 

· parents with children under school age and lone parents; 

· people with a long-term illness or disability;

· people without qualifications; 

· those with very lowest levels of literacy competence;

· employed people.

Thus, unless changes in Skills for Life since the first wave of the study have altered this pattern, changes may be required to reach these groups.

The impact of Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses

The main aims of the study were to assess the impact of participation in Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults on economic outcomes, both for the individual and the economy.  The outcomes were assessed by comparing the learner population with matched members of the comparison sample using propensity score matching. Although this technique aims to reduce any bias in the results due to observed differences in characteristics in the participant and comparison groups, it is possible that biases still remain due to unobserved differences. 

Because of limited sample sizes outcomes were not measured across different sub-groups within the learner population. The study found that Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults:

· had a positive impact on self-esteem and increased life-long learning;

· led to a gain in qualifications;

· results in a belief by learners that their literacy and numeracy competence has improved, and continues to improve

· may improve health, the ability to conduct a wide range of everyday activities and increase independence; and

· did not have a significant impact on either employment or earnings.

As the study was unable to identify any quantifiable economic benefits, the rate of return to the investment in the courses was zero over the three-year period covered by the evaluation. This does not necessarily mean that the lifetime rate of return is zero. Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses may provide the foundation for future skill development, which may in turn lead to better employment prospects and higher earnings. However, to the extent that this does happen, it is likely to take some years before a positive return is realised.

Certainly, the strategy was found to improve aspects of employability (notably self-esteem and qualifications). There was also a high rate of progression to subsequent courses (nearly three-quarters took another course in the three years following their Skills for Life college-based literacy or numeracy course), which may both restrict current economic activity and improve future employability. Moreover, the lack of an economic impact does not imply that there were no socially worthwhile impacts. Moreover, the qualitative interviews with learners revealed a relatively high incidence of learning difficulties. This is supported by evidence from the Learning and Skills Council which suggests that people with learning difficulties are strongly over-represented in Skills for Life courses (LSC 2006). The surveys themselves found a high incidence of disadvantages such as poor health, that would put learners at a disadvantage in the labour market. Thus, helping them to overcome their literacy and numeracy difficulties may not be enough to offset those other disadvantages.

Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses appeared to provide other, substantial benefits for adults, particularly to participants with very low basic skills. They were able to lead a fuller life, e.g. to travel unaccompanied, to budget and manage their own finances, to go shopping. Not only did the initiative appear to have reduced their dependency, but it released others from providing support (including social services). Moreover, some took on greater responsibilities for others (e.g. helping elderly neighbours). Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses also appeared to have improved socialisation, reducing isolation. They may also have improved mental health.

Continuation and progression in education and training

New courses

Nearly three-quarters of Skills for Life learners started new courses in the three years following their Skills for Life course (72 per cent).

Most commonly, new courses were: 

· basic skills courses (47 per cent of Skills for Life learners) and 

· courses for a vocational qualification (54 per cent); 

· in addition, 15 per cent started a new academic course. 

There was some movement over the three years towards vocational courses.

Forty per cent of Skills for Life learners started a new course at Level 2 or higher within three years, including 17 per cent at Level 3 or higher.

Higher-level new courses

Only a minority of Skills for Life learners progressed to a course at a higher level than their highest course at Wave 1 (30 per cent of Skills for Life learners). Of the remaining 42 per cent of Skills for Life learners who started a new course, it was at a similar or lower level to the highest Wave 1 course. 

· For those progressing to a higher level course, the highest level reached within three years was:

· Level 3 (or higher), 16 per cent of Skills for Life learners;

· Level 2, eight per cent of Skills for Life learners;

· Level 1, five per cent of Skills for Life learners.

· Those starting at Level 1 most often progressed to a higher level course (44 percent of those starting at Level 1).

Qualification gain

· By Wave 4, 79 per cent of Skills for Life learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses had gained a qualification, whether from a Skills for Life course or other courses. Details of these qualifications are described below. Note that literacy and numeracy qualifications are those termed as such by the respondent, unless otherwise stated. Thus they may not include embedded qualifications or GCSEs in English or Maths. Thirty-one per cent of Skills for Life adults on college-based literacy and numeracy courses gained a Level 2 qualification
 and 14 per cent a Level 3 (or higher) qualification.

· The most common qualifications were:

·  City and Guilds (29 per cent of Skills for Life learners), 

· literacy qualifications (24 per cent of Skills for Life learners), 

· GCSEs (22 per cent of Skills for Life learners), 

· NVQs (20 per cent of Skills for Life learners) and 

· numeracy qualifications (15 per cent of Skills for Life learners).

Characteristics of those less likely to gain qualifications and to progress

Amongst those who participated on Skills for Life college-based literacy or numeracy courses, the following were less likely to progress to higher level courses, to gain qualifications or to reach a Level 2  basic skills qualification:

· older learners
;

· people from ethnic minorities;

· those with pre-school-age children;

· those without qualifications at Wave 1;

· those who, at Wave 1, thought they had problems with literacy;

· those on Entry Level courses at Wave 1;

· those whose course included literacy training. 

However, this does not mean that Skills for Life was less effective for these groups, but that their outcomes were lower. Indeed it could be that it was more effective.

Improving the impact of Skills for Life

The study examined part of the Skills for Life strategy (college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults) at an early stage of implementation. Based on learners’ judgement, their continued participation in education and training and a relatively low dropout rate, the quality of Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses and their organisation, at an early stage of the strategy, was good. However, the outcomes for those early participants might have been improved by:

· greater provision of careers information, advice and guidance to Skills for Life learners, before, during and after their Skills for Life course;

· lower or no fees for follow-on vocational (and other) courses;

· measures to target participation and achievement amongst the socially disadvantaged groups with lower participation rates in Skills for Life and lower achievement rates in Skills for Life. These groups are identified above.

1 Background

1.1 The need for improved basic skills amongst adults

 ‘Roughly 20% of adults - that is perhaps as many as 7 million people - have more or less severe problems with basic skills, in particular with what is generally called 'functional literacy' and 'functional numeracy': "the ability to read, write and speak in English, and to use mathematics at a level necessary to function at work and in society in general"’.   (‘The Moser Report’, DfES, 1999)

More recently the Skills for Life Survey (Williams et al 2003) found that 16 per cent of adults have literacy skills below Level 1. This means that they are unable to understand short straightforward texts of varying length on a variety of subjects, nor can they obtain information from a variety of different sources. Numeracy problems were much more prevalent. Nearly half (47 per cent) of adults have numeracy skills below Level 1. This means that they are unable to understand straightforward mathematical information used for different purposes and are not able to select relevant information from given graphical, numerical and written material.

The impact of poor basic skills on individual lives is far-reaching. Only around half of those with poor literacy skills are in paid employment, while around three-quarters of those with good literacy skills are (Leitch 2005). More generally, unemployment, temporary work and chequered job histories are more common among those with poor basic skills and earnings are lower (Grinyer 2006; Dearden et al., 2000; McIntosh and Vignoles, 2001; Ekinsmyth and Bynner, 1994; Bynner and Parsons, 1997a; Bynner and Parsons, 1997b). 

Moreover, if anything the barriers facing those with poor basic skills have become more acute. The Leitch Review of Skills (Leitch 2006) argued that that the need for basic skills in employment has increased in recent years and will continue to increase. Part of the reason for this is that basic skills are an essential foundation for most work-related training. Most independent studies concur (Atkinson and Spilsbury 1993, Dench and Regan 2000; Torgerson et al 2004; Hoytes et al 2002; NAO 2004). 

It is also important to recognise that poor basic skills may be only one symptom of a range of characteristics that put individuals at a disadvantage in the labour market. There is, for example, a clear association between poor basic skills and learning disabilities, and poor basic skills and poor health (DfES and DWP 2005; DfEE 1999). Bynner and Parsons (2005) find, for example, that around a third of those with literacy skills below Level 1 score very highly on tests for dyslexia. They also find that people with literacy skills below Level 1 are twice as likely to be in poor or very poor health as people with skills at Level 2 or above. Thus, addressing basic skills in isolation from tackling these other difficulties might not increase employment rates or lead to improved progression in work. Basic skills training may be an essential building block to helping people into work, but, for some, may need to be accompanied by other forms of assistance.

Women with poor basic skills are more likely to have children at a younger age and to withdraw from the labour market (Bynner et al., 2001). Moreover, basic skills difficulties may transfer to the next generation due to parents having problems reading to their children and helping them with their schoolwork (DfEE, 1999). 

Concern over the levels of literacy and numeracy in the population, their effect on individuals and their effect on the economy prompted the establishment of a government inquiry, chaired by Claus Moser, into basic skills in 1998 (DfES, 1999). It reported that 20 per cent of adults had “more or less severe problems with basic skills” and recommended a target of halving the number of functionally illiterate adults over a decade (DfEE, 1999). Forty percent of adults were considered as having major problems with numeracy and Moser recommended that this figure should be reduced to 30 per cent over the same time period (DfES, 1999). 

1.2 The Skills for Life strategy and the evaluation

In response to the Moser Report, in 2001 the government commissioned a large and detailed survey (including detailed testing of literacy and numeracy competence) among a representative sample of adults: the Skills for Life Survey (Williams et al 2003). It also established ‘Skills for Life’ a long-term strategy for adults to improve literacy, numeracy and communication. The strategy is aimed at a wider group of people than those suffering functional literacy and numeracy problems identified by Moser, seeking to increase participation in, and the effectiveness of, literacy, numeracy and communication courses for those without Level 2 qualifications in literacy and numeracy (although they might have other Level 2 qualifications, such as vocational qualifications or GCSEs in subjects other than English or mathematics).. As part of the strategy, literacy and numeracy courses for those without Level 2 qualifications in these subjects are provided free. The strategy aims not only to raise skills but also to increase qualifications and, except at the lowest levels, eligible courses must lead to a qualification. In the six years of the strategy to 2007, the strategy has a target of 1.5 million basic skills qualifications being achieved by people over the age of compulsory schooling. About half of the working age population are eligible for such courses (see Report on Wave 1
).

The strategy was established both to improve basic skills, but also to improve employment and other aspects of individuals’ lives. NIESR and BMRB were commissioned to conduct an evaluation of the impact (and cost-effectiveness) of the Skills for Life strategy, in relation to literacy and numeracy training. The evaluation is largely concerned with the wider benefits of Skills for Life participation (primarily employment, health, social participation and participation in children’s education), rather than with the effect on literacy and numeracy competence. It uses a longitudinal design, tracking Skills for Life participants and a similar group of non-participants. This report presents findings of the impact three years after participation in the Skills for Life course.

1.3 The effectiveness of adult basic skills training

How effective should we expect the Skills for Life strategy to be? Few robust studies exist of the impact of adult basic skills training on wider outcomes (such as employment and health). By contrast, a range of studies in a number of countries look at the impact of basic skills courses of different kinds on literacy and numeracy competence. Torgerson et al (2004) and Brooks et al (2001) review this evidence. In terms of ultimate outcomes (particularly employment and earnings), the more robust research tends to show few effects. Moreover, analyses of the benefits of improved literacy and numeracy tend not to differentiate between the impact of acquiring basic skills competences as an adult and of developing them during the course of continuous full-time education. 

Although learners often report improvements in their literacy and numeracy competence, it is relatively rare for research or evaluation studies to find an impact on measured competence. This may reflect the sensitivity of tests, or it may reflect small sample sizes. Support for the latter hypothesis comes from Torgerson et al (2004). They conducted a meta-analysis of three studies of adults which included a control group of non-learners, and concluded that this did demonstrate that undertaking a course had a greater impact on literacy and numeracy than not taking one (effect size 0.88). However, they noted that studies which show small or zero effect sizes are less likely to be published, so that the exclusion of such studies from meta-analysis will tend to bias the results. Furthermore, although the three individual studies all showed positive effects, in only one of three was this statistically significant. Thus, there is evidence that taking literacy and numeracy courses can have an impact on literacy and numeracy competence, but individual studies have rarely been able to demonstrate this because the effects are difficult to detect at typical sample sizes. 

Nevertheless, many learners report that their literacy and numeracy have improved, although this can be difficult to detect in tests, possibly because tests are not sensitive enough to pick up relatively small improvements. Even where people report significant differences in their ability to manage their daily lives (to write notes for their work or complete official forms, for example) this is not generally detectable using standard well-established tests (Fingeret and Danin, 1991; Fingeret, 1985; Heath, 1983; Fingeret and Drennon, 1997; Rahmani et al., 2002). The notable exception to this general picture is Brooks et al (2001a) which used very detailed tests and found differences in some areas of competence.  Warner and Vorhaus (2008), which was published after we completed our study, also found that Skills for Life learners’ competence levels improved other than in writing for literacy learners. However, the studies they were drawing on did not include comparison groups and included a wider range of courses (including ESOL provision, workplace-based courses and those in prison and probation settings) than our study did. They found that 62 per cent of literacy learners achieved qualifications (almost all at level 1).

Although general evidence (for example that reviewed by Leitch 2006) points to the importance of competence in basic skills for influencing lifetime outcomes, it is less clear that that gaining these skills as an adult has the same effect on employment as gaining them during compulsory (or full-time continuous) education.  Beder (1999) and McIntosh (2004), in reviewing previous evaluations of literacy training programmes found a dearth of robust evidence of the impact: most research suffered from major methodological problems, notably, the lack of a robust (or any) counterfactual; most were qualitative and relied on trainees’ perceptions of effects. From the evidence, Beder felt able to conclude only that “it is likely” that literacy participants made gains in employment, wages, continued education and in self-image. However, only two of the reviewed studies of employment impacts used comparison groups, with one reporting negative and the other positive effects. Beder was agnostic about whether these gains could have stemmed from literacy improvement: it was unclear from the reviewed studies whether basic skills training improved basic skills. 

An international study by Denny et al. (2003) used the International Adult Literacy Survey to estimate the relationship between functional literacy and earnings and they found that moving from a level of functional literacy below Level 1 to a higher level had only a small effect on earnings (an increase of around 5 per cent). Although  they found that in the United States the rate of return from moving from very low levels of functional literacy to higher levels was much greater than in other countries (of the order of 30 per cent). 

There is a growing body of evidence, some of which is based on robust evaluation methods using control or comparison groups, that basic skills training improves soft outcomes. It is common to find improvements in self-esteem and social participation, and people who have taken courses commonly report that they have made a real difference to their daily lives. (Bynner and Parsons 2005; Beder 1999; McIntosh and Vignoles 2001; Anderson et al 2004; HM Inspectorate of Education 2005; NAO 2004). 

However, there is less evidence to suggest that learning basic skills as an adult improves labour market outcomes such as employment or earnings. The most recent British research has found that the effect on employment and earnings of improvements in literacy and numeracy during adulthood appears to be weak (Blanden et al 2005). Grinyer (2006) found that earnings were higher among those who had taken literacy courses compared with those who had not, but this did not take account of other differences between the two groups. Dearden et al (2000) report a six per cent increase in earnings from improving numeracy skills to Level 1 (where the improvement took place between the ages of 16 and 37). They find no effect for increasing literacy to Level 1. Machin et al. (2001), used a comparison group approach to examine the impact on employment and wages of improvements in literacy and numeracy skills between the age of 33 and the age of 37. This study too found wage effects only for men whose numeracy had improved. They found no effect on employment, nor any effect for women, nor for literacy improvement. However, they did find improvements in both earnings and employment for both men and women if they perceived that they had improved their literacy and numeracy (between the age of 33 and the age of 37). 

While there is a clear association between poor literacy and numeracy skills and employment outcomes, it is not clear that improving literacy and numeracy skills on their own has anything other than a limited direct effect on employment success, not least because those who have poor literacy and numeracy skills tend to face other labour market disadvantages as well. However, even at lower levels, newly acquired skills may be building blocks to the development of skills relevant to the workplace, including though progression in further education and training. The OECD (2000) found that people with higher levels of literacy were more likely to take part in employer-organised training than those with lower literacy levels, even where they had the same qualification levels. In addition, improving literacy and numeracy is likely to lead to greater self-confidence, which also tends to develop cumulatively. 

Perhaps the most important outcome from basic skills courses is that they tend to encourage people to move onto other courses (Boe 1997; Bonjour and Smeaton 2003; Bynner et al 2001). Employment and earnings effects are more likely to come through later as enhanced literacy and numeracy allows people to develop skills that more directly influence their employment and earnings prospects. Moreover, US evidence suggests that measurable improvements in literacy involve a minimum of 100 hours of study, and many learners do not manage this (Comings et al 2003). To test these theories, the evaluation of Skills for Life courses examined course progression as well as employment and other effects. 

Against this background, the Department for Education and Skills commissioned NIESR and BMRB to evaluate the impact of the Skills for Life strategy.

1.4 The report

This report is the fourth and final report of the NIESR/BMRB evaluation. It presents new information based on the final wave of the survey, i.e. three years after first interview, together with findings from the qualitative research. It also draws on the findings from the first three reports to provide an overall assessment of the strategy. However, except where essential for coherence, we have avoided substantial replication of material which has been previously published. For those wanting more information on the following they should refer to the indicated report: 

	Characteristics of those eligible for Skills for Life courses

Characteristics of Skills for Life learners

Characteristics of Skills for Life courses

Learners’ views of their course

Factors affecting participation in basic skills training
	Wave 1 Report (Metcalf  and Meadows, 2005)

	Benefits of the course as perceived by Skills for Life learners

Dropout
	Wave 2 Report (Meadows and  Metcalf, 2005)

	Progression and continuation in education and training of Skills for Life learners
	Wave 3 Report (Meadows and  Metcalf, 2006)


The next chapter provides more information about the evaluation. 

The following two Chapters are primarily descriptive, providing information on Skills for Life learners and their initial courses. Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the characteristics of Skills for Life learners and discusses factors affecting participation in Skills for Life. Chapter 4 briefly describes the courses Skills for Life learners were pursuing at the start of the study, their motivations for studying and their views on their courses. 

Chapter 5 describes the effects of the strategy. Outcomes examined include satisfaction with life, self-esteem, perceived improvement in literacy and numeracy, attitudes towards education and training, economic status, health and assistance provided to one’s children. 

Two of the major impacts identified are increased participation in education and training and qualification gain. Chapter 6 explores this further, describing the pattern of education and training and qualification gain after the first year courses. 

The final chapter brings together the findings to draw general conclusions about Skills for Life. 

2 The NIESR/BMRB evaluation

2.1 Overview of the NIESR/BMRB evaluation

The NIESR/BMRB evaluation of the Skills for Life strategy focuses on the effect on individuals who have taken part in a college course in literacy or numeracy (aimed at a qualification). It did not include courses taking place outside colleges (for example in prisons or workplace courses which have become an increasingly important part of Skills for Life since the evaluation was commissioned). Neither did it include short courses not aimed at achieving qualifications (such as those taken by some unemployed people). 

The aim was to identify changes in economic activity, employment, earnings, participation in further training and health as well as ‘softer’ outcomes, such as the effects on self-esteem, work commitment and involvement in their children’s education and wider society. Because the time available in the interview was limited, those taking part in the study (both learners and the comparison sample) took only a very short literacy and numeracy test. The main function of the tests was to identify people whose literacy or numeracy levels were below Level 2. However, the test was not intended to be sufficiently sensitive to detect small changes in literacy or numeracy competence. 

The evaluation was largely based on a longitudinal survey of people who were participating in literacy or numeracy courses aimed at gaining a qualification in colleges and of people with similar literacy and numeracy competences and qualifications who were not on literacy or numeracy courses (the ‘Longitudinal Learners’ Survey’). 

A number of analytical approaches were used: 

1. an impact evaluation: a robust analysis, assessing the impact of the strategy through a comparison of those who participated in Skills for Life and a similar group of people who did not; 

2. participation analysis, identifying differences between the characteristics of those who participated in Skills for Life and those who did not; this used a composite dataset based on the Longitudinal Learners’ Survey and the Skills for Life Survey (see Wave 1 Report); 

3. descriptive analysis of Skills for Life learners: their personal and economic characteristics, their courses and the nature of their participation in education;

4. comparative analysis of Skills for Life learners to identify factors affecting learning outcomes, including dropout (see Wave 2 Report), continuation in education and training and qualification gain;

Only the first of these, the impact analysis, shows whether Skills for Life affected outcomes.

In addition, in the final year of the study, qualitative research was undertaken with fifty Skills for Life learners to investigate in more detail the factors which may have affected successful outcomes. Learners were selected for the qualitative research from those who had indicated in the quantitative survey that they were willing to take part in a further stage of the research. From the overall sample used for the survey, fifty learners were included in this stage of the research and these were chosen on the basis of them having satisfied one or more indicators of progression. For the purposes of this research, a learner was considered to have progressed, if, by Wave 4, they had:

· achieved at least a Level 2 qualification

· gained employment

· progressed from a basic course(s) onto a vocational or academic course(s)

· progressed to a higher level course

As well as those with successful outcomes, we also included a few learners who in the absence of an identifiable barrier(s) or other factors had not progressed over the course of the survey.

The rest of this section first describes the survey, then, as the core aspect of the evaluation and because of its greater complexity, the impact evaluation approach is described. Finally, the limitations on the evaluation are summarised. Further details of the qualitative research are given in Appendix B.

2.2 The Longitudinal Learners’ Survey

The Longitudinal Learners’ Survey provides extensive information on the personal characteristics, education, training, skills, employment and other activities of a representative sample of those who were participating in literacy or numeracy college-based courses aimed at gaining a qualification (excluding ESOL). It also includes a comparison sample of people with similar literacy and numeracy skills and qualifications who were not participating in Skills for Life courses for a qualification. The survey took place over four waves, at approximately annual intervals.

The sample of Skills for Life learners was drawn from colleges. The first step was to select a random sample of eligible courses stratified by college size from the Learning and Skills Council list of courses. The second step was to select a sample of learners from each course. The second step often (but not always) took place with the assistance of course tutors. It is difficult to be certain that the sample was entirely representative of all learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses with a qualification aim in 2002/03 in the absence of a comprehensive database of all learners on such courses, and it is possible that course tutors may have introduced a degree of selection bias into the survey.  A fuller description of the selection of the sample can be found in the Technical Annex to the Wave 1 Report.

The comparison sample was drawn from a number of sources, with the sample restricted, variously, to those with low (or no) literacy or numeracy qualifications (always below Level 2 in either literacy or numeracy) or those with low tested literacy or numeracy skills (again either literacy or numeracy below Level 2). This is also discussed more fully in the Wave 1 Report. 

The Wave 1 interviews took place while the Skills for Life learners were doing their literacy or numeracy course between September 2002 and July 2003. Although many of the courses were for a full academic year, not all were. Nevertheless, the interviews with learners were spread through the year, so that some were interviewed towards the beginning of their course, and others towards the end. The Wave 1 interview provides a base line from which the effects of literacy and numeracy training can be measured. The second wave of interviews took place between January and August 2004 and the third wave between January and June 2005, and the fourth wave between January and June 2006. In each case respondents were interviewed as close as possible to a year, two years and three years, respectively, after their initial interview. Thus, for learners on one-year courses, the Wave 4 interview took place between thirty and thirty-six months after they had completed their course. (Some learners were on longer courses.)

The numbers of interviewees at each Wave are given in Table 2.1. Just over half those who were interviewed at Wave 1 were interviewed a second time. In each subsequent wave around two-thirds of those who had been interviewed at the previous wave were re-interviewed. In general the characteristics of those interviewed in Waves 2 to 4 did not differ significantly from those interviewed in Wave 1. Thus, although there was attrition in the size of the sample between waves, this was not itself a source of bias. As far as we have been able to determine the Wave 4 sample was representative of the original Wave 1 sample. However, there may have been differential attrition based on unobserved characteristics. There may also have been some bias in the measurement of outcomes if there was similar attrition bias in both the learners and comparison groups (for example if those with worse outcomes were less likely to remain in the study).

Table 2.1 Achieved sample sizes, Wave 1 to Wave 4

	
	Skills for Life learners
	comparison group

	Wave 1
	1990
	2255

	Wave 2
	1094
	1122

	Wave 3
	682
	674

	Wave 4
	461
	468


Note that the comparison group is used in the impact analysis only, which uses a matched comparison method. The matching did not result in the full comparison sample being used. 

Further details are given in the Wave 1 Report. Appendix A of this report describes the Wave 4 sample in more detail. 

2.3 The impact evaluation approach

2.3.1  The aim of the impact analysis

From the late 1980s onwards, evaluators of social programmes recognised the need to develop approaches to the evaluation of social programmes that both provided rigour in measuring outcomes and answered the questions that really mattered for policy makers. 

The impact evaluation was designed not only to enable the measurement of what had happened to the learners, but also to provide an assessment of what would have happened to them if they had not taken their literacy or numeracy courses (known as the counterfactual). Establishing the counterfactual is important, since some indicators (earnings for example) are liable to change over time as a result of increased experience and changes in the overall economic environment. Others (such as moving into paid employment) are likely to be affected by life course changes such as leaving full-time education or having a youngest child start primary school. Without a counterfactual, there is a risk of wrongly attributing movements in these indicators to having taken a literacy or numeracy course. It is therefore important to compare the outcomes for those who have done courses with the outcomes for others in similar circumstances, and to do so in a way which minimises the risk of bias.

No matter how well designed an evaluation is, the process of comparing outcomes between groups is inevitably subject to both bias and measurement error. In the first place there will be differences in motivation and personal circumstances between those who take courses and those who do not. This characteristic in itself could affect outcomes such as employment, personal relationships and health. These outcomes for learners would probably differ from the outcomes for non-learners even in the absence of Skills for Life courses. Thus, the failure to control for this difference in an evaluation comparing participants and non-participants would lead to estimates of outcomes for those who have the greater motivation to participate to be incorrectly attributed to the courses them. 

It is also inevitable that surveys will include some measurement error. Some responses are more prone to error than others. It is likely, for example, that gender will be reported and recorded more accurately than income simply because gender the former is almost always the same throughout someone's life, while the latter changes, both over the longer term, but in some cases from week to week, so that accurate recall can be more difficult. 
In terms of methodology, there are two broad ways of reducing bias: an experimental approach, where those who express an interest in taking a literacy or numeracy course are randomly assigned to doing or not doing the course, and a non-experimental or quasi-experimental approach where people who have the same general problem (in this case poor literacy or numeracy) but who have not done a course are used to represent the outcomes that would have occurred for the learners if they had not done their course. In non-experimental or quasi-experimental approaches the comparators may be specially chosen, or they may be available through administrative or other data. (Blundell and Costa Dias 2000 have a useful summary of the different approaches to the evaluation of social interventions, including quasi-experimental approaches.)

Figure 2.1 Models of basic skills training effects on employability

a) Direct effects on employability




 


b) Indirect effects on employability




 



Overall, the approach we have adopted may be seen as a ‘black-box’ evaluation: we do not assess or identify the impact on literacy and numeracy competence, but move to final outcomes, such as employment and health. We therefore do not try to establish why particular outcomes occurred, but whether they did. Whilst this is a standard approach to impact evaluation, the evidence cited above of the low identified impact of adult basic skills training on literacy and numeracy competence and the identified effects on employability make it particularly pertinent. However, this does leave unaddressed the process by which adult literacy and numeracy training might affect wider outcomes. For example, is there a simple process by which training improves literacy and numeracy skills and these (directly or via qualification gain) improve employability (Figure 2.1, Model a)? As discussed above, although the evidence suggests that literacy and numeracy courses do have an impact on competence, it is not clear that this is sufficient in itself to improve employability. Alternatively, does participation in basic skills training increase other aspects of employability (such as motivation and self-esteem) and thus improve employment directly (and, possibly indirectly, through improvements in basic skills as well) (Figure 2.1, Model b)? 

Part of the motivation for the qualitative research in the final year was an attempt to look inside the black box and identify some of the processes which learners experienced.

2.3.2   The impact  evaluation: a quasi-experimental comparison group 

In the present study an experimental design was not feasible. The most important reason for this was that at the time when the evaluation was launched all adults without a Level 2 qualification were entitled to take courses leading to a qualification at that level. If potential learners were to be randomly assigned to taking courses or excluded from doing so, the control group would have had to have been denied their entitlement, which would present both ethical and practical difficulties, and possibly be open to legal challenge as well. In practical terms there would have been no  means of preventing those assigned to the control group from taking courses at other colleges even if they were prevented from taking courses at their preferred college. This meant that a comparison group approach was the only feasible option.

The standard problem with using a comparison group is that any observed differences in outcomes will partly reflect the true impact of doing a literacy or numeracy course, and partly reflect other differences between those who do courses and those who do not. This is called the standard sample selection problem: individuals who receive the treatment (in this case do a course) are generally not a random selection from the population. They have differing characteristics and (often) experience different circumstances. Thus, one could observe different proportions in paid employment for those who had done a course relative to those who had not even if the courses themselves had no impact, perhaps because individuals who take courses had better health or motivation for example (Heckman et al 1997).

In this study the learners group was representative of learners on courses leading to qualifications in either literacy or numeracy. However, because there was limited and inconsistent information available about the size or composition of the entire population of adults with poor literacy or numeracy, any comparison group of non-learners cannot be regarded as representative of any underlying population. Rather, they are just comparators for the learners group. What this means is that the outcomes for the comparison group cannot be treated as representative of the outcomes for all non-learners with low literacy or numeracy levels. Rather, they only provide a counterfactual for the learners. Further details about how the comparison sample was selected can be found in the Technical Annex to the Wave 1 Report..

Propensity score matching

When the learners group were compared with the non-learners after their first interview, there were some differences in characteristics between the learners and the comparison group. We therefore used propensity score matching as the method of comparing the two samples. In essence, propensity score matching, rather than trying to directly match the learners and the comparison group on a range of characteristics such as age, education, number of children, local labour market conditions etc, develops a single composite indicator, and the matching is done on the basis of that indicator. In this study, as in many studies of the outcomes of training and other labour market interventions, the composite indicator is the probability of taking part in a Skills for Life course (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983). 

The composite indicator (propensity score) is calculated using logistic regression for each individual in both the learners and the non-learners sample based on their observed characteristics. The equations used for the matching are in Appendix D. The variables used in the logistic regression for the propensity score matching were based on information from the Wave 1 interviews only. The same set of indicators were used to measure the outcomes at Waves 3 and 4. In Wave 2 local area unemployment was not included, but otherwise the indicators were the same as those used in subsequent waves. The indicators were: 

· age

· number and ages of children

· gender

· marital status

· ethnicity

· previous educational attainment

· literacy and numeracy levels achieved at Wave 1

· whether English is first language

· whether English is spoken at home

· self-perceived problems with literacy and numeracy

· employment status

· indicators of attitudes towards education and training

· index of employment commitment

· local unemployment rate as at November 2002

The November 2002 unemployment rate for the local authority district in which the individual lived in Wave 1 was included as a matching variable in both Wave 3 and Wave 4. This was designed to reflect the local labour market environment in which people were taking their decisions about whether or not to engage in learning. The impact of local labour market circumstances on the decision to take a course could come about in two ways. If the labour market had low unemployment this might increase the potential rate of return to learning, both by increasing the probability of getting a job, and by increasing pay. If the labour market had a high unemployment rate the probability of getting any job with poor literacy and numeracy would be low, which might provide an incentive to improve them. In our equation to predict taking a course the effect of the unemployment rate is negative, in other words, otherwise similar people may be more likely to take literacy and numeracy course in areas where unemployment is lower. 

The local authority unemployment rate was obtained from the Office for National Statistics NOMIS database of local area labour market information. It was added to the dataset by matching the individual’s postcode to their local authority area using the Office for National Statistics postcode mapping dictionary. In most cases full postcodes were available, but in a small minority of cases only the first three digits of the postcodes were available. Wherever possible these were imputed to local authority areas in two ways:

· learners sampled in colleges were imputed to the local authority area where all or most of the other learners from the same college lived

· comparison group members were imputed to the local authority which covered most of the relevant postcode area

No imputation took place where there was no postcode information provided at interview, nor in the small number of cases where the postcode provided by the interviewee did not exist. The effect of this is to exclude 27 Wave 3 respondents from the analysis of outcomes (24 former learners and 3 members of the comparison group) and 21 Wave 4 respondents (19 former learners and 2 members of the comparison group). Although this introduces another potential source of bias, (particularly because a higher proportion of learners than non-learners was excluded by this process) the impact of including area in the propensity score matching equation had significant effect on measured bias between the learners group and the comparison group across a range of variables (ie the equation without area reduced bias by less than the equation including bias). We therefore concluded that excluding the cases without postcode information and including area unemployment reduced bias by more than would have been the case if we had excluded area unemployment and included the cases with missing postcode information. 

All those who had been interviewed as “non-learners” in that they had not been sampled at colleges, but who in fact had been doing a Skills for Life course when they were first interviewed at Wave 1 were excluded from the propensity score matching process. There were some 280 of these, which reduced the size of the comparison sample. The reason for the exclusion is that we are trying to measure the impact of doing a Skills for Life course, and thus the comparators (those who represent what could have happened to the learners if they had not done a course) should all be people with low levels of literacy and numeracy, but who have not done a course. 

The average estimated propensity to take part in learning for the learners was 0.651 and for the non-learners it was 0.635. Appendix D sets out the mean values of the variables used to develop the propensity scores before and after matching. The matching process has a significant impact on the measured bias in the case of almost all the variables involved. For the majority of variables the estimation reduction in bias is over 80 per cent. This suggests that the adoption of this approach is likely to have markedly reduced the amount of bias in our estimates of outcomes. Once the propensity score was calculated, members of the treatment group (i.e. learners) were matched with a non-learner based on their predicted propensity to take a course. Thus, the individual predictors (such as age, number and age of children, highest qualification) may differ between the treated individual and the matched comparison individual, but overall the combined effect of their individual predictors gives them a similar propensity to take a course and the outcomes are compared based on those propensities.

While it is clear that the propensity score matching process was able to reduce the extent of bias between the learners’ and non-learners’ samples, there remains a risk that unmeasured differences between the two groups could nevertheless be important in determining the observed outcomes. One issue of potential concern is that the incidence of learning difficulties might differ between the two groups. The qualitative research undertaken towards the end of this study revealed that many of those interviewed had learning difficulties. This was not an issue that was addressed by the four waves of the survey, so the exact incidence of learning difficulties in both samples was unknown. LSC evidence suggests that people with learning difficulties are strongly over-represented among Skills for Life learners (LSC 2006).
Learning difficulties are likely to be a particularly important influence on employment outcomes. Employers in both the public and private sectors admit that they are reluctant to hire people with learning difficulties, and many of those with more severe difficulties are not expected to find paid work (Working Group on Learning Difficulties and Employment 2006). Thus, if there is a greater incidence of learning difficulties amongst learners than non-learners
 this is likely to bias the learners’ employment outcomes downwards and, therefore, lead to an underestimate of the impact of Skills for Life courses on employability. However, we do not know whether there is a greater incidence and, should those with learning difficulties be under-represented  amongst learners, this is likely to lead to an overestimate of the effects of Skills for Life. The other outcomes reviewed (particularly health, attitudes towards education and training and self-esteem) are less likely to be influenced by learning difficulties, not least because it is changes rather than levels which are being measured.  

Difference-in-differences

The final possible source of potential bias from adopting a comparison group approach lies in the unobserved characteristics of individuals such as motivation. To offset this a difference-in-differences approach was used. That is, the change in an indicator from one wave to another for the learners group was compared with the change in the same indicator for the comparison group. The effect of this is to take account of any initial differences in the starting points of the two groups on each of the outcome indicators.

Heckman et al (1997) found that combining matching with difference-in-differences substantially reduces most of the bias introduced by using a comparison group rather than a randomly assigned experimental control group.

Bootstrapping

As a final check, the robustness of the estimates was tested by the use of bootstrapping. This is a way of testing the reliability of results by repeatedly drawing a sub-sample from the sample to generate a distribution of the values of the standard errors. This provides an indication of the extent to which results may have been influenced by sampling error (Venables and Ripley 1999). 

2.3.3  What the impact evaluation has measured

In the impact evaluation we have analysed the changes from the initial (Wave 1) levels of a number of outcomes. These changes were measured at Waves 2, 3 and 4, but in each case comparing with the initial values. Thus, we were in effect measuring not only the outcomes, but the also whether the outcomes occurred soon after taking the course, or whether they developed more slowly. The outcomes considered were related both to paid work and to personal, family and social issues. This is because the literature suggests (discussed in the Introduction) that improvements to literacy and numeracy can lead to improvements in the quality of life even where there is no change in employment status or income.

Most studies of literacy and numeracy training have been small scale and qualitative. Quantitative studies of the effects of literacy and numeracy training have tended to measure change and progress amongst learners, but have not used a comparison group to group to identify whether changes would have occurred irrespective of training (Brooks et al., 2001a, HM Inspectorate of Education 2005). 

Beder (1999) reviewed a wide range of US evaluations of literacy schemes and found very few that compared learners with non-learners or that relied on anything other than self-report. International reviews of research on adult basic skills (Brooks et al., 2001b) and of the effects of improvements in adult basic skills (McIntosh, 2004, unpublished) also failed to identify studies which used comparison groups. Some of the studies reviewed by Torgerson et al (2004) did include comparison or control groups, but they focused on whether literacy and numeracy skills improved, not on economic and social outcomes.

The present study addresses many of the shortcomings in the literature in that it (a) has a large sample (b) has a comparison group and (c) has measures for both groups at different points in time. All these features are likely to increase the reliability of the findings. The steps outlined above (in particular the use of propensity score matching and difference-in-differences) are designed to eliminate, or at least substantially reduce any bias in the estimates of impact. As a consequence, where positive or negative impacts are reported, it is reasonable to attribute them to having undertaken the Skills for Life course rather than wider developments in the economy and society more generally. 

2.4 Limitations on the scope and nature of the NIESR evaluation

A number of factors limited the scope and nature of the NIESR evaluation. The effects of these are summarised at the end of this section.

The matched comparison design necessitated a survey of both Skills for Life learners and non-Skills for Life learners. Two major sampling issues arose at the design stage which affected the scope of the evaluation. Firstly, without a major audit of Skills for Life training providers (which was beyond the scope of the study), it was impossible to construct a representative sample of all Skills for Life learners (i.e. covering courses provided by colleges and by other training providers). The DfES decided that the study should be restricted to Skills for Life courses provided at Further Education colleges. Secondly, without disproportionate  cost, it was impossible to construct a representative sample of people who had literacy and numeracy needs but were not participating on a Skills for Life course. This did not prevent the impact evaluation addressing its aims, but meant that separate analysis of non-Skills for Life learners (for example to investigate their characteristics and attitudes towards learning) was not appropriate
, nor was analysis of factors affecting participation in Skills for Life possible using the survey sample.  (However, as part of this evaluation, we conducted the latter analysis using the Skills for Life survey, 2003 to provide a representative sample of non-Skills for Life learners, see Wave 1 Report). However, if those who take part in courses are not a representative sample of those with literacy and numeracy difficulties (and we know, for example that learners are generally younger than the population with literacy and numeracy difficulties), then comparing the learners sample with a representative sample of the population with literacy and numeracy difficulties would definitely introduce bias in measured differences, but also potentially increase the level of bias in unmeasured differences. 

Three further factors affected the scope and nature of the evaluation. Firstly, it was agreed that the evaluation would be limited to literacy and numeracy training and would exclude ESOL. It was recognised that there were major differences in those with ESOL needs and those with literacy and numeracy needs and that the factors affecting participation in courses addressing each would differ (i.e. that ESOL and literacy/numeracy were, in effect, two different studies). Moreover, interviews of people needing ESOL courses would require interviewers in other languages (as well as translation of questionnaires), which was outside the budget of the study. 

Secondly, at the evaluation design stage, some details of the Skills for Life strategy had not been finalised. This included individual eligibility and course eligibility rules. At the time, all literacy and numeracy courses (at college), including those embedded in another course, which led to a qualification, were being considered for eligibility within Skills for Life. In terms of individual eligibility, all people who lacked a literacy and numeracy qualification at Level 2 (irrespective of their literacy and numeracy competence) were being considered for eligibility. Therefore, the sample of Skills for Life learners covered college courses for a qualification, which included literacy or numeracy and where the learner did not already have a Level 2 qualification in literacy or numeracy. Thus, for example, courses in GCSE English and Maths and NVQs with a basic skills element were included. This meant that some of the learners in the sample could have had literacy or numeracy competence at Level 2, but did not have a qualification which provided evidence of that competence. However, when  tested as part of the evaluation less than 0.5 per cent of the sample had literacy competence at Level 2 or higher and four per cent had numeracy competence at Level 2 or higher.

Thirdly, the evaluation was not designed to assess whether literacy or numeracy competence improved. It would have been useful to measure this, along with employment and other outcomes. However, practical considerations dictated that it was not possible both to measure ultimate outcomes and literacy and numeracy competence. This would have required an hour long test, together with an hour long interview. This would have been burdensome on respondents and would have depressed response rates (and quality of responses). However, it was desirable have an indication of competence in order to ensure that the Skills for Life learners were being compared against a comparison group with similar levels of competence. Therefore, survey participants undertook a shortened version of a standard literacy and numeracy test. The purpose of the test was to ensure that as far as possible those included in the study (both learners and non-learners) did have low levels of literacy and numeracy competence. The purpose of the test was to set an upper threshold rather than to differentiate accurately between levels of competence below the threshold. This means that whilst the test was adequate for matching the comparison group, it was not considered sensitive enough to assess change. Thus the evaluation does not examine the effect of Skills for Life on literacy and numeracy competence.

Finally, because the achievement of a GCSE in English counted towards the Skills for Life qualification target, it was recognised that any sample of Skills for Life courses in colleges would include a substantial  number of young people who had moved to college from school to continue their education, including to resit GCSEs. It was expected that the impact of Skills for Life on such young people who were essentially continuing their main education would differ from that on adults, due to major differences (educational, personal and economic activity) between these groups. As adults were of greater interest in terms of the strategy and because the impact of returning to education in adulthood is less well understood than the impact of remaining in education, the sample was structured to ensure an adequate sample size for those aged 19 and over. This resulted in the sample of under 19s being too small to analyse separately and, given the difference in characteristics between these age groups, for all analyses after Wave 1, those aged under 19 were excluded. Therefore, this report is restricted to those aged 19 and over at Wave 1. The Wave 1 survey showed that under 19s comprised 68 per cent of those at college doing a numeracy or literacy course for a qualification. 

In summary, the study is of:

· college-based literacy and numeracy courses for a qualification, including  discrete and embedded courses; Skills for Life courses delivered elsewhere or not for a qualification are excluded;

· literacy and numeracy only; ESOL is excluded;

· learners who lack literacy and/or numeracy qualifications at Level 2, irrespective of their literacy or numeracy competence (although, in practice, virtually no learners had literacy or numeracy competence at Level 2 or higher) ;

· those aged 19 and over at Wave 1.

Moreover, the survey does not:

· allow assessment of the impact of the strategy on literacy and numeracy competence

· provide information on non-Skills for Life learners
.

3 Adult Skills for Life learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses: characteristics and participation
 

3.1 Introduction

In 2003, very few people who were eligible for Skills for Life courses were participating in them: fewer than two per cent (of those eligible aged 16 and over) were on basic skills courses (Wave 1 Report). This chapter describes the characteristics of those who were participating on Skills for Life courses at college and how these people differed from others with basic skills needs. We conclude with a discussion of the factors which may affect participation in Skills for Life courses. It should be remembered that Skills for Life covers non-college courses, as well as those delivered by colleges. The study was unable to examine participation on non-college basic skills courses and these may, of course, meet the needs of other types of people with basic skills needs. 

The chapter is a summary of findings reported in the Wave 1 and Wave 2 reports and readers wanting more information on factors affecting participation in Skills for Life should refer to the Wave 1 Report. The analysis used the Skills for Life survey (for basic skills learners) and the Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (for the population eligible for Skills for Life support). 

 In the next section, the main personal, educational and economic characteristics of Skills for Life learners at the time of first interview are described. The following section discusses how well Skills for Life reaches the range of people eligible for the strategy and factors affecting participation. 

3.2 Characteristics of adult Skills for Life learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses

3.2.1   Personal and familial characteristics

Skills for Life learners were not typical of the general population. They were predominantly female (58 per cent), single (65 per cent) and white (75 per cent). According to the 2001 Census only a third of adults are single and 87 per cent are white. Thus, Skills for Life learners are disproportionately likely to be single and of minority ethnic origin. They were spread across the age range, although more concentrated in the 19 to 44 age group, with an average age of 37 (Table 3.2). (Note that throughout the report reference to age is to age at the time of the Wave 1 interview. Thus, those referred to as 19 to 24 year olds are, at Wave 4, 22 to 27 year olds). Those from ethnic minorities were spread fairly equally across the main ethnic minority groups (Table 3.3).

A minority had children aged under 16 (29 per cent), although many of those with children were lone parents (11 per cent of all Skills for Life learners) (Table 3.4).

Illness or disability was very common amongst Skills for Life learners. Forty-one per cent reported a long-standing illness or disability at Wave 1, although this affected the amount or type of paid work they could do for only 30 per cent. The survey did not identify whether respondents had learning difficulties, including dyslexia. However, as many of the respondents in the qualitative research referred to being dyslexic or appeared to have learning difficulties, it seems likely that learning difficulties were common amongst Skills for Life learners.
 Bynner and Parsons (2005) found a high incidence of dyslexia among people with literacy problems and the LSC statistics of learner characteristics suggest a large over-representation of people with learning difficulties on Skills for Life courses (LSC 2006).

The majority of Skills for Life learners at Wave 1 said they were happy with life (85 per cent) (Table 3.5).

Table 3.2 Skills for Life learners: age at Wave 1                                                                                       

	age at Wave 1 interview
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	19-24
	22

	
	25-34
	25

	
	35-44
	29

	
	45-54
	15

	
	55 and over
	10

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


     Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Table 3.3 Skills for Life learners: ethnicity                                                                                             

	Ethnicity
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	white
	75

	
	Asian or Asian British - Pakistani or Bangladeshi
	7

	
	Black or Black British - Caribbean and other
	5

	
	Black or Black British – African
	4

	
	Asian or Asian British – Indian
	4

	
	other
	5

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


     Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Table 3.4 Skills for Life learners: family composition

	Family composition
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	single, no children
	54

	
	partner
	35

	
	lone parent
	11

	
	

	Children under 16
	

	
	none
	71

	
	one
	13

	
	two
	11

	
	three or more
	6

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


Figures do not sum to 100 per cent due to rounding.    

 Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Table 3.5 Skills for Life learners: satisfaction with life

	Satisfaction with life
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	Very happy
	36

	
	Fairly happy
	49

	
	Neither happy nor unhappy
	4

	
	Not very happy
	10

	
	Not at all happy
	2

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


     Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

3.2.2   Skills, qualifications and education

Amongst Skills for Life learners both literacy and numeracy skills were low, whether measured by testing or by their own assessment (Table 3.6 and Table 3.7) and only 28 per cent had any qualifications at Level 2 or higher (Table 3.8):
 

· nearly all Skills for Life learners had literacy and numeracy competence below Level 2 (as tested in the Longitudinal Learners’ Survey)
;

· the tested competence of the majority was below Level 1, with over half below Level 1 in literacy (56 per cent) and over three-quarters below Level 1 in numeracy (78 per cent)
;

· more than one third each had no qualifications or had qualifications below Level 2 only;

· almost four-fifths did not have Level 2 qualifications in either literacy or numeracy. 

Most Skills for Life learners felt that they had problems with literacy (69 per cent) or numeracy (53 per cent). 

English was an additional language for a relatively high percentage of Skills for Life learners (17 per cent). However, very few were judged by the interviewer as not having good spoken English (five per cent). 

A large majority (70 per cent) of Skills for Life learners had left school at the age of 16 or younger (Table 3.9). About half reported that their experience of school had been positive (and almost a quarter very positive), whilst almost half reported it negative (and almost a quarter very negative).

Table 3.6 Skills for Life learners: literacy and numeracy competence

	                                                                                              
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	literacy test score
	

	
	Entry Level 1 or below
	15

	
	Entry Level 2
	24

	
	Entry Level 3
	17

	
	Level 1
	36

	
	Level 2 or above
	*

	
	test not completeda
	7

	Total
	100

	
	

	numeracy test score
	

	
	Entry Level 1 or below
	39

	
	Entry Level 2
	39

	
	Entry Level 3
	7

	
	Level 1
	5

	
	Level 2 or above
	4

	
	test not completeda
	7

	Total
	100

	
	

	n weighted
	1873


* fewer than 0.5 per cent     

 a Analysis of the qualifications and courses being undertaken by these respondents suggested that their literacy and numeracy competence was likely to be low.

Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Table 3.7 Skills for Life learners: self-assessed literacy and numeracy problems

	                                                                                            Skills for Life learners considered they had problems with:
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	literacy
	69

	
	numeracy
	53

	
	literacy or numeracy
	83

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


     Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Table 3.8 Skills for Life learners: qualifications held at Wave 1                                                                                          

	Qualifications held at Wave 1
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	Highest qualification
	

	
	no qualifications
	36

	
	low level (unspecified)
	6

	
	Entry Level 1
	1

	
	Level 1 or higher
	29

	
	Level 2 or higher
	14

	
	Level 3  or higher
	8

	
	Level 4
	6

	
	

	Literacy and numeracy qualifications
	

	
	Level 2 qualification in English
	10

	
	Level 2 qualification in Maths
	4

	
	neither
	88

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


     Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Table 3.9 Skills for Life learners: schooling                                                                                      

	
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	age left continuous full-time education 
	

	
	16 and under
	70

	
	17-18
	15

	
	19 and over
	15

	
	

	overall experience of school
	

	
	Very positive
	22

	
	Somewhat positive
	26

	
	Neither positive nor negative
	4

	
	Somewhat negative
	23

	
	Very negative
	24

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


     Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

3.2.3   Economic activity

Economic activity and employment were low and unemployment high amongst Skills for Life learners at Wave 1(Table 3.10): 

· only half of Skills for Life learners were economically active;

· only one third were employed;

· unemployment was very high: 16 per cent were unemployed, giving an unemployment rate
 of 33 per cent; 

· nine per cent of Skills for Life learners were in full-time education at Wave 1. 

Table 3.10 Skills for Life learners: main economic activity at Wave 1                                                                                              

	
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	In full-time education
	9

	
	

	Economically active
	49

	
	Employed
	33

	
	Unemployed and seeking work
	16

	
	

	In part-time education (and not employed)
	12

	
	

	Other
	30

	
	Temporarily sick or disabled
	3

	
	Permanently sick or disabled
	13

	
	Looking after the home or family
	11

	
	Wholly retired
	2

	
	Government scheme (employment training)
	1

	
	Other
	0

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873

	n unweighted
	1872


    * fewer than 0.5 per cent    

     Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

3.3 Factors affecting participation in Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses

Skills for Life learners differed in a number of ways from the general population with low basic skills. These differences may indicate factors which affect participation and hence how provision may be changed to increase participation. 

At Wave 1, cross-tabular analysis and regression analysis was used to assess the ways in which the two groups differed and thus to identify the factors which may affect participation in college-based Skills for Life courses
. (For full details of the method and findings, see Wave 1 Report.)

The following factors appeared to reduce participation in Skills for Life college courses:

· age:  participation declined with age;

· having children under school age;

· being a  lone parent (compared with single people without children); however, lone parents were more likely to participate in Skills for Life college-based courses than parents with a partner;

· having a partner or spouse; 

· having a long-term illness of disability;

· having poor spoken English;

· having a job.

The following factors appeared to increase participation in Skills for Life college courses:

· being Black Caribbean or Pakistani;

· believing one had problems with maths, reading or writing;

· English being a subsequent language.

Participation also varied with literacy and numeracy competence and with qualifications: 

· those with literacy competence at Entry Level 2 were more likely to participate and those with literacy competence at Level 2 less likely to participate than any others;

· for numeracy competence, participation rates showed a ‘U’ shape: those at Entry Level 1 were most likely to participate, with participation rates declining with competence to Entry Level 3, then starting to rise again (although not reaching the same levels as for Entry Level 1);

· for qualifications, those with Level 1 qualifications were most likely to participate in college-based Skills for Life courses, although participation rates were also relatively high for those with Level 2 and Entry Level qualifications. Those without qualifications or with Level 3 or higher qualifications were least likely to participate. 

Thus, certain disadvantaged groups, (notably, older people, lone parents, people with a long-term illness of disability, people without qualifications and those with the very lowest levels of literacy competence) were not being reached as effectively by Skills for Life college-based courses. At the same time, those with fairly low literacy and the low numeracy competence were being effectively reached, as were some ethnic minority groups and those for whom English was a subsequent language. 

Having children under school age appeared to be a barrier to participation, suggesting that, to reach this group, provision might need to be made to address childcare responsibilities. At the same time, it appeared that once children were of school age they acted as a spur to participation, more than compensating for any continuing barriers. 

One key to participation appeared to be the individual recognising that they had problems with basic skills. 

Finally, those who were employed were less likely to participate in Skills for Life college-based courses. However, it is unclear whether this was due to a lesser perceived need for basic skills training amongst this group or because of difficulties of access for those employed.

3.4 Summary

3.4.1  Characteristics

Adult Skills for Life learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses were: 

· predominantly white (75 per cent), with ethnic minorities spread over the main ethnic minority groups;

· predominantly single (65 per cent);

· predominantly female (58 per cent);

· spread over the age range, but somewhat concentrated in the 19 to 44 age group;

· predominantly without children (71 per cent), although 11 per cent were lone parents;

· 41 per cent had a long-standing illness or disability;

· 49 per cent ere economically active, but only 33 per cent were employed.

In terms of qualifications and competences:

· the majority tested below Level 1 in literacy (56 per cent) and numeracy (78 per cent);

· 36 per cent had no qualifications, 35% had qualifications below Level 2 (including 29 per cent at Level 1);

· for 17 per cent English was a subsequent language.

3.4.2  Participation

For adults, Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses were effective at reaching those with fairly low literacy and numeracy competence, some ethnic minority groups, those for whom English was a subsequent language and parents with children of school age only. 

However, some disadvantaged groups were less likely to participate in Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses:

· older people; 

· lone parents; 

· people with a long-term illness of disability;

· people without qualifications; 

· those with very lowest levels of literacy competence;

· parents with children under school age;

· the employed.

4 Adult Skills for Life learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses: education and training at Wave 1

4.1 Introduction

This chapter examines Skills for Life learners’ education and training at Wave 1: the type of courses that Skills for Life learners were pursuing, their reasons for undertaking a Skills for Life course and their views on the course. These issues were explored in the Wave 1 Report of the study, using the Longitudinal Learners’ Survey. Here, the main findings are summarised and further information from the qualitative research has been added. 

Skills for Life learners were selected for the study because they were doing a literacy or numeracy course at college (termed the ‘sample-selection course’ in this report). This course was either for a literacy or numeracy qualification or embedded in some other course (e.g. an NVQ). Thus, by definition, all were doing a literacy or numeracy course. Almost half (48 per cent) were also doing other courses at Wave 1, including other basic skills courses. 

The next section describes the full range of courses being pursued by the Skills for Life learners at the start of the study.  To provide context for Sections 4.3 and 4.4, the sample-selection courses (for which data was collected on reasons for doing the course and views on the course) are also described, section 4.3 explores the reasons learners were pursuing a literacy or numeracy course and Section  4.4 presents learners’ views of their sample-selection course. These aspects were not a major focus of the qualitative research, as information on motivations and courses undertaken three years prior to the qualitative interview might be unreliable and we are not confident that responses supposedly relating to a respondent’s sample-selection course did indeed relate to that course. However, the information presented by respondents in the qualitative research was both congruent with the quantitative research and, for each respondent, was coherent with their other views and experiences. For these reasons, we feel that the qualitative evidence is fairly robust in respect of motivations to learn and views on courses. 

4.2 Courses pursued at Wave 1

By definition, all Skills for Life learners were doing a college-based literacy or numeracy course for a qualification (their sample-selection course); in addition, 48 per cent of Skills for Life learners were doing more than one course. This section first describes all college-based courses Skills for Life learners were doing at Wave 1 (whether a basic skills or other course), then describes the sample-selection courses before commenting on the difference between these courses. 

Taking all courses together (Table 4.11):

· at least two-thirds were doing a course for a literacy qualification (including GCSE English)
 

· almost half, at least, were doing a course for a numeracy qualification (including GCSE Maths); 

· nearly one sixth were doing a Key Skills qualification. 

Table 4.11 Skills for Life learners: basic skills courses pursued at Wave 1, all courses,  

per cent Skills for Life learners                                                                                       

	
	

	Basic skillsa
	87

	
	Literacy qualificationb
	67

	
	Numeracy qualificationb
	44

	
	combined literacy and numeracyb 
	3

	
	Key skills qualification
	18

	
	ESOL
	2

	
	

	Course information unknown
	13

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


Columns may total more than 100 per cent as respondents may have been on more than one course.

a All Skills for Life learners in the sample were on a college-based literacy or numeracy course for a qualification at Wave 1. However, not all reported that they were or gave adequate details to identify whether they were studying for a literacy or  a numeracy qualification.

b Courses described by the respondent as for a literacy or numeracy, together with other courses identifiable as such (e.g. GCSE English and Maths). Embedded literacy or numeracy courses (e.g. within an NVQ) are only included if described by the respondent as a literacy or numeracy course.

Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Many were pursuing GCSEs or vocational qualifications (Table 4.12): 

· 29 per cent were undertaking ‘academic’ qualifications, almost all of whom were doing GCSEs;

· 36 per cent were undertaking vocational qualifications, the most common of which were City and Guilds (19 per cent). 

Table 4.12 Skills for Life learners: academic and vocational qualifications pursued at Wave 1, all courses  

per cent Skills for Life learners                                                                                       

	
	

	Academic
	29

	
	GCSE
	28

	
	GCSE English
	16

	
	GCSE Maths
	14

	
	A or AS Levels/ Access course
	2

	
	degree, HND, nursing, teaching
	2

	
	

	Vocational
	36

	
	City and Guilds
	19

	
	CLAIT/other IT
	9

	
	NVQ
	4

	
	RSA
	2

	
	GNVQ
	1

	
	BTEC/BEC/TEC
	1

	
	ONC
	1

	
	other
	7

	
	

	no qualification details givena
	57

	course information unknown
	5

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


Columns may total more than 100 per cent as respondents may report more than one course.

a These courses were generally for in-house certificates and low level vocational courses. 

Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

The most common highest level of course being pursued at Wave 1 was (Table 4.13):

· Level 2
 (29 per cent of all courses)

· Level 1 (23 per cent of all courses)

· Entry Level 1 (17 per cent of all courses), with 28 per cent at an Entry Level (1-3).

Table 4.13 Skills for Life learners: highest qualification level pursued at Wave 1, all courses

per cent Skills for Life learners                                                                                       

	Highest qualification level pursued at Wave 1
	

	
	Entry Level 1
	17

	
	Entry Level 2
	6

	
	Entry Level 3
	5

	
	Level 1
	23

	
	Level 2a
	29

	
	Level 3
	6

	
	Level 4
	2

	
	Level unknown
	8

	
	course information unknown
	4

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


        a All GCSEs are included as Level 2.

   Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

As the next two sections relate to the ‘sample-selection course’ (i.e. the course by which the learner was selected for the study), Table 4.14 and Table 4.15 describe these courses. However, it should be remembered that data do not cover all the literacy and numeracy college-based courses being pursued by Skills for Life learners at Wave 1, as some were doing more than one basic skills course.

The most common qualifications being pursued (for the sample-selection course) were literacy qualifications
 (23 per cent) and GCSEs (24 per cent), with 15 per cent studying for a City and Guilds and 14 per cent studying for a numeracy qualification (Table 4.14). Courses for other types of vocational qualifications were rare.

Irrespective of the nature of the qualification, 50 per cent of sample-selection courses included literacy and 74 per cent included numeracy. 

Table 4.14 Skills for Life learners: sample-selection course type of qualification  

per cent Skills for Life learners                                                                                       

	Basic skills qualificationa
	

	
	Literacy qualification
	23

	
	Numeracy qualification
	14

	
	combined literacy and numeracy
	3

	
	Key skills qualification
	7

	
	ESOL
	1

	
	

	Academic
	

	
	GCSE
	24

	
	A or AS Levels/ Access course
	1

	
	degree, HND, nursing, teaching
	*

	
	

	Vocational
	

	
	City and Guilds
	15

	
	CLAIT/other IT
	0

	
	NVQ
	2

	
	RSA
	0

	
	GNVQ
	0

	
	BTEC/BEC/TEC
	*

	
	ONC
	1

	
	

	no qualification details given
	1

	course information unknown
	5

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


* fewer than 0.5 per cent   

a All Skills for Life learners in the sample were on a basic skills course for a qualification at Wave 1. Here only courses described by the respondent as for a literacy, numeracy, Key Skills or ESOL qualification are reported.

Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Most commonly, the sample-selection course was for a Level 2 qualification (32 per cent) (Table 4.15). About half as many (18 per cent) were studying at Level 1 and 22 per cent were studying at an Entry Level. Of the latter, the largest proportion (eleven per cent of all Skills for Life learners) were studying at Entry Level 1. Some people were on courses which were teaching mixed groups, so that some were aiming at higher qualifications than others. These are described as ‘mixed’ level courses in Table 4.15.

A higher proportion of sample-selection courses were at Level 2 or above than was the case for all courses, which suggests that, on average, the literacy and numeracy courses were at a higher level than the vocational courses.

Table 4.15 Skills for Life learners: sample-selection course qualification level 

per cent Skills for Life learners                                                                                       

	Highest qualification level pursued at Wave 1
	

	
	Entry Level 1
	11

	
	Entry Level 2
	6

	
	Entry Level 3
	5

	
	Level 1
	18

	
	Level 2a
	32

	
	Level 3
	5

	
	Level 4
	*

	
	mixed levels
	13

	
	Level unknown
	5

	
	course information unknown
	4

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


        a All GCSEs are included as Level 2.

   * fewer than 0.5%  

   Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Most commonly, Skills for Life learners reported that their sample-selection course ran for 12 weeks (seven percent) or for 36 weeks (20 per cent) (Table 4.16). Otherwise, course length varied greatly: seven per cent were less than 12 weeks, 32 per cent ran for between 13 and 35 weeks and eleven per cent lasted more than 36 weeks. Nearly all (93 per cent) sample-selection courses were part-time. 

Table 4.16 Skills for Life learners: sample-selection course, length of course

per cent Skills for Life learners                                                                                       

	Length of sample-selection course
	

	
	1-11 weeks
	7

	
	12 weeks
	7

	
	13-35 weeks
	32

	
	36 weeks
	20

	
	37-50 weeks
	8

	
	51+ weeks
	3

	
	Don't know/course information unknown
	13

	
	course information unknown
	9

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


   Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/0)

4.3 Initial aims in enrolling on a basic skills literacy or numeracy course

Nearly three-quarters (73 per cent) of Skills for Life learners had chosen to go on the sample-selection course for themselves (Table 4.17). One fifth said they had been sent on the course, whilst a further seven percent saw their decision to go on their sample-selection course as a combination of the two. Where someone else had suggested a course this was most commonly a teacher. There were relatively few suggestions from outside the education system. 

Table 4.17 Skills for Life learners: sample-selection course, choice of course

	
	 per cent of Skills for Life learners

	Chose it myself
	73

	Sent by someone else
	20

	Combination of the two
	7

	
	

	Who sent you on the coursea:
	

	
	teacher
	16

	
	family member
	3

	
	employer
	3

	
	Jobcentre
	1

	
	friend
	1

	
	rehabilitation unit
	1

	
	otherb
	2

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1840

	n unweighted
	1825


            Excludes those who thought they were not doing a course for a qualification.

                  a Includes those who choice was a combination of their own choice and being sent

            b Includes New Deal, Probation Officer, Social Services/Social Worker amongst others.

            Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

Learners had multiple reasons for enrolling on their sample-selection course. The most common reasons were employment or for their own satisfaction (Table 4.18). Almost half were doing their sample-selection course in order to go on a further course, whilst 24 per cent were doing their course in order to be able to help their children. Thus for one third of Skills for Life learners, employment was not a reason for doing the course. 

Table 4.18 Skills for Life  learners: sample-selection course,  reason for doing course at Wave 1

	reason for doing sample-selection course at Wave 1
	per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	work reasons
	67

	
	own satisfaction
	61

	
	to go on another course
	45

	
	to help children more
	24

	
	

	Total
	100

	n weighted
	1873


     
* fewer than 0.5%  

Column totals more than 100 per cent, as respondents may have more than one reason.

      
Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03)

The qualitative interviews provided further understanding of these multiple motivations. 

With regard to employment intentions, findings from the qualitative interviews suggest that some participants began basic skills courses with high expectations which they have had to adjust. However, some also raised their expectations, for example a single parent with ambitions to go into hairdressing decided to train as a medical secretary. Others had quite specific job aspirations which changed as they discovered new abilities and interests. For example, a Polish woman who had settled in the UK in the 1980s planned to return to her previous work as a hospital laboratory technician. Finding her skills out of date, she decided to find work as an interpreter for Polish new arrivals. Other participants had more general aims to find employment or a way out of low skilled and poorly paid work. 

A number of participants who had had negative experiences of school, because of dyslexia, ill health, physical or learning disabilities saw their lack of qualifications and poor basic skills as a barrier to employment and to active participation in other areas of life. Some felt overly dependent on a partner, other family member or carer. These feelings were also expressed by some participants who spoke English as a second language. 

The quantitative survey found roughly a third of participants did not have employment aims and the qualitative research suggests a number of reasons for this: some participants faced considerable barriers to employment because of disability which limited the type of work they could do. Physical disabilities included arthritis and back problems, while learning disabilities ranged in severity and whether they included physical impairments, for example with sight or speech. Participants with learning disabilities generally aimed to improve their life skills and independence rather than their employment prospects. Other barriers to employment included caring responsibilities, for young children or elderly relatives, anticipated loss of benefit entitlement and expectations of age discrimination. In some cases, for example caring responsibilities, these barriers were seen as temporary and improving basic skills was seen as being of potential value in the future. 

Respondents’ basic skills problems were long-standing and, the qualitative research showed that many had recognised their difficulties for years. This raises the question of why learners had enrolled in a course at this stage. The qualitative research identified specific prompts to enrolment on a basic skills course. Some were encouraged to take action through reading a leaflet or being encouraged by family, friends or carers. However, some had decided to take action as a result of a life event, for example bereavement of an elderly parent or recovery from a mental health problem. One of these respondents, a 50 year old man explained,

‘I lost my father and I went to pieces because I’d looked after him for ten years. He died in 1999. It were a rude awakening. I had a nervous breakdown. I was in hospital for several weeks, came out, and I thought, ‘I’ve got to do something about it, there’s no-one else to do it for me. I’ve got to do it myself’.

 These were perhaps the most strongly motivated of all participants because they were seeking a change in most aspects of their lives.

4.4 Views on the course

The survey found Skills for Life learners were generally very satisfied with their course
:

· satisfaction with teaching was high: 

· 85 per cent of basic skills learners thought that their course was well taught

· 84 per cent felt that the speed of teaching was about right (despite 68 per cent of basic skills learners reporting differing levels of ability within their class)

· 75 per cent thought their course was well organised (and only 3 per cent thought it badly organised)

· 88 per cent felt that their class size was about right (54 per cent were in classes of ten or fewer, whilst 27 per cent were in classes of 11 to 15)

· only two per cent of basic skills learners said that they found the course expensive (only six per cent said that they, or their family, paid any fees, but most people encountered other costs in pursuing their course);

However, only 33 per cent were very confident that the course was the right one for them. (This seems more likely to indicate a problem with information, advice or guidance in relation to choosing the course or the availability of appropriate courses, rather than a problem with the course itself.)

Participants interviewed in the qualitative stage were asked about the best and least good aspects of the course. Class size was not raised as an issue of any concern or of satisfaction. Questions about the course most commonly resulted in feedback about tutors, and experiences were overwhelmingly positive. 

Respondents particularly appreciated the following approaches and qualities in their tutors:

· being treated like an adult, rather than a child. This helped participants to disassociate their negative memories of schooling with adult learning;

· their tutors’ pleasant natures: participants used words like ‘friendly’, ‘nice’ and ‘kind’ to describe their tutors;

· the availability of individual support from tutors when needed;

· good, clear teaching; and

· encouragement to progress to further courses.

It was striking how many respondents praised the tutor for their approach, teaching style and personal qualities as teachers and individuals. Many participants described how their former negative attitudes towards formal learning had been completely changed by their tutor’s respectful and encouraging approach. Many had approached their first class with some trepidation and had found their tutor’s attitude and approach a great relief.  In addition, a number of respondents had benefited from having a tutor identify their dyslexia or, in one case, left-handedness, and referred them to specialist diagnosis. Two respondents, in their fifties, explained, 

‘I went to school in the late sixties and I couldn’t spell nothing and my letters were back to front. I was writing in capital letters and I got called ‘stupid’ at school. I left with no qualifications’.

‘When I was at school my report was always ‘could do better’. It was always the same story. I was never involved in anything that was going on in the classroom. If it was anything to do with gardening, I would be sent out to do it rather than do the class work.’

In many cases, tutors had encouraged participants to progress to further courses, including academic and vocational ones as well as further basic skills courses (see Section 5.2.6). Some respondents also found their tutors a source of help when they experienced personal problems. Some learners clearly became attached to their tutors and, while this was generally positive, in some cases it meant that learners restricted themselves to courses delivered by that tutor. These were not necessarily the most appropriate course for them and some had given up learning as a result. 

Another area of satisfaction with courses was the teaching and learning methods used. Some respondents particularly liked the opportunity for class discussion which was a feature of some literacy classes. This was important to some individuals who felt embarrassed at their limited vocabulary and pronunciation difficulties. They included native English speakers as well as those with English as a second language. Some who did not have this opportunity said they would have liked more. 

In addition to satisfaction with tutors and teaching methods, many participants said they had benefited from meeting other course participants and, particularly, people from different cultures and backgrounds to their own. A number of respondents had led quite restricted lives on isolated estates or in small communities, or had been protected by their families because of their disabilities. Therefore, attending college and meeting a wide range of people was a new and stimulating experience. Two men described this as the best aspect of the course:

‘The best thing was meeting other students. I met a lot of people from different cultures and some of them were foreign students. They had learning difficulties, same as me so I thought ‘I’m in the same boat as them’’. 

‘I enjoyed meeting people on the course. It was like a small family environment’.

Some respondents described how the atmosphere of cooperation within the class meant that learners helped each other rather than always rely on the tutor. 

Few negative aspects were identified and these largely concerned the wide variation in ability within some classes. Where classes included individuals with learning disabilities, learners without disabilities felt they had insufficient help from the tutor and that teaching became competitive. Equally, individuals with learning disabilities sometimes felt left behind. However, as the quantitative survey showed, this problem was not common and most of the learners in the qualitative research said they could progress at their own pace. 

4.5 Summary

4.5.1   Types of courses at Wave 1

Forty-eight per cent of adults who were doing a Skills for Life college-based literacy or numeracy course were doing more than one course (including non-Skills for Life courses) at Wave 1. The types of courses pursued were:

· literacy qualifications (67 per cent) and numeracy qualifications (44 per cent)
;

· GCSEs (28 per cent); 

· vocational qualifications (36 per cent), most commonly a City and Guilds (19 per cent);

The highest levels were, most commonly, 

· Level 2 (29 per cent);

· Level 1 (23 per cent); and

· Entry Level 1 (17 per cent) (with 28 per cent across all Entry Levels).

4.5.2   Reasons for taking a college-based literacy or numeracy course at Wave 1

Adult Learners had multiple reasons for enrolling on their literacy or numeracy course:

· employment (67 per cent)

· own satisfaction (61 per cent)

· to go on another course (45 per cent)

· to help children more (24 per cent)

The lack of employment as a motivator for one-third may have been due to the many facing barriers to employment: physical and learning disabilities, caring responsibilities and concerns about loss of benefits. For some with greater disabilities, the benefits of attendance at college itself (social contact, variety, status) may have provided the rationale for undertaking the course. 

4.5.3   Views on Wave 1 college-based literacy or numeracy courses

Satisfaction with courses was very high, including with teaching, course organisation, class size and cost (although few paid fees). Qualitative respondents, who overwhelmingly praised their tutors, stressed their tutor’s encouragement, being treated with respect and being treated as adults. 

However, only 33 per cent were very confident that their literacy or numeracy course was the right one for them, suggesting a problem with information, advice and guidance or the availability of appropriate courses.

5 The effect of participation in a Skills for Life college-based literacy or numeracy course

5.1 Introduction

The focus of the NIESR/BMRB evaluation was the impact analysis, which identified whether outcomes were different due to participation in Skills for Life. This provides rigorous assessment of whether Skills for Life improves employment, employability, income, health and interaction with children. However, the impact analysis is limited in two main ways: firstly, it could only address a limited range of outcomes (due to limitations in questionnaire length and sample size, restricting investigation of small groups); and, secondly, it is a ‘black box’ approach (Section 2.3.1) and so does not tell us why certain effects may or may not be found. The qualitative research was able to investigate inside the black box and suggest the process by which effects may (and may not) be realised. It was also able to examine a wider range of outcomes. Therefore, in this Chapter, we draw on both the impact analysis and the qualitative research. However, it should be remembered that, where the qualitative research suggested an impact on outcomes not addressed in the impact study, that this is speculative, without assessment against the experience of a comparison group, it is impossible to tell what the net effect was.

Although the present study uses a more rigorous methodology and has a larger sample than has traditionally been the case for studies of the impact of literacy and numeracy courses, the main findings are generally consistent with those in previous studies, whether qualitative, or based on surveys without comparison groups. Broadly speaking this study finds no impact three years after taking a literacy or numeracy course on either employment status or earnings, but positive impacts on self-esteem, on perceived literacy and numeracy, on attitudes towards education and training, on participation in further education and training courses and in acquiring qualifications. 

In this study, there are some outcomes where the results are consistent between all three follow-up waves. There are others which are statistically significant at one or two waves but not at all of them. There are some outcomes that appear to have improved over time, even though they may not have been statistically significant at any time. There are other outcomes which appear to have been greatest at Wave 2, and where the size of the impact seems to have fallen away over time. The picture is not therefore entirely straightforward. 

The main outcomes across all three follow-up waves are summarised in Table 5.19. Detailed outcomes across a wider range of indicators at each wave can be found in Appendix D.

Table 5.19 Key outcomes: Waves 2, 3 and 4

	
	Wave 2
	Wave 3
	Wave 4

	
	differ-ence
	sig
	N=

learners
	N= non-learners
	differ-ence
	sig
	N=

learners
	N= non-learners
	differ-ence
	sig
	N=

learners
	N= non-learners

	Labour market and work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in employment status (net increase/decrease in proportion of sample)
	-0.7%
	
	1020
	1022
	1.4%
	
	623
	616
	1.7%
	
	425
	435

	change in take home pay (non-employed=0)
	-£268
	
	1020
	1022
	£1,272
	**
	590
	587
	£27
	
	424
	435

	change in satisfaction with promotion prospects (scale -4 to + 4) 
	-0.17
	
	998
	969
	0.3
	**
	201
	285
	0.14
	
	117
	197

	Health and disability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample receiving hospital in-patient treatment
	4.7%
	
	1009
	1022
	-7.3%
	**
	615
	616
	-5.4%
	
	420
	435

	Self-esteem
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in self-esteem (scale –24 to +24)
	0.63
	**
	1020
	1022
	0.48
	
	623
	616
	1.18
	**
	419
	432

	Education and training
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in commitment to education and training (scale -16 to +16)
	0.94
	**
	1020
	1022
	0.63
	**
	623
	616
	0.43
	**
	390
	426

	Self-perceived literacy and numeracy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net proportion reporting self-perceived improvement in literacy in past year
	34.5%
	**
	1020
	1022
	19.2%
	**
	623
	616
	18.6%
	***
	425
	435

	net proportion reporting self-perceived improvement in numeracy in past year
	39.2%
	**
	1020
	1022
	27.1%
	**
	623
	616
	14.6%
	**
	425
	435


* significant at 10% level   ** significant at 5% level    *** significant at 1% level

The following sections examine labour market outcomes, out of work benefits, individuals’ perceived improvements in basic skills, health outcomes, activities with children and education and training outcomes. In each section (or sub-section), first, the findings from the impact analysis are presented; then, findings from the qualitative research are used to amplify and explain the effects identified in the impact analysis. The penultimate section presents additional outcomes investigated in the qualitative research alone. The final section summarises the effects.

5.2 Labour market outcomes

The impact analysis assessed changes in several types of labour market outcomes:

· Change in the proportion of the sample in paid employment

· Change in net earnings

· Change in satisfaction with pay

· Change in employment commitment

· Change in satisfaction with promotion prospects 

These are discussed in turn below.

5.2.1   Paid employment

At Wave 2 there had been a growth of 3.7 percentage points in the proportion of learners in paid work, but a growth of 4.3 percentage points for the non-learners. By Wave 3 learners’ employment rates had increased by 5.6 percentage points while the non-learners had increased by only 3.8 percentage points. At Wave 4 the proportion of learners in paid employment had increased by 6.7 percentage points, while the non-learners had increased by 5 percentage points. Thus, across the three follow-up waves the proportion of both groups in paid employment rose, reflecting developments across the economy. Initially the non-learners had a larger improvement in their employment rate than the learners, but over time the learners have done slightly better. However, none of the differences between the two groups are statistically significant.

This does not necessarily imply that there are no employment benefits from taking a literacy or numeracy course. However, if there are benefits they appear to take more than three years to emerge. Indeed, the qualitative research suggested that some were still pursuing education to achieve their long-term employment goals, particularly those who processed from basic skills courses to Higher Education. For example, one interviewee was following a postgraduate course and expected to find work at a senior level in an early years centre when he completed in 2007. 

Recent evidence from US evaluations of labour market programmes suggests that those who take training courses initially have worse labour market outcomes than those who receive “work first” help, not least because in many cases it is not possible to combine paid work with a college course, which depresses initial employment rates. However, after five to seven years the employment rates of those taking training are consistently higher than the rates for those who are helped with work first approaches, and the gap continues to increase (Walker and Greenberg 2005, Hotz et al 2006). The consensus explanation seems to be that for those who have the largest human capital deficits (and literacy and numeracy problems are associated with deficits in other skill areas) it takes a period of years before those deficits are addressed sufficiently to improve employment prospects. It is possible that the current evaluation (although long by many standards) was not long enough for the benefits of literacy and numeracy courses to emerge. 

Multiple disadvantage

As discussed in Chapter 3, people with literacy and numeracy problems often have other characteristics such as health problems, learning difficulties or caring responsibilities that put them at a disadvantage in the labour market. Certainly, it was clear from the qualitative research (which focused on learners who had made good progress) that many learners had significant barriers to obtaining work and perceived there to be barriers. These included learning and physical disabilities, caring responsibilities for children or elderly relatives and lack of confidence. Despite having entered the world of adult education many continued to have low basic skills and lack vocational qualifications. 

In the Wave 1 survey we did not ask respondents about learning difficulties, so it is not clear what proportion of the initial sample of learners consisted of people who face these challenges. However, LSC evidence suggests that people with learning difficulties are over-represented among Skills for Life learners (LSC 2006).
One man in his forties explained that,

‘Every time I put in an application it comes back, because I’ve got to put down that I’m epileptic and have got asthma. They either don’t reply or don’t want you’. 

Difficult personal relationships had also led to low self-esteem. As a woman in her thirties explained,

‘I’ve had my confidence shattered too many times in my life and it makes it difficult for me to start anything new.’

Some people with learning disabilities felt that, to progress into work, they needed more support. In addition, some respondents, including those with disabilities and those who were carers, felt that working more than a limited number of hours a week would result in loss of benefits and make life more difficult. A number of other learners did not have work goals, particularly those with learning disabilities. (As Section 4 above shows, around a third of all learners did not have an employment goal.)

Many lived on isolated housing estates or rural areas without their own car and with limited public transport, limiting their access to paid employment.

Age discrimination was raised as an issue and some who were approaching 60 did not expect to find work. Perceptions about age were also a factor limiting some respondents’ horizons and it is interesting how perspectives on age varied: for example, of two women approaching 60, one laughed at the possibility that she might like to find work, exclaiming ‘I’m 60!’ while the other said she planned to find office work when her elderly father died. Similarly, at the lower end of the age range, a woman in her thirties was planning to start up a second small business, further courses and to continue volunteering in her son’s primary school, while a young man with a history of short-term employment felt that, at 27, it was ‘too late’ to start a new career. Therefore, individuals were encouraged or limited by perceptions as well as by practical factors. 

Addressing basic skills needs in isolation from other barriers may not be enough to increase employment amongst this group.

The process by which Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses may lead to employment

Despite the impact analysis not identifying an impact on employment, a number of learners in the qualitative research had gained work since completing a basic skills course and it appeared that their course had assisted this. In some cases, their newly gained skills and/or qualifications appeared to have played an important role. In some cases, it was apparent that confidence was an important factor in enabling individuals to apply for a job and attend an interview. For some, qualifications had given them this new-found confidence, while in other cases improved social skills were an important factor. 

One learner, in his 50s talked about his interview for a job as a porter in a boarding school:

‘I showed him them [the certificates] and he was quite surprised about what I’d done. He said I could have the job’. 

Similarly, another learner, who found work and then promotion in a supermarket explained:

‘If I hadn’t have done the courses, and got the certificates, I wouldn’t have got a job. I’d be still on the sick or the dole and I’d be not productive as I call it’.

And a young man in his twenties, who found work in a school kitchen explained:

‘I think it did help to be able to talk about the courses that I’d done in the past. They could say, ‘well, he’s got the skills, so why not?’ 

A number had read job advertisements in their local paper for the first time, or been able to complete an application form. In some cases they had received help from a tutor with this. Where individuals had gained work soon after completing a basic skills course, jobs obtained were at a low level of skill and pay. However, a number of participants had obtained work following a later course in a vocational area. It was interesting that a number had gained work as teaching assistants in schools, in some cases having worked as lunchtime supervisors for a few hours a week. 

Whilst we do not doubt that, for these Skills for Life learners, their course provided them with skills and qualifications which contributed to the process of gaining a job, the impact evaluation suggests that, without the course (for a similar percentage of people) other processes enabled an equal number to gain a job, i.e. the lack of net impact does not have to contradict each individual’s experience, nor the value, to them, of the job-related skills and qualifications gained.

Some individuals had found work at some stage during the survey period but had not retained a job for any length of time. It was not clear whether this was because of the nature of work or their performance, and possibly a combination of both was involved. 

5.2.2   Net earnings

In comparing net annual earnings both between the two groups and over time it was essential to avoid sample selection bias. This occurs when the comparison includes only those who are in paid employment instead of the whole sample. By including only those in paid employment the estimate will be biased towards those with more favourable characteristics, and the incidence of these favourable characteristics may differ between the two groups (Heckman 1979). Moreover, in this case, where comparisons are being made between two points in time, all those who changed their status between waves (that is either gaining or losing paid employment) would also be excluded, and thereby increasing the extent of the bias. Therefore, in calculating the impact on earnings, all those not in paid employment in any particular wave were assigned zero earnings for that wave. All those in paid employment for whom earnings information was missing were excluded from the analysis. Thus, the overall impact on net earnings is a combination of the change in the proportion in paid employment (that is the proportion of zeroes), and the change in earnings among those who are employed. 

Among those in paid employment there were both high and low earners, and there were movements into and out of paid work. This means that the 95 per cent confidence intervals, which determine the statistical significance of the estimates, around the estimates of the average (mean) change in earnings in each group, and of the difference between the two groups are large. At Wave 2 the learners had an average increase in net earnings of £124 while the non-learners had a fall of £144. The net difference was therefore £268, but the 95 per cent confidence interval was between -£489 and + £1,327, so the difference was not statistically significant (in other words it is not possible to rule out the difference being zero). 

At Wave 3 the learners had increased their net annual earnings by £558 compared with Wave 1, while the non-learners had had a reduction of £713. The difference between the two groups was £1,272 and the 95 per cent confidence interval was between £576 and £2,114. Thus, this estimate was just statistically significant, but the margins of error were large. At Wave 4 the learners’ increase in earnings was similar to that found in Wave 3 (£560) while the non-learners’ gain was similar to that of the learners (£542). The difference (£27) was not statistically significant.

Across the three waves it seems reasonable to conclude that the variations in earnings within the two groups are wider than the differences between them. The measurement of earnings is likely to be particularly prone to error. The one statistically significant difference observed at Wave 3 has a very large confidence interval, and it is only just possible to rule out the difference being zero. Moreover, although the learners’ change in average earnings follows a clear pattern, (£124, £558, £560) that for the comparison group does not (-£144, -£713, +£542). Given that on average, using a 5 per cent cut-off for statistical significance, one in twenty statistically significant results would have been observed purely by chance, and the probability of such an outcome is increased in the presence of potential measurement error, the evidence from this study does not provide support for the hypothesis that taking a literacy or numeracy course leads to an increase in earnings. This result is in line with other UK studies (Blanden et al 2005; Dearden et al 2000), although it contrasts with US evidence (Denny 2003; Beder 1999). 

However, this does not mean that individuals may not be able to trace improvement in earnings back to their Skills for Life course. For example, in the qualitative research, one man considered the course had improved his skills, enabling him to take on more responsibility at work. This had led to a pay rise and him no longer finding it extremely difficult to manage financially. Another learner felt that the course had enabled her to get a job and then to buy her own house. 

The comments about multiple barriers to employment amongst people with low basic skills in the previous section, may help to explain the lack of impact on earnings, precluding movement to better jobs. Certainly, some participants in the qualitative research reported continuing to work very limited hours. These were usually people with learning disabilities, who may have had difficulty coping with longer hours, or women with young children wishing to work part-time. However, some of the latter group expected to benefit from their skills and qualifications in future when their children were older.  

It is also important to stress that absence of evidence is not the same thing as evidence of absence. Although there is no clear evidence that literacy and numeracy courses lead to higher earnings, this does not mean that there was no impact. Rather it this may reflect (a) that insufficient time has elapsed or (b) the sample sizes were too small or (c) there were errors in measuring earnings. 

5.2.3   Promotion prospects

Satisfaction with promotion prospects was measured on a scale of 1 to 6. Thus, changes between waves could take values of –5 to +5. These questions were only asked of people who were in paid employment, so for change to be measured a respondent had to be in paid work at both Wave 1 and subsequent waves. . 

Both learners and non-learners became less satisfied with their promotion prospects over time. Between Wave 1 and Wave 2 learners’ satisfaction had fallen by 0.4 points, while non-learners’ had fallen by 0.2. At Wave 3 learners had a fall of 0.1 points, while non-learners had a fall of 0.4. This difference was statistically significant. By Wave 4 the learners were still at –0.1 points, while the non-learners were at –0.3. The combination of a smaller sample size and a smaller gap meant that the difference was no longer statistically significant. 

Overall, given the fall in satisfaction with promotion prospects among both groups, and the lack of statistically significant differences in two of the three years, it seems reasonable to conclude that those in paid employment who take literacy or numeracy courses do not believe that their promotion prospects have improved. This concurs with the finding of Beder (1999) reviewing US studies, that there is no evidence that taking part in literacy or numeracy courses increases the likelihood of job progression. 

Whilst Skills for Life was not found to improve perceived promotion prospects, the qualitative research suggested that it may have improved job competence and increased the scope of work undertaken. A number of qualitative respondents who were employed while taking basic skills courses said that they were now able to do their job better as a result of their new skills. These included a health care assistant who no longer avoided answering the telephone for fear of being asked to write messages and a hotel kitchen porter who was promoted to head steward. He explained how his improved literacy skills helped with his work:

‘I have to do a lot of paperwork now in my job. More than I ever had to before. I’m not quite so embarrassed because I can get through it. Some of the things I do get embarrassed with, I have to do a lot of interviews with people and you have to write notes down and I do tend to slide about. But they [at work] do help me in some way by writing down what I have to do’. 

Another learner, a 50 year old man, explained how after starting work with a supermarket, moving trolleys, he was offered work of more interest to him as a result of his learning:

‘I told them I was going to college for my maths and that I wanted to work on the tills and they said, fair enough, we’ll give you till training. They had to give me a bit extra, but I got the hang of it. Then a vacancy came up for the garage and I got it. Slowly I’ve built myself up to doing various jobs in the garage’.


Other respondents had plans to find more skilled or better paid work using their recently acquired skills and qualifications. A 50 year old man who had found work with a major supermarket chain explained,

‘I’m staying with [the company]. I’ve got my feet well and truly under the table with them. If I get fed up with the garage I’ll move up into the store and do something there. There’s plenty of scope within [the company] to move around’. 

Therefore, Skills for Life, through improving basic skills, may have enabled some individuals to perform their job better, to be less reliant on their colleagues and, hence, to improve opportunities of promotion or finding more skilled work. 

This supports the evidence of employers that if employees’ basic skills improve some aspects of their work such as customer service and their ability to take advantage of training opportunities also improves (Ananiadou et al 2003).

5.2.4   Employment commitment

Survey respondents were asked to agree or disagree with a series of five statements at all three waves to elicit their commitment to paid employment. These were:

1. Even if I had a lot of money I would still work in a job

2. I am the sort of person who needs to have a job

3. Having a job is very important to me

4. I very much want to be in a job

5. Even if it were possible for me to retire I would continue to work in a job

Each question was scored on a scale of 1 to 5, and the answers to all five questions were combined to produce an index with values of 5 to 25. Thus the change in commitment between waves could range from –20 to +20. Positive values indicate becoming more positive about paid employment, and negative values becoming less positive.

Both learners and non-learners became less positive about paid employment over time. By Wave 2 learners’ commitment had fallen by 0.3 points and non-learners by 0.61 compared with Wave 1. At Wave 3 learners’ commitment was 2.6 points below the Wave 1 level, while non-learners’ commitment was 3 points below. At Wave 4 the learners were still 2.6 points below their Wave 1 level, while the non-learners were 2.8 points below. None of the differences between the two groups were statistically significant. Thus Skills for Life college-based courses did not appear to affect commitment to employment.

5.2.5   Other aspects of work

There were only small differences between the former learners and the comparison group in terms of changes in their satisfaction with their job security or their pay at all three follow-up waves. None of the differences were statistically significant.

5.2.6   Factors affecting employment: information, advice and guidance

The qualitative research identified a dearth of careers information, advice and guidance for the Skills for Life learners. This may be an important factor in the lack of employment impact of the Skills for Life strategy and is discussed in detail here.

Information, advice and guidance (IAG) has an important role to play in assisting employment. Since 2003 adults without a Level 2 qualification, such as those taking basic skills courses are entitled to ‘free high quality advice that will support the introduction of the Level 2 Learning Entitlement’ (DfES, 2003a: 1; 2003b).This group later became eligible for free in-depth guidance. Although at the start of the research IAG services for adults were still variable across the UK, the extended entitlement, coordination of all services under the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) using the brand ‘Nextstep’ and national advertising should have eased access of learners to IAG services. However, it was striking how few had accessed formal IAG and did not know where they could get it. The research confirms the findings of research commissioned by the Guidance Council in 2005 that awareness of sources of IAG was low (Taylor et al, 2005). Participants in the qualitative research who had accessed either Connexions or adult IAG services had not used the full services on offer. They had received help with their CV, but had not accessed advice or guidance. Some had been assisted by advisers at venues such as job fairs but, again, this was largely limited to CV writing. 

College tutors were the main source of information cited by participants in the qualitative research. This was almost always about further courses rather than employment options. In some cases tutors issued leaflets about courses, leaving decisions to the learner, but many respondents said their tutor had suggested courses they might take. This was often a similar course to that they were currently taking, at a higher level, but tutors also suggested vocational courses which might suit the respondent. Participants with learning disabilities seemed particularly reliant on tutors for information and advice. In many cases, respondents simply asked the tutor what course they should take next to build on their skills. One young woman explained that,

‘When I finished the test, the teacher suggested I went on to the next one’.

Some respondents seemed to have received quite detailed information from tutors about their options. Tutors appeared to be providing considerable additional support to their students. This was received with much appreciation. Their advice was seen as impartial, although it invariably involved taking a further course at the same college. This might be good advice where a learner is making slow progress and is likely to improve their employment prospects through further learning. However, some participants felt in need of more advice on options other than further courses. . As one young man with learning difficulties explained,

‘That’s the difficult thing about these courses you come to the end of college life and then getting support about work is quite hard, it’s quite a fight unless you have someone on your side’.

Tutors were not the only source of information within colleges. Other sources included the information desk and library. These were reported to be very useful and staff were praised for being approachable and helpful. Most respondents were confident they could obtain information about courses from their college if they had not already done so. However, again, they usually referred to information desks rather than full IAG services, for example a careers service, even though it is likely that colleges had this provision. 

Other than college tutors, the main sources of information and advice included friends who were already taking courses and parents, particularly among respondents with learning disabilities. These learners were also reliant on care workers and specialist services. Others had obtained information and advice from community centres, libraries, leisure centres or other local venues. One respondent, a woman in her forties, had received general advice from her GP. She explained that 

‘He says Mrs K, why don’t you do this or that? I would give you a good reference. He’s a great help’.

This largely consisted of encouragement to take up courses or look for work, in order to help cope with the break up of her marriage and subsequent depression. Other sources of information about courses were notices and newspaper advertisements. For example, a single parent living in a former mining village enrolled on a childcare course after seeing it advertised in her local shop. 

The jobcentre was seen as a source of IAG both by those who had not used it and those who had. The former group included respondents thought that IAG could be obtained from the Jobcentre, but had not accessed it because they were not looking for work. Those who had used the services of Jobcentre Plus reported that advice and information concerned finding work rather than training and this was not necessarily what they wanted at the time. A woman in her thirties complained that,

‘The jobcentre don’t really get involved in training. With children you finish school, you go to Connexions and they can help with jobs, training etc. but with adults the job centre will only tell you about jobs, so there’s no breeching of that gap for adults unfortunately’. 

She was aware of adult IAG provision elsewhere, but there was no service in the small seaside town where she lived.

A young man with history of short-term employment had enquired about manual skills courses at his local jobcentre, and was disappointed at the response of his personal adviser:

‘I enquired about doing a plumbing course or an electricians course for building and they said “Oh, we can’t fund anything like that because there’s too many plumbers as it is”

Yet this respondent felt he could only find permanent employment if he obtained qualifications through training:

‘There’re a lot of things I can turn my hand to. When I’ve rung for jobs they ask if you’ve got a qualification and I reply ‘no, but I can do it, I guarantee I can do it’. They turn round to me and say, ‘no we can’t take you on, even though you say you can do it because we need the qualifications for insurance’.’

Where respondents had wanted to find work rather than further training or education courses, jobcentre services were generally found to be helpful. 

A number of respondents had attended jobcentre courses aimed at finding work, either before or during the survey period. They reported mixed experiences of the value of these courses. A fifty year old man who had been referred by social services following rehabilitation from a mental health problem found their advice invaluable, putting him on the path to permanent and fulfilling employment at a supermarket:

‘I did a lot of tests for them and they said ‘have you thought about retailing?’ I thought, ‘shelf stacking?  No’. Then they said, ‘it’s not just that, you’re on counters, taking money’. I said ‘I’m crap at maths’ and they said ‘why not take a course at college and see if you can get shop work at the same time?’.

Therefore, jobcentre services were seen as helpful where employment was the primary motivation for seeking help. 

The low level of careers information, advice and guidance received by Skills for Life learners may have contributed to their lack of employment progression, whilst the extent of educational advice from tutors may have contributed to continuation in learning. It may therefore be beneficial if more emphasis was placed on ensuring that Skills for Life learners received careers information, advice and guidance.

5.2.7   Work-related outcomes: summary

While the qualitative research revealed that some former learners attributed their finding work, or a different type of work, to their taking a Skills for Life course, this is not borne out by the impact analysis, as non-learners too were able to find new jobs. The same was true of improvements in earnings and other work-related outcomes. The lack of detectable impact may, in part be due to the multiple disadvantages of those participating on Skills for Life courses (e.g. high levels of disability, high levels of learning difficulties, caring responsibilities). For this group, addressing one, albeit important, disadvantage (literacy or numeracy) may have little impact on their overall chances of finding work, because their other disadvantages continue to make it difficult for them to compete in the labour market. 

However, the qualitative research did reveal that although learners were able to access information and advice about new courses they could take (particularly from course tutors) they were less successful in finding out about different types of work and how to get jobs. Thus although there is clear evidence that learners are more likely than non-learners to progress to new courses (discussed below in Section 5.8) it may be that the advice they receive is biased towards continuing to pursue learning, and is less useful in helping them to find work.

5.3 Out of work benefits

At both Wave 1 and Wave 4 respondents were asked about receipt of out-of-work benefits by the respondent or their partner. The benefits included in the analysis were Jobseekers Allowance, Incapacity Benefit, Income Support, Widow’s Pension, Statutory Sick Pay, Invalid Care Allowance, retirement pension, Severe Disablement Allowance and Carer’s Allowance.
 

Among the learners the proportion receiving out of work benefits at Wave 4 had fallen by 3.1 percentage points compared with Wave 1. But the proportion of non-learners receiving out of work benefits had fallen further (by 5.2 percentage points). However, the difference was not statistically significant. At Wave 3 the fall among the learners had been 3.8 percentage points, so the proportion receiving out of work benefits increased slightly between Wave 3 and Wave 4. Among the non-learners the Wave 3 fall had been 0.4 percentage points compared with Wave 1, so there was quite a large reduction in the proportion receiving out of work benefits between the two waves. However, none of the differences between the two groups were statistically significant. Thus, by Wave 4, Skills for Life college-based courses did not appear to have affected receipt of out of work benefits. 

5.4  Perceived improvements in literacy and numeracy

When they were first interviewed respondents were not asked what they thought had happened to their literacy and numeracy over the previous year. These questions were only asked in the three follow-up waves. This means that we do not have a baseline from which to calculate differences in self-perceived literacy and numeracy improvements. We can only report the perceptions themselves. As a consequence there may be some bias in the measurement of these impacts. Nevertheless, the sizes of the effects are very large and appear to be persistent: in other words, learners are continuing to report each year that their literacy and numeracy has improved over the past year.

Respondents were asked whether they felt that their literacy and numeracy had shown (a) definite improvement, (b) some improvement or (c) no improvement in the last year. Thus, there were three possible answers for literacy and three for numeracy scored at 2, 1 and 0 respectively. Between Wave 2 and Wave 3 learners’ assessments of their progress in numeracy over the previous year increased by an average of 0.83 points, while the non-learners’ assessments of their progress over the previous year had increased by only 0.37. This difference is statistically significant. At the risk of over-generalisation this means that the learners were on average reporting some improvement (i.e. they had a score just below 1 point – the value for “some improvement”), while the non-learners were reporting no improvement (i.e. they had a score close to zero, the value for “no improvement”). 

Between Wave 3 and Wave 4 learners again recorded an average gain of 0.69 points while non-learners recorded an average of 0.42 points. Again this difference was statistically significant.

For literacy the perceived improvements were larger for both groups: 1.1 for the learners and 0.7 for the non-learners between Waves 2 and 3, and 1.06 and 0.7 between Waves 3 and 4. Again, for both waves this difference was statistically significant.

An alternative approach to measuring perceived literacy and numeracy outcomes is to examine the proportion reporting any improvement. At Wave 2, 59 per cent of learners and 20 per cent of non-learners reported an improvement in their numeracy over the previous year. At Wave 3, 56 per cent of learners and 29 per cent of non-learners reported further improvement. At Wave 4, 47 per cent of learners and 32 per cent of non-learners reported further improvement. In all three years the difference was statistically significant. 

More than three-quarters of learners (76 per cent) reported at Wave 2 that their literacy had improved over the previous year, as did 42 per cent of non-learners. At Wave 3, 68 per cent of learners but only 50 per cent of non-learners reported that their literacy had improved. At Wave 4, the proportion of learners reporting a continued improvement in literacy was similar to that in Wave 3 (69 per cent) as was the proportion of non-learners (again 50 per cent). These figures too are statistically significant at all three follow-up waves.

Learners’ strong perceptions that their literacy and numeracy have improved is in line with the findings of other studies even where this may not be apparent in tests (Beder 1999, Fingeret and Danin 1991, Fingeret 1985, Heath 1983, Fingeret and Drennon 1997, HM Inspectorate of Education 2005; Blanden et al 2005; Dearden et al 2000; McIntosh and Vignoles 2001; Anderson et al 2004; NAO 2004). 

Certainly, many respondents in the qualitative research described changes in the use of literacy or numeracy, which may not necessarily be identified through competence tests. Improvements in literacy appeared to have the greatest impact on respondents’ day to day activities. Many referred to reading novels and newspapers as a result of newly acquired reading skills, expanded vocabulary and understanding of punctuation. Some had developed a passion for the works of a particular author, or for a literary genre such as mystery or crime. 

With regard to writing skills, respondents reported particular improvements in spelling and punctuation, which had been problematic for many before taking courses. Writing skills were put to use in everyday life, for activities such as writing shopping lists or letters. Many commented on their new ability to write formal letters, for example to their child’s teacher or to the local authority. This was a great source of satisfaction and pride. 

Respondents also spoke of their greater confidence in spoken English. These included native English speakers as well as those with English as a second language. A long-term learner, a man in his fifties and a native English speaker explained,

‘[Learning to read and write] has opened up a big avenue; it’s opened up a lot to me. I’ve been able to say words that before I would have been frightened to say a while ago. There are lots of leaps and bounds, and stumbling blocks too. But it has opened up a great deal’.

With regard to numeracy, improvements were reported largely with mental maths. Improved skills at addition, subtraction and calculating percentages were reported to be particularly useful when shopping.  

However, whilst respondents reported that their literacy and numeracy skills had improved by taking the basic skills courses, in many cases this had taken some time. This was particularly apparent for those with learning disabilities and with dyslexia. 

These findings leave us agnostic about the effects of Skills for Life on perceived (and actual) literacy and numeracy competence. Certainly, the findings are more supportive, than not, of Skills for Life increasing participants belief in their literacy and numeracy competence. However, without quantitative analysis using difference-in-differences, the identified effect may be due to differences between those who do and who do not participate in Skills for Life rather than an effect of the strategy. 

5.5 Health and disability outcomes

The health outcomes measured in the evaluation were:

· Change in index of self-reported health, based on the EuroQol
 health scale adapted for interviewer completion rather than self-completion

· Change in long-standing illness or disability

· Change in the number of GP visits in the past year

· Change in the number of hospital outpatient appointments in the past year

· Change in the proportion of people receiving hospital in-patient treatment in the past year

· Change in the number of in-patient nights in the past year

Across all three follow-up waves there were few statistically significant differences between the two groups on any of the health outcomes. At Wave 4 both learners and non-learners had worse health than they had had at Wave 1, as measured by the EuroQol scale (12 percentage points worsening for the learners and 27 per cent for the non-learners). This difference was statistically significant.

At Wave 4 the proportion of learners receiving hospital in-patient treatment had fallen by 8 percentage points, while the proportion of non-learners had fallen by 3 percentage points. This difference was not statistically significant, although the rather larger (7.3 percentage points) difference at Wave 3 was significant. 

Otherwise, the differences in all the health outcomes measured were small and not statistically significant. Neither did they follow a noticeable pattern over the three waves. It therefore seems safest to conclude that there may be some improvements in health outcomes for those taking literacy and numeracy courses, but they are small and difficult to detect. 

The two health measures in the survey give only a small weight to mental health and it was in this area that the qualitative research identified possible improvements. A number of respondents said they had suffered depression or other mental health problem in the past and that either the course, or its outcomes in work, improved social life or new skills, had helped. For some learners, attending college had become an important part of their lives. This applied particularly to those with learning disabilities who either did not work or worked very limited hours. One young woman with learning disabilities described how, if she spent too much time at home, she thought ‘too much about life and I get worried about things, like what will happen to my parents.’ A young man, also with learning disabilities explained,

‘I have to be able to get out and do something like college or work. When I get bored I just end up going to the shop and buying chocolate.’

And a woman in her fifties, who had suffered chronic depression as a result of a number of life events and many years as a carer had been encouraged by her success in learning to accomplish other objectives, including losing weight and giving up smoking. 

For some learners, having literacy and numeracy skills meant they could participate in activities that others take for granted. These activities included travelling on public transport, using timetables, using the internet to book tickets, buy and sell on eBay and research their family tree. One Asian woman in her fifties described her enjoyment at being able to understand Celebrity Big Brother on television and being able to discuss it with friends. Another learner, a 50 year old man who had experienced major mental health problems described how the course had enabled him to find work and also transformed his leisure time: In addition to digital photography he constructed model railway locomotives. As he explained, 

‘You have to read all the instructions to do these kits, and I couldn’t do that before. [Being able to read] has opened my eyes: there’s so much more I can do’.

Participation in these every day activities made respondents feel socially included, in some cases after years of isolation. The benefits of this to mental health are clear.

Whilst the qualitative research showed how Skills for Life might contribute towards an individual’s mental health, it cannot show whether Skills for Life led to greater improvement in mental health than would have otherwise occurred. Further research would be required. Thus, based on the current study which places most emphasis on physical health, we can only conclude that any improvements in health due to Skills for Life are small. 

5.6 Activities with children

Only a minority of both learners and non-learners lived in households where there were children under sixteen (and even fewer were living with their own or their partner’s children rather than with younger siblings or other relatives, 29 per cent of the Wave 1 learners sample). Because the questions relating to activities with children were only asked of people who had children living in the household, the analysis was restricted to people who had children in their household in both Wave 1 and subsequent waves. This means that the statistical power of any of the comparisons involving children is very limited, and the differences between the two groups would need to be large to be statistically significant.

Thus, although respondents were asked about reading stories to children, helping them with homework, with reading, with writing and with using the computer, the small number of respondents with children meant that in no case were the differences between the two groups statistically significant. However, it is worth noting that although both groups reduced the extent to which they helped children or read to them, the fall among the learners was consistently larger than the fall among the non-learners. There is therefore no indication that this is a useful outcome, at least for the learners in this study.

Although the statistical evidence was limited, in the qualitative research, a number of respondents with children said they were now able to give them more help with homework or to read with them. This was a source of satisfaction and achievement because, as described earlier, helping children with homework was one motivation for taking a basic skills course. Some participants suggested that their status in the family had improved because they were more able to deal with household management and finances: they had felt the shame of poor basic skills within their family as much, if not more, than in the outside world. 

The US evidence reviewed by Beder (1999) found that being better able to help children was one of the more frequently observed outcomes of literacy and numeracy training for adults. HM Inspectorate of Education (2005) which involved interviews with more than 150 literacy and numeracy learners in Scotland also found that being able to help children was cited by many as an important outcome for them. However, the evidence from the current study, does not suggest an increase in assistance to children.

5.7 Self-esteem and life satisfaction

Previous studies have consistently found that those who take literacy or numeracy courses have an improved self-image (Beder 1999; Anderson et al 2004; HM Inspectorate of Education 2005; NAO 2004). 

Self-esteem was measured in this study using the shortened version of the Rosenberg self-esteem scale (Rosenberg 1965) developed by Smith et al. (2001). Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with a series of six questions, each of which had five possible answers. In each case high self-esteem was scored with a value of 5 and low self-esteem with a value of 1. Sometimes this reflected agreement with a statement and sometimes disagreement. The six questions were:

1. I like myself

2. I often wish I was someone else

3. I am able to do things well

4. I don’t think much of myself

5. There are some good things about me

6. There are lots of things about myself I would like to change

Self-esteem was therefore measured on a scale of 5 to 30, and changes on a scale of -25 to + 25. 

At Wave 2 learners had increased their self-esteem by 0.5 points compared with Wave 1, while non-learners had reduced theirs by 0.1 points. This difference was statistically significant. At Wave 3 the learners’ self-esteem was similar to that at Wave 2 (an increase of 0.5 points) while that for the non-learners was similar to the Wave 1 level, so that overall their self-esteem had improved slightly between the two waves. The difference between the two groups was not statistically significant. At Wave 4 learners’ self-esteem was 0.7 points higher than it had been at Wave 1 (and therefore higher than at Waves 2 and 3) while for the non-learners self-esteem was 0.5 points lower than it had been at Wave 1 (and therefore below the level found at Waves 2 and 3). Although not statistically significant at the 5 per cent level, this difference was significant at the 10 per cent level. 

At Wave 2 and Wave 4 there were statistically significant differences in self-esteem between the learners and the non-learners. However, the difference at Wave 3 was not significant. 

The combination of a consistent direction of outcome and statistically significant results at two out of the three waves suggests that this study concurs with the general balance of the evidence that there is a positive impact on self-esteem from taking a literacy or numeracy course. 

Satisfaction with life was measured on a scale of 1 to 5, so the changes between waves were measured on a scale of -4 to +4. Across all three follow-up waves both the learners and the non-learners showed an increase of 0.1 points or less, and the differences between the two groups were not statistically significant.

In the qualitative interviews it was striking how frequently respondents referred to improvements in their confidence and self-esteem. This is particularly noteworthy given that interviewees were not asked if they felt more confident but were responding to questions about whether the course had changed them and whether anything had been different because of the sample-selection course. Issues of confidence also arose in response to questions about what they had achieved from the course and in discussions about skills and qualifications. 

The size and nature of the impact on individuals’ lives was apparent from the qualitative research. Respondents identified the following factors as affecting their confidence and self esteem:

· having qualifications, often for the first time;

· skills, in literacy, numeracy and Information Technology (IT);

· improved skills in communication, particularly among ESOL speakers; 

· being less dependent on others for everyday tasks;

· feeling able to use Information Technology, and particularly the internet for activities such as information searches, family tree research and eBay;

· being able to write formal letters and deal with officialdom.

Activity in these areas had the effect of making participants feel less like outsiders. Many talked of the effects of their new-found confidence in going out to work, progressing further in education, using public transport, dealing with shopping transactions and mixing socially. Success in these areas appeared to have a cumulative effect, leading to more confidence and greater independence and participation. Two women, both with ESOL described the effects of learning on their confidence, 

‘Because of improvement in my communication and I got that job, I’ve got more confidence now. Before, I was scared to talk to people because, when people talk to you and you can’t understand, it’s terrible.’ 

‘After the course I had a lot more confidence, more confidence in everything in general meeting people, sorting out everything. I can deal with anything; I don’t have to ask anybody how to do this, how to do that’.

Gaining qualifications was a source of considerable pride for some participants. A number of respondents showed their collection of certificates which they kept carefully in a folder or drawer, sometimes with photographs taken at presentations. On showing her certificates, a woman in her fifties described how she had burst into tears at one presentation, through pride at her achievement. A man in his thirties was so proud of the certificates gained from basic skills and other courses that he had them framed and displayed them in his living room. Another participant, who had gained GCSEs and teaching assistant qualifications after taking basic skills courses, kept copies of these qualifications her in work bag in case the need should arise to show them. 

Qualifications were a particular source of satisfaction for individuals who had failed at school. In some cases, knowing that they could have achieved these at school, had they received the support, led to some feelings of regret and sometimes anger and resentment as well as confidence. A young woman, whose dyslexia went undiagnosed throughout years of underachievement at school, was identified by a basic skills tutor described her feelings on achieving a Level 1 maths qualification:

‘I felt like going back to school and sticking two fingers up….. It just felt good for myself to know I do actually understand it’. 

Some respondents simply felt satisfaction at having tackled a problem which 

had previously restricted their lives. They saw their skills, and confidence, as opening up possibilities which they could not have considered before. As a man in his forties explained,

‘The course gives you a good outlook and decent qualifications……I have surpassed myself in two ways, because I have qualifications and I didn’t think I would do as well as I did. At least I’ve achieved something in life and had a go and not just sat back and waited for it…and there are a lot of companies looking for these types of skills”.

Although it was clear that confidence was affected by a number of factors, including skills and qualifications gained in subsequent courses, rather than the basic skills courses alone, some participants felt that the teaching methods used on the course had helped them to speak for themselves. A number also talked of the confidence they had gained in meeting people from different backgrounds and cultures and finding they could get along and form friendships. Some courses taken subsequent to basic skills courses had involved learners in making group presentations, and these were seen to have an impact on self-confidence. 

Thus Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses appear to have a slight positive impact on self-esteem, whilst the qualitative research identified some of the possible reasons for this effect, which include qualifications, competence and independence.

5.8 Education and training

5.8.1   Commitment to education and training

There were large and statistically significant differences in the change in commitment to education and training between the former Skills for Life learners and the comparison group at each of the three follow-up waves, although the effect was strongest in Wave 2 and declined thereafter.

Respondents were asked for the extent to which they agreed with the following four statements:

1. You are more likely to get a better job if you do some learning

2. Learning new things makes you more confident

3. To get a job who you know is more important than what you know

4. Getting qualifications takes too much effort

Each question had five possible answers. These were added together to produce a scale of commitment to education and training whose value could vary between 4 to 20 (with 20 being the maximum level of commitment). The change between waves could therefore vary from -16 to +16. 

For the learners there was little difference in their commitment to education and training at Wave 2 compared with Wave 1, but the non-learners had a fall of 0.9 points. At Wave 3 the non-learners had an average increase in the value of their index of 0.9, while the comparison group members had an increase of 0.3. At Wave 4 non-learners commitment to education and training was lower than it had been at Wave 1 (by 0.2 points) but the non-learners’ commitment had fallen by a larger amount (by 0.7 points). These differences were statistically significant at all three follow-up waves, and the Wave 4 difference was significant at the 1 per cent level.

The qualitative research suggested that commitment to learning from participants in basic skills courses was influenced by a number of factors. These included their enjoyment of the learning process and the courses themselves, the skills gained and benefits gained from putting them into practice. In some cases commitment appeared to be encouraged by qualifications and the possible employment benefits of gaining further qualifications. 

5.8.2   Doing a new course

Another significant difference between the two groups was the extent to which they had gone on to take a new education or training course. The analysis excluded all comparison group members who had been taking a course at Wave 1. Thus, any course members of this group were taking at subsequent waves was a new course. For the learners, taking a course at Wave 2, 3 or 4 might represent either a continuation of an existing course, or the start of a new course. 

Overall, across the three follow-up waves more than three-quarters of learners (78 per cent) but only 19 per cent of non-learners in the matched samples had taken a new course. This difference is statistically significant at the 1 per cent level. 

Among the learners, about half those who had taken a new course at some point were taking a new course at Wave 4 (40 per cent). The remainder had been doing a new course at Wave 2 or Wave 3, but were no longer studying at Wave 4. Among the non-learners the proportion taking a new course at Wave 4 was the same as the proportion who had taken a new course at any wave. Thus, almost all the non-learner sample members who had taken a course at any time since Wave 1 were studying at Wave 4. Again, the difference in the proportion taking a new course at Wave 4 was statistically significant at the 1 per cent level. 

This finding is particularly important in that it provides evidence to support the hypothesis that the main value of improving literacy and numeracy skills for adults is that it opens the way to further learning opportunities, some of which might help to develop skills which are directly relevant to work. Literacy and numeracy are building blocks to the development of skills relevant to the workplace rather than necessarily leading to a direct increase in employability. While they are useful in themselves, the real value of literacy and numeracy courses lies in enabling people to progress to further education and training (including training provided by employers) and to develop skills that more directly influence their employment and earnings prospects. (See for example, Boe 1997, Bonjour and Smeaton 2003, Bynner et al 2001; Ananiadou et al 2003; Torgerson et al 2004; Hoytes et al 2002; NAO 2004).

It is also consistent with international research. Beder (1999) reported that participation in adult literacy and numeracy training led to greater participation in further education training for US adults. It also led to an increase in acquiring the GED qualification (the adult equivalent of high school graduation). Rahmani et al (2002) found that Australians who completed basic skills training were more likely to be continuing in education than those who did not start or did not complete the course.

The fact that a large majority of the learners are using their literacy and numeracy courses as a stepping stone to other learning may be part of the explanation for the fact that there were no differences in employment outcomes between the learners and the comparison group at any of the three follow-up waves. 

It was clear from the qualitative interviews that many respondents had become interested in learning as a result of enrolling in a basic skills course. For many, it was a springboard to further learning to academic courses, particularly GCSEs in English or maths and to vocational courses. Moreover, some of the employment aims required lengthy periods of study.

The qualitative research found respondents continuing with education courses for a number of reasons. In some cases, they had planned progression to further courses from the outset, but had needed to improve their basic skills first. Therefore, some had progressed to Higher Education courses and one to a postgraduate degree in Early Years education. Some others had progressed to vocational courses in an area where they wished to work. A number had taken teaching assistant courses or in business administration and office work. Those taking teaching assistant courses were generally working as lunchtime supervisors in schools and wished to progress to more interesting work with longer hours. Others had less specific goals but had progressed to further courses to improve their job prospects. Among this group, GCSEs and IT courses were popular choices. 

It was also apparent that some continued in learning because attending college had become an important part of their lives. These included participants with learning disabilities and individuals with caring responsibilities. These learners tended to opt for non-vocational courses in such areas as IT, sewing, cookery. Choices were sometimes made according to whether fees were charged and what was available and when. A woman in her fifties explained that she took a further literacy course for the following reasons:

‘Just to pass my time, to tell you the truth actually. Not staying home, but getting out of the house. But it did help me with writing as well’.

Therefore, interest in learning and mental stimulation were important factors in decisions to progress to further courses. It was also apparent that for some individuals with learning disabilities or with dyslexia, progress had been very slow: in a number of cases, participation in basic skills courses pre-dated the start of the research in 2002 and progression to Level 2 was still not in sight. US evidence (Comings et al. 2003) suggests that it takes at least 100 hours of teaching time to move someone up a level in literacy.  Course planning in Britain is based around this figure, but in practice the average learner in the UK receives only 70 hours of tuition (Torgerson et al 2004).  Thus, it is likely that many learners will need to take more than one course in order to improve their literacy and numeracy skills in a noticeable way. The interest in continuation education and training may have been yet greater than the impact analysis identified. In the qualitative research, a number of participants who had discontinued learning said they might return, either to a further basic skills course or to acquire other skills, for example in areas such as Information Technology. In some cases, plans were on hold until circumstances changed, for example until a youngest child started secondary school or until a family member’s health improved. 

Moreover, some described barriers to further training. In some cases, their location, on isolated housing estates, was a barrier to further involvement in education. Finances were also a factor: some said they would like to enrol in a particular course to improve their vocational skills but could not afford the fees. These included courses in accountancy, in mechanical engineering, IT and holistic therapies. The effect of not being able to afford these courses was not necessarily unemployment, but some individuals felt unable to follow their preferred path. 

5.8.3   Qualification gain

Between Wave 1 and Wave 4 three-quarters (76 per cent) of the learners aged over 19 in the matched sample gained a qualification while only a quarter of the non-learners did so
. This difference was statistically significant at the 1 per cent level. Some of these qualifications will have related to the course from which they were sampled, some will have related to courses being studied at the same time, and some will related to courses that they have studied subsequently. This represents a clear measure of achievement.

5.9 Other possible outcomes

The qualitative research identified a number of other possible outcomes of the Skills for Life strategy, affecting day-to-day living activities, social interaction and voluntary work. Whilst these appear highly plausible effects of the strategy, as they have not been assessed against a control group, their reliability as outcomes is less certain.

5.9.1   Day to-to-day living activities

For some learners, gaining basic skills meant they could participate in activities that others take for granted. Among the benefits to everyday life identified by the qualitative research were:

· being able to shop with greater confidence about prices, payment and change, was a source of satisfaction to a number of respondents; related to this, some respondents also said they could read the content to agreements, for example relating to credit or insurance; 

· using timetables to travel on public transport and so being able to visit places on their own;

· for some individuals who spoke English as a second language, appreciated being able to understand television programmes;

· improved budgeting skills which had enabled them to start saving; 

· using the internet to book tickets, buy and sell on eBay and research family trees; being able to use a computer was a source of satisfaction and achievement for many learners; a number were proud to report they had bought or been given one, and others said they would do so as soon as they could afford it. 

· making models from kits, digital photography, writing letters and making a family tree. 

Participation in these every day activities made respondents feel socially included, and took them out of isolation. In some cases, as described in Section 5.5, this seemed to have a positive effect on mental health. 

In many cases these new skills brought with them a greater degree of independence. Prior to obtaining basic skills, many had been dependent on a partner, parent or carer for such help. Two women who had been dependent on a family member for reading and completing forms described this change:

‘I don’t get it perfectly right but I have a go, whereas before I would have said to my husband, ‘Oh, what does this say?’ 

‘It makes me feel more independent. I don’t keep having to go to my mum and saying, ‘could you fill this in for me?’’

Other practical benefits included dealing with health professionals (in the case of ESOL speakers without an interpreter), housing officers, planning the household budget, reading meters and paying bills. 

Others had done such tasks when they had to and with great difficulty, but now did them with more confidence. While some individuals with learning disabilities continued to be dependent on others to some degree, they were able to carry out some tasks independently, and reported increased self-esteem and confidence (see Section 5.7). 

5.9.2   Social interaction

In the qualitative research, it was apparent that some respondents had felt quite isolated and lonely because of their poor basic skills and that attending college had given them an opportunity to make friends and mix in wider circles. We described in Section 4.3 that when asked for their views on the course, a number said they enjoyed meeting people, and especially individuals from different backgrounds and cultures. 

For some individuals, college continued to be an important part of their lives, providing it with structure, goals and variety and the opportunity to mix with others. This applied particularly to people with learning disabilities and to carers, but to some others as well. A woman who cared for her elderly father explained her reasons for continuing with college courses

‘The trouble is, if I stay here on a Monday, I stop here and that’s it, so it’s getting me out of the house as well. I can stay in the house for one day, or maybe two, but on the third day, I’m out. I’ve got to get out of the house’. 

However, the Skills for Life course appeared to have social effects beyond the college and the course. Some qualitative respondents said that, since attending courses, they had found it easier to talk to people, including neighbours. These included learners with English as a Second Language who had felt embarrassed and awkward at their spoken English. They also included respondents with very low self-esteem who described themselves as outcasts at school because of learning difficulties such as dyslexia. A woman who cared for her sick adult daughter explained, 

‘I’ve met friends, because I have been a very, very shy person. I wouldn’t speak to someone unless they spoke to me first……… I’ve now made more friends outside college’. 

A number of others described how they had become more ‘outgoing’ and had been able to develop their characters through attending college. Another learner, a woman in her forties had started corresponding with a pen friend in Holland. 

Qualitative respondents who had progressed into employment enjoyed the social aspect of work and had made friends. One man described how his colleagues had sent him flowers and visited him in hospital when he suffered a heart attack:

‘It’s like a big, happy family. They have looked after me, I can’t fault them’.

5.9.3  Voluntary work

Participants in the qualitative research were asked specifically if they had carried out any voluntary work since starting a basic skills course. It was striking how many had done so, although it is not known whether voluntary work was practiced by a high proportion of all respondents. 

A man with a history of long-term unemployment and health problems had worked as a volunteer in a local community centre assisting elderly people. He had seen a request for volunteers in his local newspaper and volunteered until falling downstairs at home and breaking a leg. 

A number of women with young children volunteered as classroom helpers and, in some cases, this led to taking childcare and early years courses and eventually employment. 

Some participants with learning disabilities were working as volunteers for disability charities, including in advocacy work. One such learner had become a volunteer in literacy and IT classes, benefiting other students with learning disabilities and increasing his own self-confidence and self-esteem at the same time. 

A 36 year old man with learning disabilities had been supporting students with learning disabilities in the college where he took basic skills courses. He wished to extend his involvement, explaining:

There will be people who like me have come form difficult schools and will arrive at college not knowing anything, so I want to give back to the college what they have given me and what they have helped me to achieve. 

Another learner, who had suffered mental health problems, started volunteering for a local mental health, debt advice and elderly care charity. She put the skills acquired on the basic skills courses into practice, updating their documentation and record system and developing her office skills at the same time. 

Others provided informal voluntary assistance to neighbours and friends and, for some, the course was seen as enabling them to improve their assistance. For example, one woman provided assistance to two elderly neighbours. Previously, she had been unable to collect prescriptions, but since her Skills for Life course, with improved literacy, she was able to do this. 

5.10 Summary

5.10.1  Key findings from the present study

· For adults, Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses have a positive impact on:

· self-esteem.

· lifelong-learning.

· self-perceived literacy and numeracy competence.

· College-based literacy and numeracy courses may improve:

· health

· There was no evidence of a significant impact on either employment rate or earnings, although other studies show that disadvantaged groups often take more than three years before labour market improvements are apparent.

· The qualitative evidence suggested that Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults led to improvement in a wide range of everyday activities and increased independence.

· Literacy and numeracy problems were not the only labour market disadvantages facing literacy and numeracy learners. Many had health problems or disabilities, including learning difficulties.

Self-esteem

For adults, Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses have a positive impact on self-esteem. From the qualitative research, factors building self-esteem included: gaining qualifications, seeing their literacy and numeracy skills increase, an increase in the activities and task they could perform, improved socialisation and reduced dependence on others. 

Lifelong learning

The most important impact relates to lifelong learning. Adults with poor basic skills have often not had good experiences at school, and it is known that those with poor school experiences are difficult to attract back into learning as adults. Yet those who had taken literacy or numeracy courses have become more positive in their attitudes towards the value of education and training, and a large majority have gone on to take new courses (many of them full-time). Learners continued in education and training, some in order to for career goals others because they enjoyed college. However, the qualitative research found that some had not continued because of lack of local provision or because of the cost of other types of courses. 

Health

For adults, Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses may have an impact on health, but if so it is small. However, the qualitative research suggested that there might be an impact on mental health.

Self-perceived literacy and numeracy competence

There was evidence that, for adults, Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses improved self-perceived literacy and numeracy competence. As other studies have identified self-perceived improvements which are not substantiated by actual tested improvement in competence, it cannot be concluded that competence had improved. However, learners in the qualitative research described ways in which their use of literacy and numeracy had improved and increased. Moreover, there is evidence that perceived improvements in both literacy and numeracy are associated with higher earnings (Machin et al. 2001). 

Employment and earnings

There was no evidence of a significant impact on either employment rate or earnings. Thus, the rate of return appears to be zero, at least over a three-year timescale. However, in the qualitative research, individual Skills for Life learners could describe ways in which the course appeared to have assisted them to gain employment and to do their job more effectively.  This does not mean that their perception was incorrect, but that the average likelihood of employment had not changed. 

The lack of impact on employment is likely to be due to: 

· the need for education and training over a long period to build up skills and qualifications; this delays the move into employment for some to beyond the three years of the study;  

· the extent to which those with low basic skills have other employment disadvantages and barriers, notably, learning and physical disabilities and caring responsibilities, as well as continuing to have relatively low skills and qualification, i.e. the marginal improvement in skills and qualifications may not be enough to overcome continuing barriers

· a probable lack of careers focussed advice, information and guidance, with most advice focussed on educational (not careers) progression.

The lack of measured impact on earnings may reflect measurement error and small sample sizes.

Everyday activities

The qualitative research suggested that Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses had enabled learners to participate in a wide range of normal day-to-day activities, from which they had been previously excluded, e.g. shopping, dealing with bills, travel, socialising, improved financial management, voluntary work. This resulted in less dependence on others for day-to-day needs and some learners no longer feeling an outsider.

6 Adult Skills for Life learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses: progression and qualification achievement

6.1 Introduction

Two of the major impacts of Skills for Life are its impact on subsequent participation in education and training and in qualifications (Chapter 5). This chapter examines these two aspects in more detail, providing information on the pattern of subsequent participation in education and training for Skills for Life learners who were on a college-based literacy or numeracy course (Section 6.2) and on the nature of the qualifications achieved (Section 6.3). In addition, we explore factors associated with progression and qualification gain: which Skills for Life learners who were on a college-based literacy or numeracy course are more likely to participate in further education and training and to gain qualifications (Section 6.4).

6.2 Continuation in education and training

Continuation in education and training can involve continuation on an existing course or enrolment onto a new course. The survey attempted to explore course continuation from one year to the next, as it was expected that continuation would reduce new course enrolment in any one year. At each wave, Skills for Life learners were asked if whether they were still on the courses they had been taking the previous year and, if not, whether they had completed these courses or dropped out. A high percentage reported continuing a Wave 1 course at Wave 2 (48 per cent) and from Wave 2 into Wave 3 (32 per cent) (see Report on Wave 3). Doubt was cast on the reliability of these responses, because, at Wave 2, 40 per cent reported still being on their ‘sample-selection course’
 despite only four per cent reporting, at Wave 1, their sample-selection course to last 51 weeks or longer. It is, of course, possible that some learners were repeating the same course that they had taken the previous year, and would therefore describe themselves as doing the same course. However, given the uncertainties, the issue of continuation is not explored here and the chapter is restricted to new courses
. 

There are two important dimensions for movement to a new course: the level and the subject or focus. New courses may be similar to those previously taken (e.g. starting another literacy course or moving from GCSEs to A Levels) or different (e.g. moving from a numeracy course to a City and Guilds course). New courses may entail movements to similar, higher or lower levels. Movement to a higher level course is clearly beneficial. Movement to a similar (or even a lower) level may, ultimately, improve the overall qualification portfolio of the individual (and increase their skills and employability). Examples of courses which may improve the qualification portfolio, despite being at the same or lower level include additional GCSE courses for those with few GCSEs and doing a Level 2 vocational course despite having GCSEs... However, repeated participation in similar or lower level courses is unlikely to add to skills and employability. 

The next sub-section describes new courses (whether at higher levels of not) and the following sub-section focuses on higher level courses.

6.2.1   New courses since Wave 1

Almost three-quarters of Skills for Life learners started a new course after their interview at Wave 1 (Table 6.20). New course starts were higher at Wave 2 (44 per cent). However, starting a new course was almost as common in Waves 3 and 4 (36 per cent and 38 per cent respectively). 

Table 6.20 Skills for Life learners: new courses started since Wave 1

                                                                                            

 per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	started a new course since previous wave
	started a new course since Wave 1a

	
	Wave 2
	Wave 3
	Wave 4
	

	started a new course
	44
	36
	38
	72

	did not start a new course
	56
	63
	62
	28

	total
	100
	100
	100
	100

	n weighted
	442
	442
	442
	442


a The final column sums over the previous three years. The percentage is less than the total of the previous three columns because learners may have started a new course in more than one year.

Base: all Skills for Life learners

New course starts were concentrated in further basic skills courses (with 47 per cent of Skills for Life learners starting a new basic skills course after Wave 1) and in vocational courses (with 54 per cent starting a new vocational course after Wave 1) (Table 6.21). For basic skills courses, literacy and numeracy courses were most common (34 per cent and 27 per cent of Skills for Life learners starting a new literacy and a new numeracy course respectively); for vocational courses, NVQs and City and Guilds courses were most common (18 per cent and 17 per cent respectively). Fifteen per cent started a new academic course after Wave 1, most of which were GCSEs. 

New course starts in all types of qualifications were fairly well spread over the three years since Wave 1. However, there was a tendency for new courses in basic skills to be started at Wave 2, whereas new starts in vocational course held up throughout the period.

Table 6.21 New course participation, new course qualification, all years 

                                                                                            

 per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	Wave 1 courses a
	new course since previous wave
	new course since Wave 1b

	
	
	Wave 2 
	Wave 3 
	Wave 4 
	

	Basic skills
	83c
	26
	19
	19
	47

	
	literacy
	65
	19
	12
	13
	34

	
	numeracy
	44
	16
	9
	10
	27

	
	combined literacy and numeracy 
	2
	
	
	
	2

	
	Key Skills
	17
	6
	8
	5
	18

	
	ESOL
	0
	2
	1
	0
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Academic qualifications
	34
	9
	8
	5
	15

	
	GCSE
	30
	6
	4
	2
	9

	
	A or AS Levels, Access course
	1
	3
	2
	1
	5

	
	degree, HND, HNC, nursing, teaching
	5
	2
	3
	3
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vocational qualifications
	39
	29
	26
	23
	54

	
	NVQ
	5
	8
	7
	8
	18

	
	GNVQ
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	
	City and Guilds
	20
	8
	6
	5
	17

	
	RSA
	4
	1
	0
	0
	2

	
	BTEC
	1
	1
	2
	2
	4

	
	ONC
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1

	
	CLAIT/other IT
	9
	6
	2
	3
	9

	
	other
	10
	12
	12
	9
	27

	
	
	
	
	
	

	course details unknown
	4
	
	
	
	

	no new course
	na
	57
	64
	62
	29

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	n weighted
	442
	442
	442
	442
	442


Columns may total more than 100 per cent as respondents may have been on more than one course.

a Covers all courses, not just the sample-selection course. 

b The final column sums over the previous three years. The percentage may be less than the total of the previous three columns because learners may have started a new course in more than one year.

c All Skills for Life learners in the sample were on a college-based literacy or numeracy course for a qualification at Wave 1. However, not all reported that they were or gave adequate details to identify whether they were studying for a literacy or a numeracy qualification.

Base: all Skills for Life learners

Over the period since Wave 1, 40 per cent of Skills for Life learners started a course at Level 2 or higher (Table 6.22). Most of these reached a Level 2 course only (23 per cent), but 12 per cent reached a Level 3 course and five per cent reached a Level 4 course. The highest level course for a further 15 per cent was at Level 1. 

Table 6.22 Skills for Life learners: new courses started since Wave 1, highest qualification level

                                                                                            

 per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	Wave 1 coursesa
	new course started since previous wave
	new course  started since Wave 1b

	
	
	Wave 2
	Wave 3
	Wave 4
	

	doing a new course
	100
	44
	36
	38
	72

	Highest new course qualification level
	
	
	
	
	

	
	level unknownc
	18
	9
	8
	12
	12

	
	Entry Level 1
	9
	1
	0
	2
	2

	
	Entry Level 2
	4
	2
	0
	1
	2

	
	Entry Level 3
	4
	1
	1
	2
	1

	
	Level 1
	23
	12
	7
	6
	15

	
	Level 2
	35
	11
	11
	8
	23

	
	Level 3
	3
	8
	5
	4
	12

	
	Level 4
	5
	1
	3
	3
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	not doing a new course
	
	56
	64
	62
	28

	
	
	
	
	
	

	total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	n weighted
	442
	442
	442
	442
	442


a Covers all courses, not just the sample-selection course. 

b The final column sums over the previous three years. The percentage differs from the total of the previous three columns because learners may have started courses at different highest levels in different years.

c Most were very low.

Base: all Skills for Life learners

6.2.2  Individual pathways and progression

The previous section has described in aggregate the new courses that Skills for Life learners undertook after Wave 1. In order to understand progression in education and training it is useful to look at individual patterns of participation, i.e. whether individuals progressed from one to another course.

Most commonly, Skills for Life learners started a new course in only one of the years following Wave 1 (38 per cent) (Figure 6.2). However, 20 per cent started a new course in two of the three years following Wave 1 and 13 per cent started a new course every year. Skills for Life learners who had started a new course one year were more likely to start a new course the following year.

However, many Skills for Life learners took new courses at the same or lower levels than their Wave 1 course (Table 6.23). Whilst 72 per cent started a new course, only 30 per cent started a new course at a level higher than their highest Wave 1 course. In total, 16 per cent progressed to a Level 3 course (or higher), whilst eight percent moved up to a Level 2 course.


Figure 6.2 Participation path for new courses, Years 1 to 4

Base: all Skills for Life learners

An example may help interpret the Figure. Those taking a new course in one year only by Wave 4 comprise the following in the Wave 4 column: 18 per cent (new course at Wave 2, no new course at Wave 3 nor at Wave 4) plus eight per cent (no new course at Wave 2, new course at Wave 3, no new course at Wave 4) plus 12 per cent (no new course at Wave 2 nor at Wave 3, new course at Wave 4). This totals 38 per cent.

Table 6.23 Progression: highest course level, all years

                                                                                            

 per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	since previous wave
	started a higher level course since Wave 1a

	
	Wave 2
	Wave 3
	Wave 4
	

	Doing a new higher-level course 
	17
	14
	12
	30

	Level of highest course reached each Year
	
	
	
	

	
	Entry Level
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	Level 1
	3
	2
	2
	5

	
	Level 2
	3
	4
	4
	8

	
	Level 3 or higher
	9
	8
	6
	16

	
	
	
	
	

	not doing a new higher-level course
	83
	86
	88
	70

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100

	n weighted
	442
	442
	442
	442


a The final column sums over the previous three years. The summed percentage is less than the total of the previous three columns because learners may have started a new higher level course in more than one year and only the highest of these will be recorded in the final column. E.g. if a learner started a higher level course, at Level 1 in Wave 2 and then a Level 3 course in Wave 4, the final column will only record their Level 3 course.

Base: all Skills for Life learners

Table 6.24 shows progression to higher level courses related to the Wave 1 highest level course. Those whose highest Wave 1 course had been at Level 1 were most likely to progress in the following three years (44 per cent), followed by those studying at Entry Levels (34 per cent). 

Fewer of those who started at Level 2 or higher progressed (21 per cent of those starting at Level 2 and 13 per cent of those starting at Level 3 or higher). However, the percentage of those who started at Entry Levels and progressed to Level 3 seems implausible and so we assume the progression from these lower levels is, in fact less.

Table 6.24 Progression by Wave 1 highest course level, all years

percent of Wave 1 qualification level (row percentage)

	highest qualification  studying, Wave 1
	higher level course reached since Wave 1, highest level
	
	n weighted

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3 or higher
	all higher levels
	
	

	
	Entry levelsa
	13
	8
	13
	34
	100
	158

	
	Level 1
	
	27
	17
	44
	100
	92

	
	Level 2
	
	
	21
	21
	100
	154

	
	Level 3 or higher
	
	
	13
	13
	100
	37

	all Skills for Life learners
	5
	9
	17
	30
	100
	441


Row percentages: percent of those with a given highest level Wave 1 course progressing to each level

a in addition, one per cent progressed to a higher Entry Level

Base: all Skills for Life learners

6.3 Qualification gain

The impact analysis showed that Skills for Life learners were much more likely than non-Skills for Life learners to gain a qualification (Section 5.8.3). In total, 79 per cent of Skills for Life learners gained a qualification in the three years after Wave 1 (Table 6.25). The highest rate of qualification gain was reported at Wave 2 (56 per cent had gained a qualification between Waves 1 and 2) and, although the rate fell each year thereafter, it remained high (46 per cent gaining a qualification in the following year and 34 per cent gaining a qualification between Waves 3 and 4). In this section, we describe the qualifications gained. 

Twenty-four per cent had gained a literacy qualification and 15 per cent a numeracy qualification by Wave 4
. (In addition, six per cent had gained a GCSE English and eleven per cent a GCSE Maths and others will have achieved embedded literacy and numeracy qualifications.) However, vocational qualifications were most common, with 63 per cent gaining a vocational qualification over the three years to Wave 4. City and Guilds qualifications (29 per cent) and NVQs (20 per cent) were most common. Nearly one quarter gained academic qualification, almost all of which were GCSEs. 

The pattern over time showed basic skills and academic qualifications tended to be achieved early on, by Wave 2, whereas vocational qualifications, although declining over the years, were more spread over the three years. This pattern would reflect the progression from basic skills and academic courses to vocational courses, as found in Section 6.2.1, but may also stem from longer courses for vocational qualifications. 

Table 6.25 Qualification gain (type of qualification), by year 

                                                                                            

 per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	pre-existing qualifications, Wave 1
	qualificationsa gained since previous wave
	qualifications gained since Wave 1b

	
	
	Wave 2
	Wave 3
	Wave 4
	

	Basic skills qualificationbc
	3
	23
	11
	6
	35

	
	literacy 
	2
	15
	7
	4
	24

	
	numeracy
	2
	9
	6
	2
	15

	
	Key Skills
	
	9
	1
	1
	11

	
	ESOL
	
	0
	
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Academic qualification
	39
	15
	7
	5
	23

	
	GCSE
	36
	15
	7
	4
	22

	
	A or AS Levels, Access course or similar
	3
	0
	0
	1
	1

	
	degree, HND, nursing, teaching, similar foreign
	2
	2
	
	
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vocational qualification
	51
	37
	38
	28
	63

	
	NVQ
	17
	8
	11
	9
	20

	
	GNVQ
	5
	0
	
	1
	2

	
	C&G
	25
	16
	12
	12
	29

	
	RSA
	10
	3
	0
	1
	3

	
	BTEC/SCOTVEC1
	5
	1
	0
	1
	2

	
	ONC/OND
	1
	1
	3
	1
	4

	
	CLAIT/other IT
	7
	2
	3
	2
	5

	
	other qualifications
	18
	13
	15
	6
	29

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gained a qualification (any)
	62
	56
	46
	34
	79

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Column total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	n weighted
	442
	442
	442
	442
	442


Columns may total more than 100 per cent as respondents may have achieved more than one type of qualification

a Covers all qualifications not just those from literacy and numeracy courses. 

b The final column sums over the previous three years. The summed percentage is less than the total of the previous three columns because learners may have gained a similar type of qualification in more than one year.

c These are qualifications described by respondents as literacy and numeracy qualifications. They may not include literacy and numeracy qualifications embedded in other qualifications and do not include GCSE English and Maths and similar qualifications.

Base: all Skills for Life learners

Many (45 per cent) gained qualifications at Level 2 or higher, including 14 per cent Level 3 and higher (Table 6.26). At this level, most were either vocational (22 per cent), primarily City and Guilds, or academic qualifications (22 per cent), primarily GCSEs, but 12 per cent gained a basic skills qualification at Level 2 or higher.  Within basic skills, more Skills for Life learners gained a literacy qualification (24 per cent) than a numeracy qualification (15 per cent).

Table 6.26 Highest qualifications gained since Wave 1, type by highest level

                                                                                     per cent Skills for Life learners (row percentages)

	 Type of qualificationa 
	no qual gained
	level unknown
	Entry Level 1
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3 or higher
	

	Basic skillsb
	65
	5
	12
	6
	10
	2
	100

	
	literacy
	76
	3
	9
	4
	7
	1
	100

	
	numeracy
	85
	3
	3
	4
	4
	1
	100

	
	Key Skills
	89
	4
	3
	2
	1
	1
	100

	
	ESOL
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Academic qualifications
	77
	0
	0
	0
	20
	3
	100

	
	GCSE
	78
	0
	0
	0
	22
	0
	100

	
	A or AS Levels, Access course
	99
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	100

	
	degree, HND, HNC, nursing, teaching
	98
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vocational qualifications
	37
	28
	0
	12
	13
	9
	100

	
	NVQ
	80
	7
	0
	6
	4
	4
	100

	
	GNVQ
	98
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100

	
	City and Guilds
	71
	8
	0
	9
	10
	2
	100

	
	RSA
	97
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	100

	
	BTEC
	98
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	100

	
	ONC
	96
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	100

	
	CLAIT/other IT
	95
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100

	
	other
	71
	29
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	all qualifications
	21
	18
	3
	13
	31
	14
	100


weighted n=442

a Covers all qualifications not just those from literacy and numeracy courses. 

b These are qualifications described by respondents as literacy and numeracy qualifications. They may not include literacy and numeracy qualifications embedded in other qualifications and do not include GCSE English and Maths and similar qualifications.

Base: all Skills for Life learners

Overall, excluding embedded courses, 24 per cent gained a literacy or numeracy qualification at Level 2 or higher, including 14 per cent gaining English or Maths GCSEs (Grade C and higher) (Table 6.27). At this level, numeracy qualifications were slightly more common than literacy (at 14 per cent and 16 per cent respectively). 

Table 6.27 Literacy and numeracy qualifications (Level 2 and above) gained by Wave 4

	
	GCSEb
	all Level 2 and abovea

	Literacy or numeracya
	14
	24

	
	Literacya 
	6
	14

	
	Numeracya 
	11
	16

	
	Both literacy and numeracya 
	3
	7

	Neither literacy or numeracya
	86
	76

	
	
	

	Column total %
	100
	100

	n weighted
	442
	442


a excludes literacy and numeracy qualifications embedded in other qualifications, but includes GCSE English and Maths Grade C and above.

b GCSE English or Maths, Grade C and above

Base: all Skills for Life learners

6.4 Factors associated with progression and qualification gain

The impact analysis found that Skills for Life learners were more likely to start new courses and to gain qualifications. However, due to sample size, it was unable to identify whether the impact varied for different groups of learners. Therefore, as part of the descriptive analysis, we decided to investigate whether certain types of learners were more likely to achieve these outcomes. 

We investigated the association between four types of outcome new course starts, progression to higher level new courses, qualification gain and gain of a Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualification. 

The factors examined were: 

· characteristics of Wave 1 courses; 

· Skills for Life learners’ views of their Wave 1 sample-selection course (i.e. the literacy or numeracy course for a qualification which led to their selection for the study);

· personal characteristics; 

· previous education, skills and qualifications; 

· economic characteristics 

The analysis used logistic regression, so that the combined effect of different factors could be assessed.

This analysis does not show whether Skills for Life affected outcomes, as, we are unable to identify who would have achieved these outcomes without the strategy. However, it does identify whether the strategy is equally effective in raising participants to the same outcome, i.e. whether it equalises outcome achievement across people with differing characteristics. This is useful in respect of policy, as it highlights whether certain groups may need additional help.  

Full results are given in Appendix E. Here, the main findings are discussed. We focus on the factors which are of most interest in terms of policy, those which were significant in a number of models or which were both significant and have a strong, underlying theoretical basis for influencing take up or progression. This is to avoid drawing conclusions based on spurious correlations
.    

The models were better at explaining progression (i.e. starting a higher-level course than the highest level undertaken at Wave 1) than take up of new courses (whether at a higher level or not). In our discussion below, therefore, we concentrate on progression, qualification gain and gaining Level 2 literacy and numeracy qualifications. 

6.4.1   Wave 1 courses

The nature of Wave 1 courses was associated with both progression and qualification gain.

Highest course level

There was no association between new course starts overall and highest qualification pursued at Wave 1. However, Skills for Life learners whose highest course at Wave 1 was at Level 1 were most likely to start a new, higher level course in the following three years. This was followed by those whose course was at an Entry Level. Those whose courses were at a higher level (Level 2 or Level 3) were least likely to start a new, higher level course. At the same time, those studying at Level 2 and Level 3 at Wave 1 were both more likely to gain a qualification and to gain a literacy or numeracy qualification at Level 2 or higher.

This combination is interesting. It has been suggested that those at lower skill levels (and consequently on lower level courses) might be using courses to fill in time, i.e. they undertake serial (and unproductive) course participation. Certainly, the qualitative research found that some of the most disadvantaged Skills for Life learners gained much from attendance at college. However, the pattern identified here does not support this hypothesis, unless Skills for Life learners at all levels are as likely to undertake serial (and unproductive) course attendance. Instead, it suggests that Skills for Life might need to provide more assistance to progression for those starting at the lowest levels (Entry Levels). It might also indicate that more is required to enable qualification gain at the lowest levels. 

Course subject

No difference was identified in progression to higher level courses by whether a Wave 1 course was a specific basic skills course, an academic course or a vocational course
. However, those who were doing a course which included literacy training were less likely to progress to a higher level course and they were less likely to achieve a qualification, whilst those on courses which included numeracy were more likely to achieve a qualification. This seems most likely to indicate differences (which have not been identified in the survey variables) in the types of people who chose courses with literacy and with numeracy elements, although differences in the quality of courses cannot be ruled out. Irrespective of this, implication is that, to improve equality of outcomes amongst Skills for Life learners’ improvements in courses with literacy training might be useful.

Impetus for participation in the sample-selection course at Wave 1

Those who either chose the course themselves or were sent on it (as opposed to those who said it was a combination of the two) were less likely to start a new higher level course. At the same time, those who chose the course themselves were more likely to gain a Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualification. This raises the importance of individual control over undertaking courses, although it also lends some support to the idea that course decisions may be best taken in co-operation, rather than imposed or entirely left to the individual. 

Skills for Life learners who had undertaken their Wave 1 sample-selection course in order to go on a subsequent course, were more likely to continue to a higher level course. However, those who had undertaken the Wave 1 sample-selection course for their own satisfaction were less likely to progress upwards. There was no association between course progression and whether the sample-selection course was undertaken for work reasons or to help their children more. However, whilst those who had undertaken their main Wave 1 course in order to help their children more were equally like as others to gain a qualification, they were less likely to gain a Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualification. In general, all these results may merely indicate that training decisions reflect initial aims, although it is possible that those with children might face greater barriers than others at the higher qualification levels (see below). 

6.4.2   Education, skills and qualifications

A few aspects of previous education, skills and qualifications were associated with continuation to higher level courses and qualification gain.

· Those whose did not already have qualifications were less likely to progress to a higher level course; those whose highest pre-existing qualification was at Level 4 were more likely to gain a qualification, but those whose pre-existing qualifications were at Level 1 or lower were more likely to gain a literacy or numeracy qualification at Level 2.

This pattern suggests that those who have no qualifications might require additional assistance to progress and gain qualifications. However, (as those with Level 4 qualifications constitute very few Skills for Life learners), it also indicates that the strategy is equalising upwards qualification levels for those who are already qualified (i.e. those with low qualifications are more often achieving Level 2 literacy or numeracy than those with higher qualifications). 

· Those whose tested numeracy competence was at Level 2 or at Entry Level 2 were more likely to progress to a higher level course. However, qualification gain was more common for those with numeracy competence at Entry Level 3 or Level 1 and gaining a  Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualification was most common for those with tested numeracy competence at Level 2 (at Wave 1). There was no association between progression or qualification gain and literacy competence.

These results show people with very low levels of pre-existing competence are progressing or gaining qualifications at the same rate as those with higher pre-existing competence achieving. However, more might be needed to be done to ensure that Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualifications are gained by those with lower numeracy skills.

· Those who, at Wave 1, thought they had problems with literacy were less likely to gain a Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualification. In combination with the findings on tested competence, this might suggest a problem of confidence and that more needs to be done to improve confidence amongst some Skills for Life learners.

6.4.3   Personal characteristics and economic activity

Only a small number of personal characteristics were associated with progression to a higher level course and with qualification gain:

· progression declined with age;

· people from ethnic minorities were less likely to gain Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualifications;

· those with three children or more were less likely to gain qualifications, whilst those with children were less likely to gain Level 2 qualifications in literacy or numeracy.

· progression increased with health and for those whose health improved between Wave 1 and Wave 4; however, qualification gain was greater for those with a long standing illness or disability at Wave 1, but also for those who, at Wave 4, were healthier;

· progression increased with satisfaction with life;

This suggests that greater assistance might be useful for older learners, for those from ethnic minorities and for those with children. The health findings were mixed, but, in the main, pointed to poorer health acting as a barrier to progression and qualification gain. 

Employment status had little effect on continuation or qualification gain, although those who were more committed to employment were more likely to progress to a higher level course. 

6.5 Summary

New courses

Nearly three-quarters of Skills for Life learners started new courses in the three years following their Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy course (72%).

· Most commonly, new courses were basic skills courses (47 per cent) and courses for a vocational qualification (54 per cent); 15 per cent started a new academic course. There was some movement over the three years towards vocational courses.

· Most often those who started a new course did so at Level 1 or above (55 per cent of all Skills for Life learners, 76 per cent of those starting a new course), comprising Level 3 or higher (17 per cent of all Skills for Life learners), Level 2 (23 per cent) and Level 1 (15 per cent).

However, many new courses were at a similar or lower level to the highest Wave 1 course (42 per cent). In total, those progressing to a higher level course reached:

· Level 3 (or higher), 16 per cent

· Level 2, eight per cent

· Level 1, five per cent

· those starting at Level 1 most often progressed to a higher level course (44 per cent)

Qualification gain

By Wave 4, 79 per cent of Skills for Life learners who had been on a college-based literacy and numeracy course at Wave 1 had gained a qualification, whether from their Skills for Life course or from another course. Details of these qualifications are described below. Note that literacy and numeracy qualifications are those termed as such by the respondent, unless otherwise stated. Thus they may not include embedded qualifications or GCSEs in English or Maths.

· More Skills for Life learners gained vocational qualifications (63 per cent) than basic skills qualifications (35 per cent) or academic qualifications (23 per cent).

· The most common qualifications were City and Guilds (29 per cent), literacy qualifications (24 per cent), GCSEs (22 per cent), NVQs (20 per cent) and numeracy qualifications (15 per cent).

· Basic skills qualifications and academic qualifications tended to be gained earlier (at Wave 2), whereas vocational qualifications were more spread across the three years since Wave 1.

· Thirty-one per cent gained a Level 2 qualification and 14 per cent a Level 3 (or higher) qualification.

· Academic and vocational qualifications tended to be higher than basic skills qualifications. 

· Twenty-four per cent gained a literacy or numeracy qualification at Level 2
, comprising literacy (14 per cent) and numeracy (16 per cent).

Factors associated with progression to higher level courses and qualification gain

The following were less likely to progress or gain qualifications or reach a Level 2 basic skills qualification and so Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses might need to provide greater assistance:

· those on Entry Level courses at Wave 1;

· those whose course included literacy training;

· those with pre-school-age children;

· those without qualifications at Wave 1;

· those who, at Wave 1, thought they had problems with literacy;

· older learners;

· people from ethnic minorities.

7 Conclusions

7.1 Introduction

The NIESR/BMRB evaluation has examined the impact of Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses on adults. In this concluding Chapter, we summarise the main findings of the effects of these courses and then discuss how, in the light of our findings, the effectiveness of the Skills for Life strategy might be improved. Throughout, it should be remembered that our findings relate to only part of the strategy (non-college literacy and numeracy courses, ESOL courses and the impact on 16 to 18 year olds were not covered in the study) and that it was not possible to assess the impact on sub-groups such as those with health problems or a learning disability. Moreover, the study started at an early stage of the strategy, when changes to provision were just being introduced, and aspect of the strategy were still in development. Further research would be required to identify whether other aspects of the strategy or its current form impacted differently, and to uncover the extent to which sub-groups were affected differently.

It is worth reiterating that as is common with cohort studies, the number of respondents was lower at each successive wave. This has meant that in some outcomes where we have found a lack of difference between the learners’ group and the comparison group it is possible that a larger sample would have revealed an impact. Previous studies of literacy and numeracy courses have also found no impact, but meta-analysis (which involves combining the samples from several studies) has shown a positive impact. This suggests that the size of the impacts is such that very large samples are necessary to detect them. 

The comparison group for the study was not representative of the whole population with literacy and numeracy problems. This is because it was selected to be comparable with the learners sample, and the learners were younger than the average for all people with literacy or numeracy difficulties. A representative comparison group would have introduced bias because it would have included groups, particularly older people and those from minority ethnic groups, who are under-represented among college-based learners. 

Although there may have been differences in unmeasured characteristics between the learners group and the comparison group the use of difference-in-differences to measure changes in rather than levels of outcome variables will have reduced, if not eliminated, bias from unmeasured differences. There was no difference in the attrition of the learners group and the comparison group on the basis of characteristics that we have been able to measure (although there may have been some difference on unmeasured characteristics).

7.2 The effects for adults of Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses

The main aims of the study were to assess the impact of participation in Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults on economic outcomes, both for the individual and the economy.  The study found that these Skills for Life courses:

· increased life-long learning and self-perceived literacy and numeracy competence;

· led to a gain in qualifications;

· had a positive impact on self-esteem,

· may improve health, and, based on qualitative evidence, may improve ability to conduct a wide range of everyday activities and increase independence; and

· did not have a significant impact on either employment or earnings.

These findings broadly accord with previous research (Section 1.3). 

As the study was unable to identify any quantifiable economic (as opposed to social) benefits, the financial benefit calculable was zero. 

The lack of impact on employment and earnings may seem disappointing. However, the importance of the other impacts (including, potentially, to employment at a later stage) should not be downplayed. Based on the qualitative research it is clear that for at least a significant minority of learners, the courses have made a real difference to their lives. Moreover, to the extent to which improvements in literacy and numeracy competence allow learners to move onto general and vocational courses which do lead to improved employment prospects, there are likely to be employment benefits in the longer term. Other evidence suggests that disadvantaged groups may take more than three years for a positive impact on employment and earnings.

7.2.1  The employment impact

The lack of an identifiable employment impact of participation in college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults accords with previous research (which found little or no impact) (see Section 1.3). This result may be because such courses do not improve employment chances. Moreover, it is clear that basic skills learners are likely to experience a range of labour market disadvantages in addition to their literacy and numeracy difficulties, including learning difficulties and both physical and mental health problems. Thus, an improvement in their basic skills may not be sufficient to enable them to overcome these other disadvantages. 

However, the evaluation has identified a range of positive effects which may improve employability, particularly in the longer term. The impact of Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults on participation in education and training is a positive sign. Although there was some evidence to suggest that some learners were serial course participants (and were unlikely to move into jobs), the qualification level of courses, with 40 per cent starting new courses at Level 2 or higher, suggested they were likely to increase employability. Similarly, improved self-esteem and self-perceived literacy and numeracy competence add to employability. At the same time, the increase in activities requiring literacy and numeracy reported in the qualitative research suggests that an increase in competence (or confidence) in basic skills has taken place. 


It had been hoped that an impact on employment or earnings could be captured in three years. However, for those with very low basic skills, improvement to the level to make a significant difference to employment chances may take longer; whilst for those who started from a somewhat higher skills level may have suffered less from exclusion from employment but from exclusion from good jobs. Movement upwards in work (and to higher earnings) may be a long process. It may only be a small number (too small for statistical significance) who improve within this period. 

Thus, whilst it is possible that college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults do not improve employment, there are indications that Skills for Life may have an impact on employment in the longer term.

7.2.2  Other benefits

Moreover, the other benefits of Skills for Life were important. The qualitative research made it clear the extent to which Skills for Life learners’ lives could be circumscribed and the quality of life diminished by lack of basic skills. There were many ways in which their Skills for Life course had enabled them to lead a fuller life: to travel unaccompanied, to budget and manage one’s own finances, to go shopping. Not only had the initiative reduced their feelings of dependency, but it meant that others (including social workers) no longer had these demands placed on them. Moreover, some took on greater responsibilities for others (e.g. helping elderly neighbours), thus also reducing demands on social services.

Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults also appeared to have improved socialisation, reducing isolation. It may also have improved mental health.

These benefits were not measured in the impact analysis and few would have been quantifiable in cost benefit terms. However, this does not mean that they are neither of benefit nor of economic benefit. We would identify benefits to four groups: the learner (in their quality of life), to people close to the learner (relatives, carers and neighbours) (in reduced dependency by the learner and ability to undertake tasks for others), to social services due to reduced demands) and to the health service, if mental health is improved.

7.3 Improving the effectiveness for adults of Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses

Based on learners’ judgement, the quality of Skills for Life courses and their organisation was good, even at the start of the Skills for Life strategy. This appears to be borne out by relatively low course dropout (see Wave 2 Report) and the continued participation in courses, by a group with poor experience of education in the past. However, there were a number of ways that the study identified in which outcomes might be improved. 

7.3.1  Careers information, guidance and advice

Skills for Life adult learners on college-based literacy and numeracy courses seemed to lack careers information, guidance and advice. This is particularly important to this group.

Firstly, people with low basic skills face multiple barriers to employment, including poor health and disability, location and caring responsibilities. They may be confused about the effect of earnings on benefits
. This raises the importance of careers information, guidance and advice.

Secondly, there appeared to be a problem over identifying or accessing appropriate literacy and numeracy courses, with only a minority (33 per cent) confident that they were on an appropriate course. 

Thirdly, once on their literacy or numeracy course, Skills for Life learners’ main source of information, advice and guidance appeared to be their tutors and this seemed to focus on educational progression, rather than employment. Thus, they appeared to be more likely to be advised to take a follow on course, rather than either to a course to improve their employability or to receive assistance in gaining a job. 

Greater provision of careers information, advice and guidance, prior, during and after the Skills for Life course might improve employment outcomes, by ensuring employment focussed course choice and improved knowledge of the job findings and the labour market. 

7.3.2  Non-Skills for Life course fees

For people on low incomes, non-Skills for Life course fees may be prohibitive. This was not an issue that was investigated in the survey, but was raised in the qualitative research. Therefore, the extent of the problem was not identified. However, some respondents in the qualitative research had been keen to take certain vocational courses, but were discouraged by the fees. There are also risks the other way. Skills for Life courses up to Level 2 are generally free, and thus some learners wanting to continue at college but faced with fees for courses that would represent progression in terms of their skill development, may opt to take another Skills for Life course, even if this is not entirely appropriate given their needs.

7.3.3   Social inclusion

Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults reached a wide range of people and a wide range of people achieved qualifications and continued in education and training. However, theses courses appeared better at reaching some groups than others and there were differences in qualification gain and course progression.

Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses for adults were less good at gaining participation from: 

· older people
; 

· parents with children under school age;

· lone parents; 

· people with a long-term illness of disability;

· people without qualifications; 

· those with very lowest levels of literacy competence;

· the employed.

Amongst adults who participated on Skills for Life college-based literacy or numeracy courses, the following were less likely to progress to higher level courses, to gain qualifications or to reach a Level 2 basic skills qualification
:

· older learners
;

· people from ethnic minorities;

· those with pre-school-age children;

· those without qualifications at Wave 1;

· those who, at Wave 1, thought they had problems with literacy;

· those on Entry Level courses at Wave 1;

· those whose course included literacy training.

With the exception of employed people and parents (in couples), adults with lower participation in Skills for Life college-based literacy and numeracy courses are groups which are more socially excluded and, together with mothers, suffer greater difficulties in the labour market. This suggests that these groups should be targeted to increase participation. It is unclear whether there is a need to increase participation amongst employed people, and it would be useful to investigate whether the problem lies in accessibility or interest: it may be that the disadvantages of lower basic skills are less amongst those who have achieved employment. 

It respect of the achievement of Skills for Life participants, it would be useful to improve achievements amongst these groups. For some groups, this may require further research into their lower achievement. For parents, one issue may be dropout, which, at Wave 2, was higher for parents than those without children (Wave 2 Report).

Appendix A: Wave 4 Survey Technical Report

Introduction

This technical report provides details on the Wave 4 of the Learners Panel survey, carried out by BMRB Social Research, in conjunction with the National Institute of Economic and Social Research (NIESR), on behalf of the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). 

The survey as a whole examines basic skills training in England, and was designed to obtain interviews from both learners and non-learners.   This report should be read in conjunction with the technical reports from Wave 1, Wave 2 and Wave 3, which includes details on the design of the survey as a whole.  These details are not repeated in this report.

The report provides details on:

· Design

· Sample selection

· Questionnaire

· Fieldwork procedures

· Response rates

· Analysis

· Weighting.

Design

The study design is described in detail in the Wave 1 technical report (Metcalf and Meadows, 2005). It was based on the need to compare outcomes for a sample of people who, at the start of the study, received basic skills training (learners) and those who did not (non-learners or control sample). To maximise the effectiveness of the analysis, the learners sample and control sample needed to be matched closely, in terms of demographic features, as well as levels of literacy and numeracy.

The survey uses a longitudinal design in order to examine individuals’ progress and outcomes over time. The Wave 4 survey involved re-contacting individuals who had been interviewed at Wave 1, again at Wave 2, and again at Wave 3, and carrying out a fourth interview.  Wave 4 fieldwork took place one year after Wave 3, two years after Wave 2, and three years after Wave 1.  

Sample selection

At Wave 3, interviews were conducted with 1,356 individuals:  682 learners and 674 non-learners (control survey).  As part of the Wave 3 interview, respondents were asked whether they would be willing to be re-contacted.  A total of 1,279 respondents agreed to be re-contacted:  638 learners and 641 non-learners, 94 per cent of Wave 3 respondents.  These 1,279 individuals represented the sample for the Wave 4 survey.

The sample was split into three batches in order to ensure that respondents were interviewed as close as possible to one year after their Wave 3 interview.  The batches were as follows:

Table A. 1 Sample batches

	
	Number of cases
	Fieldwork dates

	Batch 1
	356
	February-March

	Batch 2
	437
	March-May

	Batch 3
	486
	May-June


Questionnaire Development

Main Questionnaire

The questionnaire was designed by NIESR, in consultation with BMRB and DfES.  The average interview length was 52 minutes.

The agreed questionnaire was programmed for use as a CAPI (Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing) questionnaire, using Quantum software. The programming was carried out at BMRB.

Literacy and Numeracy Tests

As part of the interview, a literacy and numeracy test was administered. At Wave 1 it had been agreed that the test should last 15 minutes on average, and the same test was used at Waves 2, 3 and 4. 

This Wave 1 test was a shortened version of the literacy and numeracy test that had been used on the SFL survey, produced by the Centre for Developing and Evaluating Lifelong Learning (CDELL) at the University of Nottingham. CDELL produced this shortened version of the SFL test.

Fieldwork

All fieldwork was carried out face-to-face by Kantar Operations (formerly known as The Operations Centre). BMRB and Kantar Operations are both a part of Kantar, the information, insight and consultancy arm of WPP, Kantar Operations exists to provide all Kantar’s UK companies with access to the best operations capabilities.

Pilot

It was decided that it would not be necessary to conduct a pilot at Wave 4 as the questionnaire was very similar to previous waves, and the contact procedure was identical to Waves 2 and 3.

Advance letters

Letters were sent to all respondents who were to be re-contacted for this survey. These letters informed respondents that they would be contacted, gave them some background to the survey, and re-assured them about confidentiality.  It also gave them BMRB’s contact details should they have any questions about the survey.

The letter is included at the end of this Appendix.

Briefings

At Waves 1 and 2, interviewers were briefed personally by the BMRB research team, but it was considered unnecessary to re-brief interviewers again for Waves 3 and 4 (as there were very few differences between waves). To a large extent, the same interviews who had worked on Wave 2 of the survey were used to conduct interviews for Waves 3 and 4, and full written instructions were provided to the interviewers.  The instructions covered:

· Background to the survey and objectives

· Overall design

· Content of interviewer assignments

· Contact procedures

· Ways of maximising response rates

· Questionnaire and test

· Administrative issues.

Incentives

As this was the fourth time these respondents were contacted, it was decided that incentives should be used at Wave 4. Incentives were not used at Waves 1 and 2 of this survey (but were used at Wave 3). As at Wave 3, the incentive was a £10 W H Smiths voucher. Interviewers gave one voucher to each respondent who they interviewed. The advance letter had already informed respondents exactly what the incentive was.

Fieldwork Timing

Fieldwork took place between February and June 2006.  The relatively long fieldwork period was determined by the need to stagger fieldwork, so that respondents would be interviewed as close as possible to one year after their Wave 3 interview.

Contact procedures

A contact sheet was issued for each respondent and interviewers were instructed only to interview the person named on the contact sheet. Interviewers were required to make a minimum of five calls at each address before returning the contact sheet with a “no contact” outcome.

All interviews were conducted in the respondent’s home unless an alternative location was requested by respondent (for example the college where they were studying at that time).

Movers

Where the named respondent had moved from the listed address, interviewers attempted to obtain an up-to-date address from the new occupant. Where no contact with the household was possible, interviewers attempted to contact neighbours, firstly in order to confirm whether the named person was still living there, and then if not, to try and obtain a new address.

Where a new address was obtained, interviewers either visited the new address themselves (if it was nearby) or returned the contact sheet to the field office for re-allocation to a different interviewer.

Quality Control Measures

For all face-to-face surveys, Kantar Operations’ standard quality control procedures exceed those stipulated by IQCS (Interviewer Quality Control Scheme) and BS7911 (the British Standard Specification for Organisations conducting Market Research) and are summarised as follows:

Interviewers are accompanied by a Supervisor, for an afternoon and/or evening, on at least three assignments a year.

In addition, 10 per cent of respondents are re-contacted by phone or letter on all surveys.

Response Rates

Table A. 2 shows response rates for all respondents, split by fieldwork batch.

Table A. 2 Response rates for all respondents

	
	Batch 1
	Batch 2
	Batch 3


	Total

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Total sample
	356
	
	437
	
	486
	
	1279
	

	Interviews
	252
	71
	326
	75
	351
	72
	929
	73

	Moved, not traced
	12
	3
	17
	4
	15
	3
	44
	3

	Opt-out
	15
	4
	3
	1
	6
	1
	24
	2

	Refusal
	24
	7
	37
	8
	35
	7
	96
	8

	No contact
	28
	8
	22
	5
	33
	7
	83
	6

	Other
	25
	7
	32
	7
	46
	9
	103
	8


Table A. 3 shows response rates for the learner and control sample separately (this distinction relates to their status at Wave 1). The response rates are very similar for the two groups.

Table A. 3 Response rates: learners and control sample

	
	Learners
	Control

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Total sample
	638
	
	641
	

	Interviews
	461
	72
	468
	73


Analysis

Coding

Open-ended questions were coded by Kantar Operations’ Coding department.  This comprised:

· coding of industry and occupation for current/previous work, using Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) and Standard Occupational Classification (SOC 2000)

· coding of responses to open-ended questions, using code frames designed by BMRB.

Weighting

Weights had been applied to the Wave 1 data, and these weights were carried forward into the Wave 4 data.   An additional weight was applied at Wave 4, to account for non-response between Waves 1 and 4.  This weight was produced by comparing the profiles of the Wave 1 and Wave 4 interviewed samples on key characteristics.  Specifically, this weight reflected an adjustment for age, qualifications held and ethnicity (within the control sample) and age, gender, ethnicity, qualifications held, qualifications studying for (at Wave 1) and economic status (within the learners sample).  

Advance letter 

Ref: 45104530/serial

Name

Address

January 2006

Dear 

You very kindly helped us by taking part in an interview in your home last year.  This was about your experiences of education and employment.  The interviewer was from The Operations centre, working on behalf of BMRB Social Research, and the survey is for the Department for Education and Skills.

When you spoke to the interviewer last year, you said that you would be willing to be contacted again.  We would very much like to speak to you again, to find out about your experiences in the last year.  We are interested in speaking to a wide range of people, so whatever you have been doing in the last year, we would like to speak to you.

As a token of our appreciation we are offering a £10 W H Smiths voucher as a thank you to all those who take part in this important survey.

An interviewer from The Operations Centre working on behalf of BMRB Social Research will call at your home.  Please note that the interviewer will carry an identification card at all times.  Everything that you say will be treated in the strictest confidence by BMRB.   

In the meantime, if you have any questions about the survey, please contact Hannah Carpenter at BMRB on 020 8433 4040.

Thank you very much for your help in this important study.

Yours faithfully


[image: image1.png]



Nick Coleman

Senior Associate Director

BMRB Social Research

Appendix B: Qualitative research technical report

The aims of the qualitative research

The main aims of the qualitative research were to increase understanding of how successful outcomes were achieved, to identify good practice and to identify how provision might be improved to increase successful outcomes. The research was to identify the paths that had led to successful outcomes and to identify the factors which affected these outcomes. A key issue was to identify the relative roles of self-motivation, the role of family and significant others, and the role of professionals and programmes, including the interaction between these. 

The DfES decided that the research to focus on Skills for Life learners who had had particularly successful outcomes. ‘Particularly successful outcomes’ were gaining a job, progression in education and training, health improvement and helping children more. By focussing on this group, it was anticipated that the research would shed light on the factors that contribute and stimulate achievement or progression from an initial low level of basic skills. 

The scope of the qualitative research 

The combination of the structure and delivery of basic skills training and factors relating to individual adult learners will yield a complex range of issues and outcomes as well as varied perspectives and experiences. Many of these issues were identified by the longitudinal survey research. However, issues identified as requiring further investigation were the original motivations and aspirations in enrolling onto a basic skills course, their views of the course and teaching, the perceived effects of the sample-selection course and the reasons and effects of subsequent decisions regarding courses and employment. Learners were also asked about their plans for the future and whether this involved continued participation in education and training. The qualitative research therefore explored features of the course(s) and how these met their needs or plans and influenced their outcomes from the course(s).  

Sample design

Learners were selected for the qualitative interview stage from those who had indicated during the survey stage that they were willing to take part in a further stage of the research. From the overall sample used for the survey, fifty learners were included in this stage of the research and these were chosen on the basis of them having satisfied one or more indicators of progression. For the purposes of this research, a learner was considered to have had a successful outcome, if, by Wave 4, they had:

· achieved at least a Level 2 qualification

· gained employment

· progressed from a basic course(s) onto vocational or academic course(s)

· progressed to a higher level course

As well as those with successful outcomes, we also included a few learners who in the absence of an identifiable barrier(s) or other factors had not progressed over the course of the survey.

The sample was stratified by a number of key variables that were likely to influence the progress and outcomes and also to cover a range of possible experiences and perspectives. These included: 

· location 

· personal characteristics – age, gender and ethnicity

· caring responsibilities

· whether they had a temporary or permanent long-standing illness

· the level of the sample-selection course at Wave 1.

The overall pool from which to choose learners was relatively large, consisting of 195 individuals aged between 19-65 years, who at Wave 1 were pursuing a course which led to a literacy or numeracy qualification at college. The number of individual learners available for interview demonstrated a high level of commitment to the project and its objectives. Of the 195 individuals who had agreed to participate, 110-115 were eligible.   However, sampling was made difficult as some learners had changed their contact details and other learners did not satisfy the conditions of inclusion in the qualitative research or were based in locations that made it difficult to cluster interviews. 

The study was undertaken in both rural and suburban areas, in order to reflect the different socio-economic environments and varied levels and ease of access to local learning and employment opportunities.  Wherever possible the face-to-face interviews were clustered to improve fieldwork efficiency.

In total fifty interviews were carried out with Skills for Life learners.

Sample characteristics

This section provides information on the characteristics of those who took part in the qualitative research. 

Table B. 1 Qualitative sample characteristics: personal

	                                                                                          
	Number of Skills for Life learners

	Age
	

	
	19-24
	15

	
	25-34
	8

	
	35-44
	11

	
	45-54
	11

	
	55+
	5

	
	

	Ethnicity
	

	
	White
	42

	
	Asian or Asian British  - Indian
	3

	
	Asian or Asian British  - Pakistani or Bangladeshi
	3

	
	Black or Black British – African
	0

	
	Black or Black British – Caribbean 
	1

	
	Other
	1

	
	

	Gender
	

	
	Male
	18

	
	Female
	32

	
	

	Health and disability
	

	
	Had a long-standing illness or disability
	26

	
	Affected the type and amount of paid work
	15

	
	

	Location 
	

	
	Birmingham
	6

	
	Bradford
	1

	
	Bridlington
	3

	
	Bristol
	6

	
	Doncaster
	5

	
	Essex
	1

	
	Kent
	1

	
	Lancashire
	1

	
	Leeds
	8

	
	London
	1

	
	Milton Keynes
	2

	
	Newcastle
	2

	
	Peterborough
	1

	
	Portsmouth
	3

	
	Reading
	1

	
	Staffordshire
	5

	
	Suffolk
	2

	
	Worcester
	1

	
	

	Total
	50


Table B. 2 Qualitative sample characteristics: skills, qualifications and economic activity

	
	Number of Skills for Life learners

	Literacy and numeracy competence, Wave 1

	Literacy test score
	

	
	Entry Level 1 or below
	6

	
	Entry Level 2
	9

	
	Entry Level 3
	16

	
	Level 1
	17

	
	Level 2 or above
	0

	
	test not completed
	2

	Numeracy test score
	

	
	Entry Level 1 or below
	16

	
	Entry Level 2
	26

	
	Entry Level 3
	2

	
	Level 1
	2

	
	Level 2 or above
	2

	
	test not completed
	2

	

	English was a subsequent language
	7

	

	Highest qualification, Wave 1

	
	no qualification
	15

	
	low level (unspecified)
	3

	
	Entry Level 1
	0

	
	Level 1 or higher
	17

	
	Level 2 or higher
	7

	
	Level 3  or higher
	8

	
	Level 4
	2

	

	Highest qualification, Wave 4

	
	no qualification
	1

	
	low level (and unspecified)
	7

	
	Entry Level 1
	3

	
	Level 1 or higher
	9

	
	Level 2 or higher
	22

	
	Level 3  or higher
	8

	
	Level 4
	0

	

	Economic activity, Wave 4

	
	Unemployed
	5

	
	In paid employment
	31

	
	Part/ full time education
	6

	
	Long-standing illness
	5

	
	Looking after home and family
	3

	

	Total
	50


Fieldwork

The fieldwork was carried out between January and March 2007. Interviewees were initially approached by letter, with information about the study, and then interviewed face-to-face at a location convenient for the learner. All interviews were recorded and all interviewees were assured that their identity and the interview recording would remain confidential.   

The interviews lasted between 30 to 60 minutes each and were undertaken by experienced employment researchers. Interviews were guided by a semi-structured discussion guide developed by NIESR. Although these topic guides ensure systematic coverage of key points across interviews, they were used flexibly to issues of relevance to the respondents to be covered. 

Analysis

The thematic headings in the discussion guide formed the basis for recording and organising the analysis from the qualitative fieldwork. The interviews were not transcribed; instead, full notes were written up into a fieldnote for each participating individual. The qualitative findings from the analysis have been illustrated in the main report with the use of verbatim quotations and examples. Where necessary the details of the interviewee have been moderately changed to protect anonymity.

In addition, team debriefings were held regularly after the fieldwork which allowed the research team to assess and discuss the emerging themes and overall findings.

Appendix C: Comparison of Wave 1 and Wave 4 respondent characteristics 

To check for response bias between waves the characteristics of the respondents at each wave was compared on a range of important personal, educational and economic characteristics (Table C. 1 to Table C. 4). On most characteristics respondents were similar between the Waves.

Where differences were identified, these were small and related to age (those aged 25-34 slightly under-represented by Wave 4), employment (those who had been employed at Wave 1 slightly over-represented by Wave 4) and courses (those doing a basic skills qualification at Wave 1 slightly under-represented by Wave 4, those doing a vocational qualification slightly over-represented, there whose highest course at Wave 1 had been Level 2 or the course level had been unknown slightly over-represented and slight under-representation of those whose highest course had been at Entry Level 1.

Table C. 1 Skills for Life learners: characteristics at Wave 1 

                                                                                         per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	Wave 1
	Wave 4

	age at Wave 1
	
	

	
	19-24
	22
	22

	
	25-34
	25
	18

	
	35-44
	29
	34

	
	45-54
	15
	14

	
	55 and over
	10
	12

	
	
	

	gender
	
	

	
	women
	58
	58

	
	men
	42
	42

	
	
	

	family composition
	
	

	
	single, no children
	54
	52

	
	partner
	35
	36

	
	lone parent
	11
	12

	children under 16
	
	

	
	none
	71
	67

	
	one
	13
	12

	
	two
	11
	13

	
	three or more
	6
	8

	
	
	

	ethnicity
	
	

	
	white
	75
	75

	
	Asian or Asian British - Pakistani or Bangladeshi
	7
	6

	
	Black or Black British - Caribbean and other
	5
	6

	
	Black or Black British - African
	4
	6

	
	Asian or Asian British - Indian
	4
	3

	
	other
	5
	5

	
	
	

	satisfaction with life
	
	

	
	Very happy
	36
	34

	
	Fairly happy
	49
	51

	
	Neither happy nor unhappy
	4
	4

	
	Not very happy
	10
	10

	
	Not at all happy
	2
	2

	
	
	

	Total
	100
	100

	n weighted
	1873
	442


Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03; Wave 4 2006)

Table C. 2 Skills for Life learners: qualifications and competences at Wave 1 

                                                                                         per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	Wave 1
	Wave 4

	Skills for Life learners considered they had problems with:
	
	

	
	literacy
	69
	67

	
	numeracy
	53
	58

	
	literacy or numeracy
	83
	87

	
	
	

	literacy test score
	
	

	
	Entry Level 1 or below
	15
	19

	
	Entry Level 2
	24
	23

	
	Entry Level 3
	17
	15

	
	Level 1
	36
	36

	
	Level 2 or above
	*
	0

	
	test not completed
	7
	7

	numeracy  test score
	
	

	
	Entry Level 1 or below
	39
	41

	
	Entry Level 2
	39
	35

	
	Entry Level 3
	7
	6

	
	Level 1
	5
	4

	
	Level 2 or above
	4
	6

	
	test not completed
	7
	7

	
	
	
	

	Highest qualification held
	
	

	
	no qualifications
	36
	38

	
	low level (unspecified)
	6
	5

	
	Entry Level 1
	1
	1

	
	Level 1 or higher
	29
	33

	
	Level 2 or higher
	14
	13

	
	Level 3  or higher
	8
	6

	
	Level 4
	6
	2

	Literacy and numeracy qualifications held
	
	

	
	Level 2 qualification in English
	10
	12

	
	Level 2 qualification in Maths
	4
	4

	
	neither
	88
	86

	
	
	
	

	age left continuous full-time education 
	
	

	
	16 and under
	70
	68

	
	17-18
	15
	16

	
	19 and over
	15
	16

	overall experience of school
	
	

	
	Very positive
	22
	20

	
	Somewhat positive
	26
	23

	
	Neither positive nor negative
	4
	7

	
	Somewhat negative
	23
	25

	
	Very negative
	24
	25

	
	
	
	

	Total
	100
	100

	n weighted
	1873
	442


* fewer than 0.5 per cent      

Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03; Wave 4 2006)

Table C. 3 Skills for Life learners: economic activity at Wave 1 

                                                                                         per cent Skills for Life learners

	
	Wave 1
	Wave 4

	In full-time education
	9
	14

	Economically active
	49
	50

	
	Employed
	33
	39

	
	Unemployed and seeking work
	16
	12

	In part-time education (and not employed)
	12
	7

	Other
	30
	28

	
	Temporarily sick or disabled
	3
	3

	
	Permanently sick or disabled
	13
	12

	
	Looking after the home or family
	11
	11

	
	Wholly retired
	2
	2

	
	Government scheme (employment training)
	1
	*

	
	Other
	0
	*


* fewer than 0.5 per cent      

Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03; Wave 4 2006)

Table C. 4 Skills for Life learners: courses pursued at Wave 1

                                                                                          per cent Skills for Life learners 

	
	Wave 1
	Wave 4

	Basic skills
	87a
	80a

	
	Literacy qualificationc 
	67
	65

	
	Numeracy qualificationc
	44
	44

	
	combined literacy and numeracyc 
	3
	2

	
	Key skills qualification
	18
	17

	
	ESOL
	2
	*

	Academic
	29
	29

	
	GCSE
	28
	26

	
	GCSE English
	16
	16

	
	GCSE Maths
	14
	17

	
	A or AS Levels/ Access course
	2
	1

	
	degree, HND, nursing, teaching
	2
	5

	Vocational
	36
	45

	
	City and Guilds
	19
	20

	
	CLAIT/other IT
	9
	10

	
	NVQ
	4
	5

	
	RSA
	2
	4

	
	GNVQ
	1
	0

	
	BTEC/BEC/TEC
	1
	2

	
	ONC
	1
	1

	
	other
	7
	10

	no qualification details givenb
	57
	68

	course information unknown
	5
	5

	
	
	

	highest qualification level
	
	

	
	Entry Level 1
	17
	11

	
	Entry Level 2
	6
	4

	
	Entry Level 3
	5
	4

	
	Level 1
	23
	21

	
	Level 2d
	29
	35

	
	Level 3
	6
	3

	
	Level 4
	2
	5

	
	Level unknown
	8
	15

	
	course information unknown
	4
	3

	
	
	

	Total
	100
	100

	n weighted
	1873
	442


Columns may total more than 100 per cent as respondents may report more than one course.

* fewer than 0.5 per cent   

a All Skills for Life learners in the sample were on a basic skills course for a qualification at Wave 1. However, not all reported that they were or gave adequate details to identify whether their course was for a literacy or a numeracy qualification.

b Other than whether a literacy, numeracy or Key Skills qualification

c Courses described by the respondent as literacy or numeracy; embedded literacy or numeracy courses (e.g. within an NVQ) and English and Maths GCSE are only included if described by the respondent as a literacy or numeracy course. 

d All GCSEs are included as Level 2.

Source: Longitudinal Learners’ Survey (Wave 1, 2002/03; Wave 4 2006)

Appendix D: Impact analysis outcomes

Table D. 1 Wave 2 outcomes

	
	Before matching
	After matching
	
	N=
	N=

	Changes between Wave 1 and Wave 2
	Learners value
	Non-learners value
	Difference
	Learners value
	Non-learners value
	Difference
	Signif-icant
	Learners
	Non-learners

	Labour market and work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Change in employment status (net increase in proportion of the sample in paid employment) 
	3.6%
	0.0%
	3.6%
	3.7%
	4.3%
	-0.7%
	
	1020
	1022

	Change in annual take home pay 
	£122.07
	-£475.71
	£597.78
	£123.77
	-£144.20
	£267.97
	
	1020
	1022

	Change in satisfaction with pay (scale -4 to +4) 
	-0.27
	-0.14
	-0.13
	-0.27
	-0.19
	-0.09
	
	323
	516

	Change in satisfaction with job security (scale -4 to +4)
	0.01
	-0.04
	0.05
	0.00
	-0.05
	0.05
	
	319
	514

	Change in satisfaction with promotion prospects (scale -5 to +5) 
	-0.4
	-0.1
	-0.3
	-0.4
	-0.2
	-0.2
	
	268
	442

	Change in employment commitment index (scale -20 to +20) 
	-0.30
	-0.14
	-0.17
	-0.30
	-0.61
	0.31
	
	998
	969

	Health and disability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Change in health index (-10 to +10, negative values represent improvement) 
	-0.10
	-0.10
	-0.00
	-0.10
	-0.21
	0.11
	
	1020
	1022

	Change in number of visits to GP over past year
	-0.22
	-0.13
	-0.08
	-0.22
	-0.47
	0.25
	
	1020
	1022

	Change in annual number of hospital outpatient visits
	-0.11
	-0.12
	0.01
	-0.13
	-0.02
	-0.11
	
	1020
	1022

	Change in number of hospital in-patient days
	-0.34
	-0.39
	0.05
	-0.47
	-1.31
	0.84
	
	1020
	1022

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Change in incidence of longstanding illness or disability (proportion gaining - proportion losing)
	46.9%
	38.1%
	8.8%
	46.8%
	46.8%
	0.0%
	
	1020
	1022

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-esteem and satisfaction with life
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with life (-4 to + 4)
	0.05
	0.01
	0.03
	0.05
	0.05
	0.00
	
	1020
	1022

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in self-esteem (scale -25 to +25)
	0.50
	0.16
	0.34
	0.50
	-0.13
	0.63
	**
	1020
	1022

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activities with children
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample helping children to read 
	3.6%
	-0.5%
	-3.2%
	-4.5%
	-3.0%
	-1.5%
	
	304
	433

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of days per year read story to children
	-39
	-22
	-17
	-38
	-18
	-19
	
	169
	254

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education and training
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in commitment to education and training
	0.02
	-0.33
	0.35
	0.04
	-0.90
	0.94
	**
	1020
	1022

	(scale -16 to +16)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion currently on an education or training course
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	perceived improvement in maths
	59.0%
	15.6%
	43.5%
	58.9%
	19.7%
	39.2%
	**
	1020
	1022

	perceived improvement in literacy
	76.6%
	29.2%
	47.4%
	76.4%
	41.9%
	34.5%
	**
	1020
	1022

	Perceived improvement in basic skills (proportion of sample citing improvement)
	88.1%
	41.6%
	46.6%
	88.1%
	53.3%
	34.8%
	**
	1020
	1022


* significant at 10% level   ** significant at 5% level    *** significant at 1% level

Table D. 2 Wave 3 outcomes

	
	
	
	
	
	before matching 
	after matching
	
	N= 
	N=

	Changes between Wave 1 and Wave 3
	
	learners value
	non-learners value
	learners value
	non-learners value
	difference
	Signifi-cant
	learners
	non-learners

	Labour market and work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in employment status (net increase/decrease in proportion of sample)
	
	5.6%
	-1.8%
	5.3%
	3.8%
	1.4%
	
	623
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in annual take home pay (non-employed=0)
	£575
	-£1,339
	£558
	-£713
	£1,272
	**
	590
	587

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in employment commitment (scale -20 to + 20)
	-2.6
	-2.5
	-2.6
	-3.0
	0.4
	
	611
	578

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with pay (scale -4 to + 4)
	
	0.1
	0
	0.1
	0.1
	0
	
	201
	285

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with job security (scale -4 to + 4)
	0
	-0.1
	-0.1
	-0.2
	0.1
	
	201
	285

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with promotion prospects (scale -5 to + 5)
	-0.1
	-0.1
	-0.1
	-0.4
	0.3
	**
	201
	285

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in proportion of sample receiving out of work benefits
	
	-4.1%
	1.6%
	-3.8%
	-0.4%
	-3.4%
	
	623
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Health and disability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in health index (-10 to +10, negative values=improvement) 
	0.1
	0
	0.1
	0.1
	0
	
	623
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of visits to GP over past year
	
	-0.28
	-0.27
	-0.28
	-0.54
	0.26
	
	573
	609

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of hospital outpatient appointments
	-0.22
	-0.07
	-0.23
	-0.11
	-0.12
	
	598
	611

	in past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample receiving hospital in-patient treatment
	
	-3.4%
	0.5%
	-3.7%
	3.6%
	-7.3%
	**
	615
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of inpatient nights (including those with zero)
	
	-0.1
	0
	-0.12
	-0.14
	-0.26
	
	149
	130

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in long-standing illness or disability 

(proportion developing illness/disability less proportion no longer having)
	-2.2%
	-5.7%
	-2.6%
	-0.2%
	-2.4%
	
	623
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-esteem and satisfaction with life
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with life (-4 to + 4)
	
	
	0.05
	0.03
	0.04
	0.08
	-0.04
	
	623
	616
	

	change in self-esteem (scale -25to +25)
	
	
	0.41
	0.06
	0.48
	0
	0.48
	
	623
	616
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activities with children
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample helping children to read 
	
	-6.4%
	-5.9%
	-6.4%
	-6.6%
	0.2%
	
	125
	187
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample helping children with writing
	
	-6.0%
	-0.5%
	-6.8%
	3.7%
	-10.5%
	
	133
	189
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in helping children with homework (large negative -3 to large positive +3)
	
	-0.37
	-0.2
	-0.35
	-0.41
	0.06
	
	178
	241
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of days per year read story to children
	
	-55
	-22
	-57
	-26
	-31
	
	116
	156
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education and training
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in commitment to education and training
	0.91
	0.86
	0.93
	0.3
	0.63
	 **
	623
	616
	

	(scale -16 to +16)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion currently on an education or training course
	48.8%
	10.1%
	48.1%
	11.1%
	36.9%
	
	623
	616
	


	
	
	
	
	
	unmatched
	matched
	
	No of observations

	Other outcomes (not difference in differences)
	
	learners value
	non-learners value
	learners value
	non-learners value
	difference
	Signifi-cant
	learners
	non-learners

	Self-perceived changes in literacy and numeracy over past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net proportion reporting self-perceived improvement in literacy in past year
	
	70.0%
	32.6%
	69.4%
	50.1%
	19.2%
	**
	623
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net proportion reporting self-perceived improvement in numeracy in past year
	
	56.2%
	23.1%
	55.7%
	28.7%
	27.1%
	**
	623
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	self-perceived improvement in numeracy in past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(average of 0= no improvement, 1= some imp, 2= def imp)
	
	0.84
	0.29
	0.83
	0.37
	0.46
	**
	623
	616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	self perceived improvement in literacy in past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(average of 0= no improvement, 1= some imp, 2= def imp)
	1.1
	0.45
	1.1
	0.7
	0.39
	**
	623
	616


* significant at 10% level   ** significant at 5% level    *** significant at 1% level

Table D. 3 Wave 4 outcomes

	
	
	
	
	
	unmatched
	matched
	
	No of observations

	Changes between Wave 1 and Wave 4
	
	learners value
	non-learners value
	learners value
	non-learners value
	difference
	Signifi-cant
	learners
	non-learners

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Labour market and work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in employment status (net increase/decrease in proportion of sample)
	
	6.8%
	-2.3%
	6.7%
	5.0%
	1.7%
	
	435
	425

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in take home pay (non-employed=0)
	£554
	-£684
	£560
	£542
	£27
	
	435
	424

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in employment commitment (scale -20 to + 20)
	-2.6
	-2.3
	-2.6
	-2.8
	0.2
	
	393
	390

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with pay (scale -4 to + 4)
	
	0.10
	-0.19
	0.11
	-0.20
	0.30
	
	200
	127

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in pay satisfaction (proportion improving less
	0.1%
	-10.0%
	0.01%
	-9.8%
	10.6%
	*
	200
	127

	proportion worsening)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with job security (scale -4 to + 4)
	0.10
	-0.20
	0.12
	-0.16
	0.28
	
	200
	127

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with job security (proportion increased less proportion decreased) 
	-1.6%
	-11.5%
	-0.1%
	-13.0%
	12.2%
	
	127
	200

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with promotion prospects (scale -5 to + 5)
	-0.12
	-0.09
	-0.12
	-0.31
	0.19
	
	117
	197

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with promotion prospects (proportion increased less proportion decreased)
	
	-11.9%
	-10.7%
	-11.5%
	-25.7%
	14.2%
	
	117
	197

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in proportion of sample receiving out of work benefits
	
	-2.6%
	0.2%
	-3.1%
	-5.2%
	2.1%
	
	435
	425

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Health and disability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in health index (-10 to +10, negative values=improvement) 
	
	0.30
	0.35
	0.31
	0.53
	-0.22
	
	425
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of visits to GP over past year
	
	-0.25
	-0.19
	-0.26
	-0.49
	0.23
	
	392
	429

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of hospital outpatient appointments
	-0.13
	0.20
	-0.14
	0.22
	-0.35
	
	403
	435

	in past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample receiving hospital in-patient treatment
	
	-7.9%
	-0.4%
	-8.3%
	-2.9%
	-5.4%
	
	420
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of inpatient nights (including those with zero) 
	
	-0.22
	-0.03
	-0.25
	-0.11
	-0.13
	
	418
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in long-standing illness or disability 

(proportion developing illness/disability less proportion no longer having)
	5.9%
	-1.6%
	5.5%
	4.3%
	1.2%
	
	425
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in health (proportion improving less proportion
	-12.4%
	-17.9%
	-12.2%
	-27.1%
	-14.9%
	**
	442
	437

	worsening)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-esteem and satisfaction with life
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in satisfaction with life (-4 to + 4)
	
	0.11
	-0.03
	0.10
	0.04
	0,06
	
	435
	424

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in life satisfaction (proportion improving less
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion worsening)
	
	
	4.2%
	-2.5%
	3.6%
	1.9%
	1.7%
	
	435
	424

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in self-esteem (scale -25 to +25)
	
	0.62
	0.04
	0.66
	-0.52
	1.18
	**
	419
	432

	net change in proportion with improved self-esteem (proportion improving less proportion worsening)
	
	12.2%
	3.7%
	13.0%
	-5.1%
	18.1%
	*
	419
	432

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activities with children
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample helping children to read 
	
	-13.3%
	-4.0%
	-14.6%
	-8.4%
	-6.3%
	
	90
	126

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net change in proportion of sample helping children with writing
	
	-10.9%
	-5.3%
	-11.9%
	-4.4%
	-7.5%
	
	92
	131

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in helping children with homework (large negative -3 to large positive +3)
	
	-0.25
	-0.12
	-0.25
	-0.29
	0.04
	
	118
	170

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in no of days per year read story to children
	
	-54
	-57
	-54
	-31
	-23
	
	76
	106

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education and training
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	change in commitment to education and training
	-0.27
	-0.30
	-0.24
	-0.66
	0.43
	 **
	390
	426

	(scale -16 to +16)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion who have taken a new course since Wave 1 
	77.8%
	14.9%
	77.7%
	19.3%
	58.3%
	***
	553
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion taking a new course at Wave  4
	39.5%
	14.9%
	39.5%
	19.5%
	20.1%
	***
	425
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	proportion gaining any qualification since Wave 1
	
	76.0%
	20.2%
	76.4%
	24.9%
	51.5%
	***
	425
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	unmatched
	matched
	
	No of observations

	Other outcomes (not difference in differences)
	
	learners value
	non-learners value
	learners value
	non-learners value
	difference
	Signifi-cant
	learners
	non-learners

	Self-perceived changes in literacy and numeracy over past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net proportion reporting self-perceived improvement in literacy in past year 
	
	69.2%
	35.4%
	68.7%
	50.0%
	18.6%
	***
	425
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	net proportion reporting self-perceived improvement in numeracy in past year 
	
	47.1%
	21.1%
	46.8%
	32.1%
	14.6%
	**
	425
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	self-perceived improvement in numeracy in past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(average of 0= no improvement, 1= some imp, 2= def imp)
	
	0.69
	0.26
	0.69
	0.42
	0.26
	**
	425
	435

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	self perceived improvement in literacy in past year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(average of 0= no improvement, 1= some imp, 2= def imp)
	1.07
	0.47
	1.06
	0.70
	0.36
	**
	425
	435


* significant at 10% level   ** significant at 5% level    *** significant at 1% level

Table D. 4 Logistic regression equation used for propensity score matching at waves 3 and 4

	Logistic regression
	Number of obs
	=
	3476

	
	LR chi2(47)
	=
	1355.06

	
	Prob > chi2
	=
	0.0000

	Log likelihood = -1724.63
	Pseudo R2
	=
	0.2821


Dependent variable: Doing a Skills for Life course at Wave 1

	
	Odds Ratio
	Sig
	Std Err
	z
	 P>|z|
	[Conf. Interval]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	literacy test score Entry Level 2
	1.13678
	
	0.19042
	0.77
	0.444
	0.81865
	1.57855

	literacy test score Entry Level 3
	0.58414
	***
	0.10091
	-3.11
	0.002
	0.41636
	0.81954

	literacy test score Level 1
	0.95446
	
	0.16261
	-0.27
	0.784
	0.68350
	1.33285

	literacy test score Level 2
	0.02181
	***
	0.02254
	-3.70
	0.000
	0.00288
	0.16539

	literacy test incomplete
	0.16850
	***
	0.06193
	-4.85
	0.000
	0.08199
	0.34630

	numeracy test score Entry Level 2
	0.73251
	***
	0.07961
	-2.86
	0.004
	0.59198
	0.90641

	numeracy test score Entry Level 3
	0.68973
	**
	0.11549
	-2.22
	0.027
	0.49676
	0.95766

	numeracy test score Level 1
	0.96295
	
	0.18305
	-0.20
	0.843
	0.66343
	1.39770

	numeracy test score Level 2
	1.42974
	
	0.31257
	1.64
	0.102
	0.93147
	2.19456

	numeracy test incomplete
	2.78231
	***
	1.01698
	2.80
	0.005
	1.35918
	5.69553

	qualifications below Level 1
	1.53673
	**
	0.28057
	2.35
	0.019
	1.07446
	2.19789

	qualifications Level 1
	1.61368
	***
	0.18270
	4.23
	0.000
	1.29254
	2.01459

	qualifications Level 2
	1.76646
	***
	0.25989
	3.87
	0.000
	1.32395
	2.35687

	qualifications Level 3
	1.36693
	
	0.25726
	1.66
	0.097
	0.94525
	1.97673

	qualifications Level 4
	1.00690
	
	0.20859
	0.03
	0.974
	0.67088
	1.51121

	left f-t education age 16 or less
	1.05504
	
	0.17088
	0.33
	0.741
	0.76807
	1.44924

	left f-t education age 17
	1.44867
	***
	0.18445
	2.91
	0.004
	1.12873
	1.85929

	did not go to school
	3.44214
	
	2.48192
	1.71
	0.086
	0.83768
	14.14418

	age left education not stated
	4.70178
	
	3.85711
	1.89
	0.059
	0.94184
	23.47181

	age - median
	1.00399
	
	0.00412
	0.97
	0.332
	0.99595
	1.01209

	living with a partner
	0.45595
	***
	0.04833
	-7.41
	0.000
	0.37041
	0.56124

	lone parent
	0.45470
	***
	0.07023
	-5.10
	0.000
	0.33593
	0.61546

	has child aged 0-2
	0.50928
	***
	0.08689
	-3.95
	0.000
	0.36453
	0.71152

	has child aged 5-7
	0.57937
	**
	0.12381
	-2.55
	0.011
	0.38111
	0.88076

	has child aged 11-15
	0.78094
	**
	0.09762
	-1.98
	0.048
	0.61124
	0.99776

	youngest child aged 5-7
	1.75617
	**
	0.45073
	2.19
	0.028
	1.06194
	2.90422

	ethnic group black Caribbean
	1.97941
	***
	0.52365
	2.58
	0.010
	1.17856
	3.32446

	ethnic group black African
	3.85712
	***
	1.32121
	3.94
	0.000
	1.97103
	7.54799

	ethnic group Indian
	4.54510
	***
	1.47019
	4.68
	0.000
	2.41106
	8.56801

	ethnic group Pakistani/Bangladeshi
	7.19212
	***
	2.34385
	6.05
	0.000
	3.79714
	13.62249

	ethnic group other
	3.01356
	***
	1.01925
	3.26
	0.001
	1.55305
	5.84757

	health index
	0.83799
	***
	0.03603
	-4.11
	0.000
	0.77027
	0.91168

	no long-standing illness/disability
	0.62536
	***
	0.06818
	-4.31
	0.000
	0.50504
	0.77434

	English is not first language
	2.22683
	
	0.96600
	1.85
	0.065
	0.95155
	5.21123

	speaks only English at home
	1.97169
	
	0.87810
	1.52
	0.127
	0.82367
	4.71983

	spoken English not good
	0.18521
	***
	0.05450
	-5.73
	0.000
	0.10404
	0.32971

	positive experience of school
	0.65162
	***
	0.05884
	-4.74
	0.000
	0.54591
	0.77779

	has problems writing in English
	1.96376
	***
	0.21897
	6.05
	0.000
	1.57824
	2.44345

	has problems spelling in English
	1.92573
	***
	0.21385
	5.90
	0.000
	1.54908
	2.39397

	has no problems with English or maths
	0.45496
	***
	0.05399
	-6.64
	0.000
	0.36054
	0.57410

	employed
	0.33239
	***
	0.03418
	-10.71
	0.000
	0.27172
	0.40661

	strongly believe learning helps get a job
	1.21945
	**
	0.12292
	1.97
	0.049
	1.00084
	1.48582

	strongly believe learning makes more confident
	1.96143
	***
	0.23090
	5.72
	0.000
	1.55728
	2.47045

	strongly believe who you know gets you a job
	0.78614
	***
	0.06799
	-2.78
	0.005
	0.66357
	0.93137

	strongly disagree getting qualifications too much effort
	1.49466
	***
	0.13899
	4.32
	0.000
	1.24562
	1.79347

	employment commitment index
	1.06673
	***
	0.01120
	6.16
	0.000
	1.04502
	1.08890

	LA unemployment rate
	0.90004
	***
	0.03229
	-2.94
	0.003
	0.83893
	0.96561


Omitted categories








literacy test score Entry Level 1








numeracy test score Entry Level 1








no qualifications








left full-time education aged 18+








ethnic group white








** significant at 5% level    *** significant at 1% level

Table D. 5 Effect of Propensity Score Matching on Differences between Learners and Non-learners

	
	
	Mean
	
	% red

uction
	t-test
	

	Variable
	Sample
	Treated
	Control
	%bias
	|bias|
	t
	p>|t|

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	literacy test score
	Unmatched
	7.4600
	10.4550
	-13.0
	-3.80
	0.16
	

	
	Matched
	7.5044
	6.9894
	2.2
	82.80
	0.69
	0.615

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	numeracy test score
	Unmatched
	6.5203
	6.9854
	-2.2
	-0.66
	0.63
	

	
	Matched
	6.5647
	7.0024
	-2.1
	5.90
	-0.67
	0.623

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	highest qualification
	Unmatched
	2.4490
	2.5908
	-4.9
	-1.45
	0.39
	

	
	Matched
	2.4296
	2.3823
	1.6
	66.60
	0.69
	0.616

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	age left full-time education
	Unmatched
	1.5886
	1.4043
	20.9
	6.19
	0.10
	

	
	Matched
	1.5603
	1.5260
	3.9
	81.40
	1.95
	0.302

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	age less median
	Unmatched
	0.6046
	2.1670
	-13.3
	-3.93
	0.16
	

	
	Matched
	0.6727
	-0.0003
	5.7
	56.90
	1.54
	0.366

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	living with a partner
	Unmatched
	0.3709
	0.5887
	-44.7
	-13.13
	0.05
	

	
	Matched
	0.3769
	0.3784
	-0.3
	99.30
	-0.46
	0.724

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	lone parent
	Unmatched
	0.1169
	0.1416
	-7.4
	-2.17
	0.28
	

	
	Matched
	0.1175
	0.1307
	-3.9
	46.70
	-1.24
	0.433

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	has child aged 0-2
	Unmatched
	0.0572
	0.1357
	-26.8
	-7.80
	0.08
	

	
	Matched
	0.0584
	0.0623
	-1.3
	95.10
	-0.63
	0.642

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	has child aged 5-7
	Unmatched
	0.1126
	0.1643
	-15.0
	-4.40
	0.14
	

	
	Matched
	0.1131
	0.1044
	2.5
	83.30
	0.77
	0.583

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	has child aged 11-15
	Unmatched
	0.1181
	0.1941
	-21.0
	-6.15
	0.10
	

	
	Matched
	0.1194
	0.1253
	-1.6
	92.20
	-0.65
	0.635

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	youngest child aged 

0-2
	Unmatched
	0.0572
	0.1357
	-26.8
	-7.80
	0.08
	

	
	Matched
	0.0584
	0.0623
	-1.3
	95.10
	-0.63
	0.642

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	youngest child aged 

5-7
	Unmatched
	0.0812
	0.0865
	-1.9
	-0.56
	0.67
	

	
	Matched
	0.0810
	0.0699
	4.0
	-110.00
	1.26
	0.427

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	oldest child aged 

12-15
	Unmatched
	0.1181
	0.1941
	-21.0
	-6.15
	0.10
	

	
	Matched
	0.1194
	0.1253
	-1.6
	92.20
	-0.65
	0.635

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ethnic group
	Unmatched
	1.6046
	1.2081
	35.0
	10.45
	0.06
	

	
	Matched
	1.5490
	1.4905
	5.2
	85.30
	2.59
	0.235

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	health index
	Unmatched
	0.5898
	0.4724
	10.4
	3.07
	0.20
	

	
	Matched
	0.5917
	0.6052
	-1.2
	88.50
	-0.40
	0.759

	long-standing illness/disability
	Unmatched
	1.5812
	1.7486
	-36.0
	-10.65
	0.06
	

	
	Matched
	1.5848
	1.6112
	-5.7
	84.30
	-1.80
	0.323

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English is not first language
	Unmatched
	1.1445
	1.0622
	27.3
	8.13
	0.08
	

	
	Matched
	1.1363
	1.1262
	3.3
	87.80
	1.57
	0.360

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	speaks only English at home
	Unmatched
	0.8745
	0.9438
	-24.3
	-7.22
	0.09
	

	
	Matched
	0.8819
	0.8925
	-3.7
	84.70
	-1.65
	0.347

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	spoken English not good
	Unmatched
	1.0369
	1.0297
	4.0
	1.18
	0.45
	

	
	Matched
	1.0377
	1.0435
	-3.3
	18.40
	-1.00
	0.501

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	positive experience of school
	Unmatched
	0.4613
	0.5681
	-21.5
	-6.33
	0.10
	

	
	Matched
	0.4623
	0.4554
	1.4
	93.50
	0.35
	0.786

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	has problems writing in English
	Unmatched
	0.4274
	0.1632
	60.5
	17.96
	0.04
	

	
	Matched
	0.4202
	0.4025
	4.1
	93.30
	1.49
	0.376

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	has problems spelling in English
	Unmatched
	0.5966
	0.2876
	65.4
	19.30
	0.03
	

	
	Matched
	0.5905
	0.5918
	-0.3
	99.60
	0.28
	0.824

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	has no problems with English or maths
	Unmatched
	0.1476
	0.4470
	-69.3
	-20.18
	0.03
	

	
	Matched
	0.1508
	0.1506
	0.0
	100.00
	-0.25
	0.845

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	employed
	Unmatched
	0.3370
	0.5568
	-45.3
	-13.31
	0.05
	

	
	Matched
	0.3436
	0.3626
	-3.9
	91.30
	-1.58
	0.359

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	strongly believe learning helps get a job
	Unmatched
	0.7552
	0.6503
	23.1
	6.78
	0.09
	

	
	Matched
	0.7519
	0.7470
	1.1
	95.40
	0.56
	0.675

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	strongly believe learning makes more confident
	Unmatched
	0.8549
	0.7254
	32.2
	9.40
	0.07
	

	
	Matched
	0.8536
	0.8270
	6.6
	79.40
	2.25
	0.267

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	strongly believe who you know gets you a job
	Unmatched
	0.5252
	0.6043
	-16.0
	-4.71
	0.13
	

	
	Matched
	0.5302
	0.5319
	-0.3
	97.80
	-0.39
	0.762

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	strongly disagree getting qualifications too much effort
	Unmatched
	0.3844
	0.3524
	6.6
	1.95
	0.30
	

	
	Matched
	0.3832
	0.4016
	-3.8
	42.20
	-1.04
	0.487

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	employment commitment index
	Unmatched
	16.5580
	15.6560
	20.5
	5.99
	0.11
	

	
	Matched
	16.5270
	16.4410
	1.9
	90.50
	0.83
	0.558

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LA unemployment rate
	Unmatched
	2.5781
	2.6088
	-2.5
	-0.73
	0.60
	

	
	Matched
	2.5731
	2.5905
	-1.4
	43.10
	-0.30
	0.816


Appendix E: Factors associated with course progression and qualification gain amongst Skills for Life learners

	Logistic regression
	Number of obs   =        391

	
	Wald chi2(29)   =
 78.33

	
	Prob > chi2     =     0. 0000

	Log pseudo-likelihood =-154.46993
	Pseudo R2       =     0. 3551

	             


	DEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

STARTED A NEW HIGHER-LEVEL COURSE
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	P>z
	[95% Confidence Interval]

	tested numeracy competence (Entry Level 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Entry Level 2
	1.33757
	.4409555
	3.03
	0.002
	.4733128
	2.201827

	
	Entry Level 3
	-.1162621
	.6584634
	-0.18
	0.860
	-1.406827
	1.174302

	
	Level 1
	.1134387
	1.117328
	0.10
	0.919
	-2.076484
	2.303362

	
	Level 2
	1.691643
	.8473276
	2.00
	0.046
	.0309118
	3.352375

	
	test not completed
	1.00811
	.5828763
	1.73
	0.084
	-.1343067
	2.150527

	highest qualification held (none)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	below Level 1
	1.847604
	.6960253
	2.65
	0.008
	.4834195
	3.211789

	
	Level 1
	.6940673
	.4795175
	1.45
	0.148
	-.2457697
	1.633904

	
	Level 2
	1.465727
	.5918295
	2.48
	0.013
	.3057622
	2.625691

	
	Level 3
	2.371938
	.7713479
	3.08
	0.002
	.8601235
	3.883752

	
	Level 4
	.1584864
	1.012477
	0.16
	0.876
	-1.825932
	2.142905

	log age
	-1.084257
	.5492545
	-1.97
	0.048
	-2.160775
	-.0077376

	health index, Wave 1 (1=no problems)
	-7.638394
	4.048406
	-1.89
	0.059
	-15.57312
	.2963349

	health index, Wave 4 (1=no problems)
	7.778407
	4.009424
	1.94
	0.052
	-.079919
	15.63673

	satisfaction with life
	.7575415
	.3795938
	2.00
	0.046
	.0135513
	1.501532

	commitment to employment
	.9143949
	.3938029
	2.32
	0.020
	.1425553
	1.686234

	reason for doing sample-selection course: to go on another course
	.8214645
	.3590116
	2.29
	0.022
	.1178147
	1.525114

	reason for doing sample-selection course: own satisfaction 
	-1.316136
	.3712449
	-3.55
	0.000
	-2.043763
	-.5885098

	
	A W1 course included literacy 
	-1.026745
	.4821598
	-2.13
	0.033
	-1.97176
	-.0817287

	highest qualification studying at W1 (below Level 1 (incl don’t know))
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Level 1
	.9389259
	.4241418
	2.21
	0.027
	.1076231
	1.770229

	
	Level 2
	-1.422324
	.4724346
	-3.01
	0.003
	-2.348279
	-.4963691

	
	Level 3
	-4.933755
	1.003618
	-4.92
	0.000
	-6.90081
	-2.9667

	Sample selection course
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Number of taught hours per week
	-.1600263
	.0548182
	-2.92
	0.004
	-.267468
	-.0525845

	
	Number of hours studying per week 
	.1310575
	.0429265
	3.05
	0.002
	.0469231
	.2151919

	
	time of day: day time
	3.384938
	.8311108
	4.07
	0.000
	1.755991
	5.013886

	
	time of day: evening
	2.66108
	.7318802
	3.64
	0.000
	1.226621
	4.095539

	
	chose the course themselves
	-2.451273
	.6288016
	-3.90
	0.000
	-3.683702
	-1.218845

	
	were sent on the course
	-2.483301
	.7144645
	-3.48
	0.001
	-3.883626
	-1.082976

	
	course went at right speed
	-1.599024
	.4680909
	-3.42
	0.001
	-2.516465
	-.6815828

	
	people on course were at similar level
	.8750111
	.4618747
	1.89
	0.058
	-.0302468
	1.780269

	Constant
	.4527962
	5.114709
	0.09
	0.929
	-9.57185
	10.47744


	Logistic regression
	Number of obs   =        393
	

	
	Wald chi2(27)     =   49.98
	

	
	Prob > chi2     =     0. 0046
	

	Log pseudo-likelihood =-186.10649
	Pseudo R2       =     0. 2045
	

	             
	

	DEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

STARTED A NEW COURSE


	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	P>z
	[95% Confidence Interval]

	tested literacy competence (Entry Level 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Entry Level 2
	.3685918
	.4994582
	0.74
	0.461
	-.6103284
	1.347512

	
	Entry Level 3
	.054304
	.5724693
	0.09
	0.924
	-1.067715
	1.176323

	
	Level 1
	.4518398
	.5535456
	0.82
	0.414
	-.6330898
	1.536769

	
	test not completed
	2.03705
	.8418742
	2.42
	0.016
	.3870071
	3.687093

	tested numeracy competence (Entry Level 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Entry Level 2
	.3944346
	.4227405
	0.93
	0.351
	-.4341216
	1.222991

	
	Entry Level 3
	-.063869
	.6455886
	-0.10
	0.921
	-1.329199
	1.201461

	
	Level 1
	.8345829
	.7744924
	1.08
	0.281
	-.6833944
	2.35256

	
	Level 2
	1.329811
	.7777695
	1.71
	0.087
	-.1945896
	2.854211

	highest qualification held (none)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	below Level 1
	1.295967
	.7883316
	1.64
	0.100
	-.2491348
	2.841068

	
	Level 1
	.215459
	.379995
	0.57
	0.571
	-.5293175
	.9602355

	
	Level 2
	.5040346
	.5614421
	0.90
	0.369
	-.5963718
	1.604441

	
	Level 3
	1.017365
	.740822
	1.37
	0.170
	-.4346195
	2.46935

	
	Level 4
	1.002423
	1.04145
	0.96
	0.336
	-1.038781
	3.043628

	age left school (16 and under)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	17-18
	-.6170727
	.3944527
	-1.56
	0.118
	-1.390186
	.1560404

	
	19 and over
	1.040883
	.571065
	1.82
	0.068
	-.0783836
	2.16015

	female
	.9773384
	.3747535
	2.61
	0.009
	.242835
	1.711842

	children (none)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	one
	-1.28542
	.4827793
	-2.66
	0.008
	-2.23165
	-.33919

	
	two
	-.2632473
	.4583707
	-0.57
	0.566
	-1.161637
	.6351427

	
	three or more
	-.9812548
	.5340578
	-1.84
	0.066
	-2.027989
	.0654793

	commitment to education
	-1.835854
	.7484482
	-2.45
	0.014
	-3.302786
	-.3689227

	doing basic skills course at W1a
	1.45496
	.532043
	2.73
	0.006
	.4121752
	2.497745

	Sample selection course:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	number of students in class sample-selection course class
	-.029987
	.0170371
	-1.76
	0.078
	-.0633791
	.0034051

	
	time of day: day time
	2.856518
	1.199809
	2.38
	0.017
	.5049357
	5.2081

	
	time of day: evening
	2.23562
	1.167469
	1.91
	0.056
	-.0525776
	4.523819

	
	additional course costs
	.0365279
	.0198149
	1.84
	0.065
	-.0023087
	.0753645

	
	chose the course themselves
	-1.796369
	.7218192
	-2.49
	0.013
	-3.211109
	-.3816294

	
	were sent on the course
	-1.544112
	.7928831
	-1.95
	0.051
	-3.098134
	.0099107

	Constant
	2.144437
	2.246639
	0.95
	0.340
	-2.258895
	6.547769


a As opposed to an academic course (e.g. GCSE) or literacy or numeracy embedded course

	Logistic regression
	Number of obs   =        435

	
	Wald chi2(30)   =
109.06

	
	Prob > chi2     =     0. 0000

	Log pseudo-likelihood =-152.59565

	Pseudo R2       =     0. 3093

	DEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

GAINED A QUALIFICATION
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	P>z
	[95% Conf. Interval]

	tested literacy competence (Entry Level 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Entry Level 2
	-.7897772
	.5245747
	-1.51
	0.132
	-1.817925
	.2383702

	
	Entry Level 3
	-.0665748
	.5602813
	-0.12
	0.905
	-1.164706
	1.031556

	
	Level 1
	-.9196453
	.5438838
	-1.69
	0.091
	-1.985638
	.1463475

	
	test not completed
	.9297644
	1.005215
	0.92
	0.355
	-1.040421
	2.899949

	tested numeracy competence (Entry Level 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Entry Level 2
	.5722215
	.3786071
	1.51
	0.131
	-.1698349
	1.314278

	
	Entry Level 3
	2.572986
	1.063485
	2.42
	0.016
	.4885938
	4.657379

	
	Level 1
	2.819264
	1.251449
	2.25
	0.024
	.3664692
	5.27206

	
	Level 2
	.4532205
	.760147
	0.60
	0.551
	-1.03664
	1.943081

	highest qualification held (none)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	below Level 1
	-.0900697
	.5906041
	-0.15
	0.879
	-1.247632
	1.067493

	
	Level 1
	.6078211
	.4015172
	1.51
	0.130
	-.1791381
	1.39478

	
	Level 2
	.5896946
	.6066879
	0.97
	0.331
	-.5993918
	1.778781

	
	Level 3
	.7378339
	.7928436
	0.93
	0.352
	-.816111
	2.291779

	
	Level 4
	2.834113
	1.388251
	2.04
	0.041
	.113191
	5.555035

	Had positive experience of school
	.6218803
	.3496144
	1.78
	0.075
	-.0633513
	1.307112

	children (none)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	one
	-.5334427
	.5418182
	-0.98
	0.325
	-1.595387
	.5285016

	
	two
	-.2932887
	.5861958
	-0.50
	0.617
	-1.442211
	.8556338

	
	three or more
	-2.68435
	.6479371
	-4.14
	0.000
	-3.954284
	-1.414417

	has a partner
	1.083799
	.4148357
	2.61
	0.009
	.2707361
	1.896862

	W1 has long standing illness/disability
	1.116298
	.3677147
	3.04
	0.002
	.3955906
	1.837006

	health index, Wave 4 (1=no problems)
	7.113752
	2.705014
	2.63
	0.009
	1.812022
	12.41548

	commitment to employment
	.5554211
	.3138121
	1.77
	0.077
	-.0596393
	1.170481

	A W1 course included literacy 
	-1.216205
	.5293943
	-2.30
	0.022
	-2.253799
	-.1786112

	A W1 course included numeracy 
	.6057079
	.342663
	1.77
	0.077
	-.0658993
	1.277315

	highest qualification studying at W1 (below Level 1 (incl don’t know))
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Level 1
	.2728377
	.4956977
	0.55
	0.582
	-.6987119
	1.244387

	
	Level 2
	1.97109
	.4657168
	4.23
	0.000
	1.058302
	2.883879

	
	Level 3
	3.213854
	.9673526
	3.32
	0.001
	1.317878
	5.10983

	doing basic skills course at W1a
	1.527206
	.5847278
	2.61
	0.009
	.3811605
	2.673251

	doing a vocational course at W1
	.9297852
	.4315625
	2.15
	0.031
	.0839383
	1.775632

	Sample selection course
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	course was well organised
	-1.737994
	.5376267
	-3.23
	0.001
	-2.791723
	-.6842654

	
	people on course were at similar level
	1.307714
	.5386964
	2.43
	0.015
	.2518886
	2.36354

	constant
	-8.558971
	2.796032
	-3.06
	0.002
	-14.03909
	-3.078848


a As opposed to an academic course (e.g. GCSE) or literacy or numeracy embedded course

	Logistic regression
	Number of obs   =        327

	
	Wald chi2(33)    =     95.50

	
	Prob > chi2     =     0. 0000

	Log pseudo-likelihood =-100.58486
	Pseudo R2       =     0. 4844

	DEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

GAINED A LEVEL 2 NUMERACY OR LITERACY QUALIFICATION  
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	P>z
	[95% Conf. Interval]

	tested numeracy competence (Entry Level 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Entry Level 2
	-.7941679
	.5485694
	-1.45
	0.148
	-1.869344
	.2810084

	
	Entry Level 3
	.6550275
	.7842492
	0.84
	0.404
	-.8820728
	2.192128

	
	Level 1
	-.3586869
	.8184571
	-0.44
	0.661
	-1.962833
	1.24546

	
	Level 2
	-2.418955
	1.097461
	-2.20
	0.028
	-4.569939
	-.267972

	
	test not completed
	-.3489769
	.992225
	-0.35
	0.725
	-2.293702
	1.595748

	highest qualification held (none)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	below Level 1
	1.336524
	.7403883
	1.81
	0.071
	-.1146108
	2.787658

	
	Level 1
	1.358744
	.6148895
	2.21
	0.027
	.1535828
	2.563906

	
	Level 2
	-.1672617
	.7330439
	-0.23
	0.820
	-1.604001
	1.269478

	
	Level 3
	1.440221
	.9870491
	1.46
	0.145
	-.4943598
	3.374802

	
	Level 4
	-.6566832
	1.089771
	-0.60
	0.547
	-2.792595
	1.479228

	age left school (16 and under)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	17-18
	1.311843
	.5500849
	2.38
	0.017
	.2336964
	2.389989

	
	19 and over
	.6545605
	.6129461
	1.07
	0.286
	-.5467919
	1.855913

	ethnicity: white
	1.071501
	.5030102
	2.13
	0.033
	.0856194
	2.057383

	children (none)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	one
	-2.275558
	.8512271
	-2.67
	0.008
	-3.943932
	-.6071831

	
	two
	.6770395
	.7152197
	0.95
	0.344
	-.7247655
	2.078844

	
	three or more
	-2.474728
	.9147628
	-2.71
	0.007
	-4.26763
	-.6818262

	
	has a partner
	.8112129
	.426587
	1.90
	0.057
	-.0248822
	1.647308

	W2 has long standing illness/disability
	.8037737
	.4654595
	1.73
	0.084
	-.1085102
	1.716058

	self-assessed, problems with literacy
	-2.393159
	.538002
	-4.45
	0.000
	-3.447624
	-1.338695

	highest qualification studying at W1 (below Level 1 (incl don’t know))
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Level 1
	.4525616
	.710667
	0.64
	0.524
	-.9403202
	1.845443

	
	Level 2
	2.740884
	.5868815
	4.67
	0.000
	1.590618
	3.891151

	
	Level 3
	2.647519
	.8672038
	3.05
	0.002
	.9478307
	4.347207

	reason for studying: to help children more
	-1.131315
	.5806318
	-1.95
	0.051
	-2.269333
	.006702

	Employed throughout W1 to W4
	.8214794
	.4962299
	1.66
	0.098
	-.1511134
	1.794072

	A W1 course included literacy 
	1.024556
	.5954598
	1.72
	0.085
	-.1425235
	2.191636

	doing a vocational course at W1
	-1.221443
	.5796568
	-2.11
	0.035
	-2.357549
	-.0853363

	doing a course not classified as basic skills, academic or vocational at W1
	-1.600056
	.6355142
	-2.52
	0.012
	-2.845641
	-.3544712

	Sample selection course:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	length of course
	.0516809
	.0218161
	2.37
	0.018
	.0089222
	.0944396

	
	number of students in main class
	-.083015
	.0452861
	-1.83
	0.067
	-.1717741
	.005744

	
	Number of taught hours per week 
	.132067
	.0710134
	1.86
	0.063
	-.0071167
	.2712507

	
	Number of hours studying per week 
	-.1683287
	.0531298
	-3.17
	0.002
	-.2724612
	-.0641961

	
	chose the course themselves
	1.602207
	.603274
	2.66
	0.008
	.4198119
	2.784603

	
	Self financing for course fees
	1.560267
	.7282228
	2.14
	0.032
	.1329761
	2.987557

	Constant
	-4.276846
	1.280104
	-3.34
	0.001
	-6.785803
	-1.767889
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�	 Approximately equivalent to GCSE Grades A*-C. Since the evaluation started, the eligibility criteria have changed. Current eligibility for the strategy is based upon an assessment exercise to test that those without a Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualification are indeed in need of developing these skills.  


�	 Level 2 qualification refers to both full Level 2 qualifications and to qualifications which contribute to a full Level qualification (e.g. a GCSE).


�	 i.e. these outcomes declined with age.


�	 Metcalf, H. and Meadows, P. (2005) Evaluation of the Impact of Skills for Life Learning: Report on Wave 1. London: DfES. � HYPERLINK "http://www.dfes.gov.uk/research/data/uploadfiles/RW50.pdf"��http://www.dfes.gov.uk/research/data/uploadfiles/RW50.pdf�





�	 This issue arises if there is a difference in incidence of learning difficulties amongst learners than amongst non-learners in the matched sample. This could arise either because the incidence of learning difficulties differs between learners and non-learners in the population and the sample reflects this or because one or both of the samples is unrepresentative. 


�	 as the sample was not representative of any definable group and the findings might only be indicative of the characteristics of the specific population from which the sample was drawn. 


�	 However, the Wave 1 analysis provides information on the characteristics of the population eligible for the Skills for Life strategy, from the Skills for Life Survey.


�	 For information on all Skills for Life learners, including those aged 16 to 18, see Wave 1 Report .


�	 Or, at least, were common amongst respondents by Wave 4. At the design stage, we had wished to include questions on learning difficulties, but were concerned about their reliability (in part, because of the age range of respondents given changes in identifying learning difficulties in the education system over time). This will only affect the evaluation results if Skills for Life has a different impact on those with and without learning difficulties (which cannot be ruled out) AND either a) the lack of information on learning difficulties reduced the effectiveness of the matching process (the direction of this effect cannot be predicted); or b) learning difficulties affected the likelihood of participation in the survey.  The possibility that those with learning difficulties were undersampled, due to the gatekeeper role of tutors is likely to lead to an over-estimation of the effects of the strategy. Alternatively, if those with learning difficulties were more willing to participate in the survey and were over-represented by Wave 4 (as suggested by the qualitative research), this is likely to lead to an under-estimate. 


�	 The way the qualification questions were asked at Wave 1 makes it difficult to calculate what proportion had a full Level 2 qualification (e.g. 5 good GCSEs including English and Maths) as opposed to a qualification which contributed to a full Level 2 (e.g. a good GCSE). Throughout the report, ‘Level 2 qualifications’ refers to both full Level 2 qualifications or to qualifications which contribute towards a full Level 2 qualification.  


�	 Note that those included in the survey were people who lacked a literacy or numeracy qualification at Level 2 or higher or who scored below Level 2 in literacy or numeracy tests i.e. their tested literacy and/or numeracy could be above Level 2 as long as they did not have literacy and numeracy qualifications at Level 2 or higher. Virtually no participants in the study had literacy or numeracy competence at Level 2 or higher.


�	 In addition, seven per cent did not complete the literacy and numeracy tests and analysis of their characteristics and courses suggested that these were likely to have low levels of literacy and numeracy competence. 


�	 Unemployment rate =100 x unemployed/economically active


�	 The analysis used the Skills for Life survey and the Longitudinal Learners’ Survey, weighted to their respective populations. Logistic regression was used.


�	 These figures relate to courses described by the respondent as for a literacy or numeracy qualification or were identifiable as such (e.g. GCSE English or Maths), i.e. some embedded literacy or numeracy courses may be excluded. In addition, some respondents did not consider that they were doing a literacy or numeracy course for a qualification.


�	 It was not possible to differentiate between those pursuing a full Level 2 qualification and those pursuing a course which contributed to a full Level 2. Throughout the report, ‘Level 2 courses’ refers to both courses which would lead to a full Level 2 qualification and to courses which contributed towards a full Level 2 qualification (e.g. both those doing a single GCSE and those doing six GCSEs were classified as doing a Level 2 qualification). 


�	 These are courses described by the respondent as for a literacy or numeracy qualification.


�	 For more details see Wave 1 Report 


�	 These figures relate to courses described by the respondent as for a literacy or numeracy qualification, i.e. some embedded literacy or numeracy courses may be excluded. In addition, some respondents did not consider that they were doing a literacy or numeracy course for a qualification.


�	 We recognise that some of these benefits may be payable when people are in paid work, but in practice the overwhelming majority of recipients are out of work. 


�	 The EuroQol scale aims to capture both health and quality of life in a single index score. It was specifically designed for use in evaluation and policy research by the European Quality of Life Group. It covers five dimensions of health: mobility, self-care, role (or main) activity, pain, and mood.  Within each dimension, the respondent chooses one of three alternatives, indicating ‘no problems’, ‘some problems’, and ‘severe problems’. For further information see McDowell and Newell, 1996.


�	 This covers all qualifications gained, including those from courses being undertaken at Wave 1 as well as from new courses started subsequently.


�	 The term ‘sample-selection course’ is used to refer to the literacy or numeracy course which led to the Skills for Life learners being included in the sample. It does not indicate the importance of this course compared with any other course being undertaken at Wave 1.


�	 It is possible that some respondents may have described their course as course continuing from the previous year when, in fact, it was a new course. In which case the new course figures are underestimates.


�	 These are qualifications described by respondents as literacy and numeracy qualifications. They may not include literacy and numeracy qualifications embedded in other qualifications and do not include GCSEs and similar qualifications.


�	 With a larger sample size, we could have used a higher confidence level (than five per cent) instead. It is worth remembering that with a five per cent confidence level, for every twenty explanatory factors included in a regression, one will probably be statistically significant for purely random reasons.


�	 Those on a Wave 1 vocational course were less likely to achieve a Level 2 literacy or numeracy qualification. This may be a spurious association, due to the design of the study, as embedded literacy and numeracy qualifications could not be identified. 





�	 This includes GCSE English and Maths, but excludes embedded qualifications unless termed as a literacy or numeracy qualification by the respondent.


�	 It was unclear to the research team whether some Skills for Life learners (in particular, those with carers) faced a benefits trap or not. If in fact it was real, then, this is another barrier to employment which might need tackling. 


�	  i.e. participation rates decline with age.


�	 This does not mean that Skills for Life was less effective for these groups, but that their outcomes are lower. Indeed it could be more effective. 


�	  i.e. progression and qualification gain declined with age.





The views expressed in this report are the authors’ and do not necessarily reflect those of the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills.

PAGE  
xii

_89482272

