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Executive summary 

Background and objectives  

The Office for National Statistics’ (ONS) latest data shows that the total number of young 

people not in employment, education or training (NEET) across the UK is 957,000. NEET 

levels remain stubbornly high, particularly compared to four years ago when the rate 

was 10.3% and 238,000 fewer young people were NEET.  

In addition to problems with obtaining employment, young people in the UK have been 

experiencing additional difficulties in their daily lives, such as poor mental health 

(McCurdy & Murphy, 2024; Muir, 2023).  

Given that unemployment and economic inactivity at a young age not only has 

detrimental long-term consequences on individuals’ lives, but also wider economic 

implications in the form of lost wages and reduced productivity (e.g. Bell & Blanchflower, 

2011; Coles et al., 2010; Gregg & Tominey, 2005), various programmes have been 

introduced with the aim of helping young people gain the skills and experiences 

needed for entering the labour market. Many of these are categorised as Active Labour 

Market Programmes (ALPMs), which include skills development, self-employment 

support, employment services, employment experience and subsidised employment 

(Kluve et al., 2017; OECD, 2021).  

To explore which approaches may or may not be effective in improving young people’s 

labour market outcomes, Youth Futures Foundation (YFF) commissioned the Centre for 

Evidence and Implementation (CEI) and the Institute for Employment Studies (IES) to 

conduct two concurrent reviews of ALMPs aimed at supporting 15 – 35 year-olds in high-

income countries (HICs) into meaningful and sustainable employment. The current 

review sits alongside a separate component network meta-analysis (CNMA; 

https://osf.io/dbfkr), and examines implementation and process evidence for ALMPs 

that include employment services. This review aims to: 

• Investigate how employment services in ALMPs for young people are 

implemented; 

• Describe barriers and facilitators of implementation processes, which might help 

to refine understanding of the contextual factors that might affect the likelihood 

of the impact outcomes of the components observed in the CNMA.  

The CNMA includes a total of 15 components in the following overarching categories: 

skills development, self-employment support, employment services, employment 

https://osf.io/dbfkr


 

 
9 

experience and subsidised employment. These reviews will inform an updated expansion 

to the content for the Youth Futures Foundation Youth Employment Toolkit (Taylor et al., 

2023), particularly evident in the current review by adding to the types of included 

programme components.  

Search and screening methods  

To build on the findings from the concurrent CNMA, the current review focused on 

interventions included in the CNMA and reviewed both impact evaluation studies that 

included implementation evidence, as well as stand-alone implementation and process 

evaluations (IPEs). The search strategy included pearling papers of employment services 

programmes in the CNMA for IPE references as well as using Google Scholar and Youth 

Futures Foundations’ Evidence and Gap Map (EGM; Apuyno et al., 2024) to search for 

any independent IPEs of the employment services programmes included in the CNMA. 

Screening for the current review included two stages: title and abstract screening and a 

full-text review.   

Selection criteria  

Papers for the current review included the IPEs of employment services components of 

ALMPs identified from included studies in the CNMA review, as this category of 

programme components was extensively referenced in the papers included in the 

CNMA and had not been covered in the first iteration of the toolkit. For the IPE review, 

papers were considered for inclusion if they met the following criteria:  

• Included employment services components (job search preparation, job search 

assistance, employment counselling, employment coaching or financial assistance) 

of ALMPs identified from included studies in the CNMA review  

• Addressed, even partially, at least two of the five research questions of the current 

review or provided considerable depth for one of the research questions. 

Data Extraction  

In addition to relevant study and component details transposed across from the CNMA 

data extraction sheet, the Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research (CFIR; 

Damschroder et al., 2022) and Proctor et al. (2011) frameworks were used to extract 

evidence on implementation barriers and facilitators. These included the 

implementation process, individuals involved, delivery context, wider context, 

acceptability, adoption/uptake, appropriateness, feasibility, fidelity, implementation 

cost, reach/penetration and sustainability.    
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Findings  

Following the search and screening phases, data was extracted from a total of 20 

papers. These papers covered ALMPs in the UK, USA and Australia, including the 

following nine interventions:  

• Activity Agreements Programme (England)  

• Jobs Growth Wales (Wales)  

• New Deal for Young People (UK)  

• Youth Contract for 16- to 17-year-olds (England)  

• Youth Employment Initiative (England)  

• Bridges to Pathways (Chicago, Illinois, USA)  

• New York City Justice Corps (New York City, New York, USA)  

• Youth Transition Demonstration Projects (Colorado, Florida, Maryland, New York, 

and West Virginia, USA)  

• Transition to Work (Australia)  

In general, key features across programmes included: 

• The offer of personalised support, which often included interrelated activities, 

and; 

• The use of case management, usually by dedicated programme staff (e.g., key 

workers, personal advisers).  

Dedicated staff often delivered an array of support aimed at addressing individual 

participant barriers to entering employment. Whilst the utilisation of intensive, 

personalised support across programmes tended to improve participant job readiness 

and ability to maintain sustained employment (especially for under-served young 

people), it also inherently created difficulties in disentangling individual employment 

services components. Often, programme designs included personalised support within a 

holistic approach to help individuals enter the labour market, which presents difficulties 

for pinpointing specific programme components.  
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Even though pinpointing individual employment services components was difficult, the 

most effective employment services ALMPs for young people provided personalised, 

holistic support, combining intensive engagement with meaningful work-related activity 

(e.g., internships, job search assistance). Flexibility in programme delivery was also 

important, with programmes being most effective when they were able to adapt to 

local circumstances and concurrent labour-market conditions as well as provide tailored 

support to meet the needs of participants. Having strong delivery capacity with skilled 

staff, supportive leadership and, consistent and clear monitoring systems helped to drive 

effective and consistent delivery; this is especially important to consider as programmes 

tended to face staff recruitment and retention challenges. Programme outcomes were 

shaped by external partnerships, with employer and community relationships being key 

drivers of holistic support offers. Overall, implementation and process findings were 

reported across employment services as a whole, with limited evidence aligning to job 

search preparation, job search assistance, employment counselling, employment 

coaching and financial assistance in isolation.   

Key implementation features reported to facilitate programme effectiveness included 

the following:  

• Flexible provision: adapting to local context and personalised to the needs of young 

people 

• Assessment and planning: including needs assessments and action plans co-

produced with the young people involved in the programmes was identified as a 

key element of tailored provision 

• Programme monitoring and evaluation: improving services using mechanisms for 

incorporating feedback  

• Clear management structures and processes: ensuring consistency and stability of 

provision 

• Employer and community organisation partnerships: delivering effective support 

offers through clear communication and shared priorities  

• Staff expertise and leadership: helping young people to engage, promote 

consistency and mitigating challenges of staff recruitment and retention, particularly 

the involvement of case-workers providing one-to-one support 

• Financial assistance and wrap-around support: helping young people overcome 

barriers to engagement and achieving and sustaining EET 

• Building trust and fostering motivation: helping to engage young people and may 

be particularly salient for under-served communities 

• Steering groups and advisory boards: helping to align with policy frameworks and 

strengthen coordination between individuals and organisations involved 

• Continuity in resources and staffing: producing more sustainable programmes with 

greater reach and more consistent staffing 
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Introduction  

About the project 

In the post-pandemic period in England, young people’s participation in the labour 

market has substantially declined. Labour Market Statistics demonstrate that in late 2025, 

one in eight (or 12.7% of) young people in the UK were not in full-time education or 

employment (Youth Futures Foundation data dashboard1, November 2025). This equates 

to more than one million young people, the highest level seen in around a decade, and 

comes despite the highest level of ‘participation’ (the converse situation) seen in 2021. In 

contrast, the picture just two-to-three years prior to 2024 was of increased participation 

in full-time education, which enabled young people to shield from the challenges 

created in the labour market during the COVID-19 pandemic as well as gain 

qualifications that should be instrumental to their effective transitions to work. 

Nonetheless, these young people and many who were in full-time pre-16 education at 

the time of the pandemic are now seeking to find employment, and the trends suggest 

they are experiencing problems. Some of the inactivity and unemployment seen in the 

data are accompanied by poor mental health (McCurdy & Murphy, 2024; Muir, 2023). 

There is a vast evidence base on the detrimental effects of unemployment and inactivity 

at a young age (Bäckman and Nilsson, 2016; Bell and Blanchflower, 2011; Cuervo and 

Wyn 2016; Ralston et al., 2016, 2021 as cited in Russell & Thompson, 2025; Gregg & 

Tominey, 2005) with lifetime consequences if young people continue to struggle with 

finding employment.   

Various strategies have been used to help young people gain the skills and experience 

necessary for entering the workforce. Many of these strategies are classified as Active 

Labour Market Programmes (ALMPs), which include skills training, expenditure on public 

employment services and their administration, labour market training, development of 

programs aimed at assisting youth during their transition from school to work, skills 

development, self-employment support, employment services, employment experience 

and subsidised employment (Kluve et al., 2017; OECD, 2021). Many ALMPs use activation 

strategies that aim to motivate or require unemployed individuals to actively pursue 

work or improve their employability, often linking receipt of benefits to specific 

obligations like job searches or training, following a ‘mutual obligations’ approach to 

welfare.  

 

1 https://data.youthfuturesfoundation.org/ 
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Kluve and colleagues (2017) conducted a systematic review of 113 impact evaluations 

of ALMPs aimed at improving labour market outcomes for young people in low-, middle- 

and high-income countries. In this systematic review, Kluve and colleagues (2017) called 

for more research on employment services programmes, along with subsidised 

employment and entrepreneurship promotion programmes. The systematic review 

included “training and skills development, entrepreneurship promotion, employment 

services and subsidised employment” interventions (p. 12) and defined employment 

services as “providing job-placement and job-search assistance, among other services” 

(Kluve et al., 2017; p. 18). Results of the systematic review revealed positive effects of 

entrepreneurship promotion and skills training programmes on participant employment 

and earnings.  

Previous reviews on ALMPs for young people have demonstrated mixed outcomes. For 

example, in 2022, Puerto and colleagues published an updated systematic review and 

meta-analysis of ALMPs aimed at improving labour market outcomes for young people, 

which included employment services interventions, and found that employment services 

and subsidised employment programmes had small, albeit significant, effects. These 

findings may suggest that following the systematic review conducted by Kluve and 

colleagues (2017), there may have been some improvements made to employment 

services and subsidised employment programmes concerning various “targeting, design 

or implementation constraints” (Puerto et al., 2022, p. 37). Other reviews on the 

effectiveness of ALMPs for youth find positive impacts in the medium term, especially in 

programmes that aimed to improve human capital (Card et al., 2010; Card et al., 2018). 

However, review of implementation and process evidence indicates that the design 

and implementation of ALMPs have been shown to play an influential role in achieving 

better labour market outcomes. In high-income countries (HICs), larger impacts are 

shown for ALMPs implemented only by public stakeholders than those under public-

private engagement, and ALMPs implemented at local and regional levels are more 

successful than those with national scope (Puerto et al., 2022).  

This review explores implementation and process details relating to employment services 

components in greater depth, focussing on delivery models, programme features, the 

young people involved in the programmes, recruitment and engagement of the young 

people, delivery contexts and wider context influences in order to examine what 

implementation elements drive effective and successful programmes. Furthermore, while 

prior research examined ALMPs on a global scale, our focus is specifically on HIC 

 The current review is a rapid evidence review that builds on a concurrent component 

network meta-analysis (CNMA) by focusing on analysing the implementation and 

process evidence for the ALMP impact evaluations included in the CNMA review that 

include employment services to understand the contexts, resources needed to 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvx028
https://english.iob-evaluatie.nl/results/publications/reports/2022/12/08/evaluation-youth-unemployment
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implement, implementation outcomes and their determinants. The CNMA, registered 

separately (https://osf.io/dbfkr), draws together extant evidence on the impact of 

ALMPs in supporting young people into meaningful and sustainable employment. It uses 

component network meta-analysis (CNMA) to explore the relative effect of different 

elements of support within ALMPs for young people aged 15-35 in HICs to improve 

understanding of how support can be configured to achieve better labour market 

outcomes. These reviews were commissioned by the Youth Futures Foundation (YFF) to 

inform an update and expansion to the content of their Youth Employment Toolkit 

(Taylor et al., 2023), which seeks to provide policymakers, practitioners and employers 

with access to an accurate and accessible synthesis of evidence on effective 

interventions for supporting disadvantaged young people into employment in HICs.  

Research questions and aims 

The aims of this review were to:  

1. Link and explain how employment services in ALMPs for young people were 

implemented in the particular programme impact studies included in the CNMA 

2. Describe barriers and facilitators influencing the implementation processes, which 

might help explain the impact outcomes of the components observed in the CNMA 

The research questions are based on two commonly used implementation science 

frameworks. Research Questions 1-4 explore implementation barriers and facilitators, 

and have been structured around four of the domains identified in the Consolidated 

Framework for Implementation Research [CFIR] (Damschroder et al, 2022).  

1. What barriers and facilitators related to the wider context influence the 

implementation process and perceived effectiveness of the employment services 

subcomponents?  

2. What barriers and facilitators related to the delivery context influence the 

implementation process and perceived effectiveness of the employment services 

subcomponents?  

3. What barriers and facilitators related to the individuals involved influence the 

implementation process and perceived effectiveness of the employment services 

subcomponents?  

https://osf.io/dbfkr
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4. What barriers and facilitators related to the activities and strategies used for 

implementation, influence the implementation process and perceived 

effectiveness of the employment services subcomponents?  

Research Question 5 explored implementation outcomes, using a taxonomy of eight 

distinct elements, first used in the context of health research by Proctor and colleagues 

(2011), but now broadly applied across sectors and settings to evaluate how 

interventions are adopted, implemented and sustained. Details about the Proctor et al. 

(2011) domains are provided in the data extraction section of this report.    

5. If available, what do we know about the employment services subcomponents’ 

acceptability, adoption, appropriateness, reach, feasibility, fidelity, cost and 

sustainability?  

More information on the working definitions used in each of the research questions is 

included in the relevant sections of the next section of this report. Details regarding the 

search strategy are provided in the methods section; in brief, a top boundary of 10 

interventions was established due to time and resource constraints. Within this, studies in 

the UK were prioritised, supplemented with a random sampling from other countries 

included in the CNMA (which focussed on high-income countries only).    

Definitions and characterisation of 

employment services  

Employment services aim to equip young people with the skills to identify work that is 

suitable and meaningful to them, search for and secure jobs. In supporting young 

people these services can offer targeted provision to young people and employers. For 

young people, this includes job-search preparation and assistance, job matching and 

brokerage. For those most distant from the labour market, employment services may 

mobilise additional and more extensive support services from subcontractors and the 

third sector.   

Employment services often engage with employers to understand their vacancies and 

skills gaps, with aims to prepare young people to be able to fill these. Employment 

services often also collaborate with community partners and regional governments to 

link to wider public services and industry/employer bodies to ensure connection to local 

labour markets. Table 1 below provides the definitions of employment services 

components for the current review.   

 



 

 
16 

Table 1. Employment services component definitions  

COMPONENT  COMPONENT DEFINITION  

Job search 

preparation  

Job search preparation services focus on equipping young jobseekers 

with the tools and skills necessary to effectively navigate the job search 

process. These services may include workshops or one-on-one support for 

crafting professional resumes, cover letters, and online profiles that 

showcase the jobseeker's skills and experiences.  

Job search 

assistance  

Job search assistance services provide targeted support to help young 

jobseekers identify and pursue suitable employment opportunities. These 

services may include access to job listings (either online or in-person, 

public or not-listed), job fairs, and employer networks, as well as 

personalised assistance in identifying job openings that align with the 

jobseeker's skills and interests.  

Employment 

counselling  

Employment counselling offers guidance to help jobseekers to assess their 

skills and interests, and explore suitable employment options. These 

services may include one-on-one sessions with trained counsellors who 

help jobseekers understand the labour market, identify potential career 

paths, and develop a plan to pursue their desired employment 

outcomes.  

Employment 

coaching  

Employment coaching services provide access to guidance and support 

during the application and selection process. These services may include 

interview preparation, coaching on workplace communication and 

etiquette, and guidance on navigating the challenges of starting a new 

job.  

Financial assistance  Financial assistance services provide targeted support to help jobseekers 

overcome financial barriers that hinder their search for employment. 

These services may include grants or subsidies for transportation costs to 

interviews, professional attire, or other job-related expenses (e.g., 

attainment of driving licence or industry credential necessary to secure 

work) that may otherwise provide a barrier to the jobseeker.  
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It is very common for youth employment interventions to combine multiple components 

of support. This might involve combining different types of employment service provision 

or combining employment service provision with other components such as education, 

training, or work, depending on the needs of participants (White et al., 2025 

forthcoming; Newton et al, 2020).  This is intended to create synergies between different 

types of support but also makes it difficult to disaggregate the relative contribution of 

each of the components, particularly as evaluations of employment services 

interventions often also focus on describing and analysing the combined effects of an 

intervention, rather than that of its components. 

Current practice in the UK and internationally 

Youth employment support across the UK, USA and Australia combines elements of 

education, mandated or conditional welfare-to-work programmes, and voluntary or 

community-based provision. While the balance varies across countries, the interplay 

between these elements shapes the overall system of support available to young 

people.  

In the UK, education support is devolved to the nations, while employment support 

shows varying degrees of devolution. Provision centres on the Department for Education 

(DfE),2 which supports young people under 18, and the Department for Work and 

Pensions (DWP), which oversees Jobcentre Plus services for those aged 18 and over.3 

Employment support is largely conditional, with young people claiming benefits 

expected to engage in programmes such as the Youth Offer, which offers job search 

support and some wider support options. The Youth Guarantee is a provision from the 

new Labour Government and intends to ensure all long-term young people receive an 

offer of work or learning to help improve their employability. For younger age groups, 

there is a statutory requirement to remain in education or training until the age of 18 

(known as the Raising the Participation Age (RPA) policy), creating a strong focus on 

education and training support in the form of provisions for young people who are not 

participating, facilitated by Local Authorities. Young people in this age group are re-

connected to education or training as a priority. The voluntary, community and social 

enterprise (VCSE) sector provides complementary, often more flexible or specialist 

support.  

 

2 https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-education  
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-work-pensions  

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-education
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-work-pensions
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In the USA, youth support is shaped by the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act 

(WIOA), 4 which funds states and local workforce boards to deliver services. Provision is 

voluntary but targeted at disadvantaged youth, and typically integrates job search, 

training pathways and work experience. While WIOA provides a national framework, 

delivery is highly localised, with community-based organisations and education 

providers central to implementation. This creates a strong role for the VCSE sector and 

emphasises locally tailored solutions.  

In Australia, responsibility sits with Workforce Australia,5  which delivers support through 

the Transition to Work programme for those aged 15-25 who are not in education, 

employment or training.6 Participation is linked to income support, making it effectively 

mandatory. Delivery is contracted to community-based providers within a nationally 

standardised framework. Education and training pathways, particularly vocational 

education, are closely aligned with employment services, reflecting a strong policy 

emphasis on skills as the foundation for labour market entry.  

Across all three countries, the balance between education, conditional employment 

support, and VCSE provision differs, but each system reflects a mix of statutory 

requirements, welfare-linked programmes and community-led initiatives. These models 

illustrate different ways of integrating education and employment services while tailoring 

provision to the needs of disadvantaged youth.  

 

  

 

4 https://www.congress.gov/bill/113th-congress/house-bill/803  
5 https://www.workforceaustralia.gov.au/  
6 https://www.dewr.gov.au/transition-work  

https://www.congress.gov/bill/113th-congress/house-bill/803
https://www.workforceaustralia.gov.au/
https://www.dewr.gov.au/transition-work
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Method  

Search strategy  

This review focussed on the implementation and process evaluations (IPEs) of the 

employment services components of the interventions included in the CNMA. Inclusion 

and exclusion criteria are provided in Appendix A. The search strategy enabled us to 

align the literature in this review with that included in the CNMA and use the IPEs to 

deepen insights into the precise component elements beyond the CNMA findings.   

Initially, we prioritised UK impact evaluation studies with implementation evidence, as 

well as stand-alone IPEs linked with the impact studies included in the CNMA review. We 

then performed stratified random sampling on impact evaluation studies with 

implementation evidence from other countries (USA / international) to a top boundary 

of 10 interventions in total. Our search strategy included the following activities:    

1. Pearling employment services interventions included in the CNMA (with 

implementation evidence) for IPE references: targeted search of reference lists 

through snowballing and citation tracking. Snowballing involved reference 

tracking publications, by searching the reference lists of candidate papers and 

identifying studies that meet the eligibility criteria of the current review. We then 

used Google Scholar for citation tracking and reviewed the list of studies that 

have been cited by each of the candidate studies.  

2. Using Google Scholar and the Evidence and Gap Map (EGM; Apunyo et al., 

2024) to search for any independent IPEs of the employment services 

interventions included in the CNMA (e.g., "New Deal for Young People & 

implementation AND/OR process evaluation").   

This search strategy enabled us to align the literature in this review with that included in 

the CNMA review and use the implementation and process evidence to deepen insights 

into the precise component elements beyond the CNMA review findings.  

Screening process  

Screening stages  

Our process for screening involved two stages:  

1. Title and abstract screening  
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2. Full text review  

All screening was completed by a team of six human reviewers and included both the 

relevant papers in the CNMA with implementation evidence to ensure that the papers 

contain enough detail to warrant inclusion as well as any stand-alone IPE papers to 

determine suitability for the current review. All screening was completed by one 

screener for each paper, working independently.  

Data management and sharing   

The IPE extraction framework was shared across the research team using Google 

Sheets.   

Data extraction  

Data was extracted using a Google Sheets template. For each study, human extractors 

specified which intervention component evidence is relevant to, with evidence for each 

component being recorded on different rows.  

The Google Sheets extraction template included the following information from the 

included studies.   

Relevant study and component details   

This was transposed across from the CNMA data extraction sheet and included:   

1. Study meta-data, including: author, study title, year published, source of study 

(technical report, journal article, etc), country of study location, year intervention 

started, year intervention ended  

2. Research details: program funder, study funder, independent evaluator, 

corresponding author, link to other papers  

3. Study design details: study design (qualitative, mixed-methods or quantitative 

study like RCT vs. non-randomised studies), study design details   

4. Intervention and comparison information: intervention name, intervention ALMP 

components, comparison, comparison ALMP components, intervention inclusion 

criteria, intervention exclusion criteria, length of intervention, intensity of 

intervention (e.g., hours per week), ALMP developer (public sector vs. private or 

third (NGO) sector), ALMP implementor (public sector vs. private or third (NGO) 

sector), scope of program (local program vs. sub-national program vs. national 

program), financial incentives or payment (participants are provided in-kind or 

monetary incentives for participation vs. not), certification (participants are 
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provided with certification vs. not), conditionality (participants are reported to 

have been exposed to one or more conditional elements where participants are 

required to undertake specific tasks, obligations or activities to continue to 

receive or maintain their benefits vs. where there is no information reported about 

conditional elements)  

5. Study population details: study age (min), study age (max), study age (mean), 

study age (median), sample size, sex (proportion female)   

Evidence on ‘implementation barriers and facilitators’ identified in 

each study   

Using the CFIR framework, this involved identifying evidence relevant to barriers and 

facilitators at the following levels:  

1. The implementation process (e.g. needs assessment, planning, tailoring to fit 

context, doing, reflecting and evaluating) [CFIR V – Implementation Process].  

2. The individuals involved (leaders, practitioners, young people - and the barriers 

and facilitators to their participation and engagement) [CFIR IV - Individuals].  

3. The delivery context (factors related to delivery organisations – e.g. culture and 

communications, quality, fidelity monitoring/support, infrastructure and systems) 

[CFIR III – Inner Setting].  

4. The wider context (e.g. relationships with employers or other agencies; policy, 

regulation, law; financing; external pressures) [CFIR II – Outer Setting].  

Evidence on ‘implementation outcomes’ associated with each 

component   

Using the Proctor et al. (2011) framework, this involved identifying evidence relevant to 

the following domains:  

1. Acceptability - the perception among implementation stakeholders that a given 

treatment, service, practice, or intervention is agreeable, palatable, or 

satisfactory.  

2. Adoption/uptake - the intention, initial decision, or action to try or employ an 

intervention or evidence-based practice.  

3. Appropriateness - the perceived fit, relevance, or compatibility of the 

intervention or evidence-based practice for a given practice setting, provider, or 

consumer; and/or perceived fit of the intervention to address a particular issue or 

problem.   

4. Feasibility - the extent to which a new treatment, or an intervention, can be 

successfully used or carried out within a given agency or setting.  

https://cfirguide.org/constructs/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20957426/
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5. Fidelity - the degree to which an intervention was implemented as it was 

prescribed in the original protocol or as it was intended by the program 

developers.  

6. Implementation cost - the cost impact of an implementation effort  

7. Reach/penetration - the integration of a practice within a service setting and its 

subsystems.  

8. Sustainability - the extent to which a newly implemented treatment is maintained 

or institutionalized within a service setting’s ongoing, stable operations.  

To reduce duplication, the CFIR framework was the primary framework used, with the 

Proctor items being used to capture insights outside of the scope of the CFIR questions.   
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Overview of programmes 
Following the searching and screening phases, a total of 16 papers were found to be 

suitable for extraction. Of these 16, three papers were deprioritised as they were about 

the New Deal for Young People in the UK and contained less detailed information than 

the other two New Deal for Young People papers also included in the final list. A paper 

on the National JTPA Study in the USA was also deprioritised, as it was published in 1992; 

the wider context and labour market conditions have changed substantially in the 33 

years since then. The resulting 16 papers included interventions that took place in the UK, 

USA and Australia. These were topped up with an additional four papers to add richness 

to the UK context, generating a total of 20 papers. These 20 papers covered the 

following nine programmes:   

• Activity Agreements (England) - 2 

• Jobs Growth Wales (Wales) - 1 

• New Deal for Young People (UK) - 2  

• Youth Contract for 16-17 year-olds (England) - 1  

• Youth Employment Initiative (England) - 2 

• Bridges to Pathways (Chicago, Illinois, USA) - 1 

• New York City Justice Corps (New York City, New York, USA) - 3  

• Youth Transition Demonstration Projects (Colorado, Florida, Maryland, New York, and 

West Virginia, USA) - 6  

• Transition to Work (Australia) - 2  

Table 2 provides details concerning which employment services components were 

included in each of the above programmes. 
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Table 2. Programme employment services components  

PROGRAMME EMPLOYMENT SERVICES COMPONENTS 

 

Job search 

preparation 

Job search 

assistance 

Employment 

counselling 

Employment 

coaching 

Financial 

assistance 

Activity Agreements 

(England) 
N N Y Y Y 

Jobs Growth Wales 

(Wales) 
N Y N Y N 

New Deal for Young 

People (UK) 
Y Y Y N Y 

Youth Contract for 16 – 17 

year-olds (England) 
Y Y Y Y Y 

Youth Employment 

Initiative (England) 
Y N Y Y Y 

Bridges to Pathways 

(Chicago, Illinois, USA) 
Y N Y Y Y 

New York City Justice 

Corps (New York City, 

New York, USA) 

Y Y Y Y N 

Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects 

(Colorado, Florida, 

Maryland, New York, and 

West Virginia, USA) 

Y Y Y Y Y 

Transition to Work 

(Australia) 
Y Y Y Y Y 
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Note. Y = Yes, this component is included. N = no, this component not included. 

Intervention design  

This section summarises the nine programmes included in this review. Each summary 

describes the programme’s developer, primary aims and key features of its delivery 

model, drawing on evaluation reports.  

Activity Agreements (England) 

The Activity Agreements were piloted by the Department for Children, Schools and 

Families (DCSF; now called the Department for Education (DfE)) and were developed as 

a targeted intervention for 16-17 year-olds who had been NEET for long periods of time 

(at least 20 weeks; Hillage et al., 2008). This policy provision operated in the period 

before the Raising the Participation Age policy was implemented in England. The 

primary aims of the Activity Agreement Pilots were to re-engage young people NEET 

and to encourage them to enter education, employment or training. As a part of the 

programme, the participants received a weekly ‘Activity Allowance’, equivalent to the 

participation incentive in post-16 education at the time (the Education and 

Maintenance Allowance; similar to the financial assistance component as described in 

Table 1) and through employment counselling and guidance developed an 

individualised ‘Agreement’ (action plan) with their Personal Advisor, which covered a 

programme of activities, including regular meetings with their advisors, expectations and 

milestones that were tailored to the young person’s needs and aspirations. Programme 

activities varied from participant to participant but, for example, could include basic 

skills training, work placements and confidence building alongside, for all young people, 

detailed employment counselling in the form of careers guidance and employment 

coaching. For the most vulnerable young people, simply regular meetings with their 

advisors constituted programme activities. The Activity Agreements programme was 

initially delivered locally by Connexions Partnerships, the youth careers guidance 

organisation at the time; delivery later expanded to include Children and Young 

People’s Partnerships, which were managed by local authorities, who took over 

responsibilities for youth guidance service (sometimes retaining the local Connexions 

service). As described in more detail in the delivery models and programme features 

section, flexible financial support (e.g. covering transportation costs or costs of interview 

clothing) was provided by the Discretionary Fund. In general, participants spent 

approximately 14 weeks on the programme (with a maximum of 20 weeks; Hillage et al., 

2008).  
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Three different models were introduced in April 2008, of which model 1 allowed for 

earlier entry into the programme at 13 weeks NEET, model 2 allowed for young people 

who had previously received Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA) just before 

being referred to Connexions to start the programme at six week and model 3 allowed 

for other groups of disadvantaged young people to take part, including refuges, carers, 

travellers and the homeless (Hillage et al., 2008). 

Jobs Growth Wales (Wales) 

Jobs Growth Wales was developed by the Welsh Government (WG) and partially 

funded by the European Social Fund (ESF). The programme was designed to create new 

employment opportunities for 16 – 24 year-olds who were unemployed but ready for 

employment (i.e. able to work with support; Ipsos Mori et al., 2016). Other primary aims of 

the programme included supporting young people’s transitions into sustainable 

employment or self-employment and to stimulate economic benefit for businesses in 

Wales. Participants either entered a job for six months or were provided £6,000 in 

instalments to assist them with setting up a business. Programme activities included on-

the-job training (provided by employers) for those in employment and business support, 

workshops and administrative training for those who were self-employed Programme 

elements directly tied to employment services included the creation of action plans to 

inform job searches for participants (i.e., job search assistance) as well as mentoring 

services aimed at helping participants find resolutions to any issues faced in a new job 

(i.e., employment coaching; Ipsos Mori et al., 2016). 

New Deal for Young People (UK)  

The New Deal for Young People was introduced in 1998 as the UK Government’s flagship 

welfare-to-work programme to reduce unemployment among 18–24-year-olds claiming 

Jobseeker’s Allowance. Participation was mandatory for those claiming unemployed 

benefits for six months or more, with early access available for some disadvantaged 

groups such as young people with disabilities or literacy and numeracy difficulties. The 

programme aimed to improve employability, reduce long-term benefit dependency 

and support sustainable employment.  

The New Deal for Young People followed a structured, multi-stage design. All 

participants first entered a Gateway phase of up to four months of intensive job-search 

assistance, job search preparation and personalised counselling led by a dedicated 

personal adviser. Those still unemployed at the end of the Gateway moved to one of 

four Options:   
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• The Employment Option: a job for which the employer received a subsidy for up 

to six months  

• Full Time Education and Training: for up to12 months and intended to lead to an 

approved qualification. This Option also included financial assistance provided to 

help with travel and equipment expenses (Hasluck, 2000). 

• The Voluntary Sector Option: up to six months placed with a voluntary sector 

organisation  

• The Environment Task Force Option: up to six months working on a project to 

improve the community's physical environment. 

Participants who remained unemployed after completing an Option received a further 

“Follow-through” period of up to four months of support. Training was incorporated 

across all Options to help participants gain transferable skills and qualifications, and job 

search requirements continued throughout the programme.  

Delivery was managed nationally by the Department for Work and Pensions through 142 

local “Units of Delivery”, which contracted a mix of public, private and voluntary 

providers. The programme was initially funded from a £3.15 billion allocation from the UK 

Government’s windfall tax on privatised utilities (National Audit Office (NAO), 2002).  

Youth Contract for 16–17-year-olds (England)  

The Youth Contract for 16–17-year-olds was developed by the Department for 

Education (DfE) to re-engage NEET 16–17-year-olds in the UK into education, 

employment or training (Newton et al., 2014). It was established at the point at which 

the RPA legislation came into force, meaning that young people should stay in 

education or training until their 18th birthday. Alongside this primary aim, the programme 

sought to test a ‘payment-by-results (PbR)’ model. The initial target group for this 

programme included NEET 16-17 year-olds who did not have GCSEs A-C* (or equivalent 

qualifications). Later, the target group was extended to include care leavers, young 

offenders and those with fewer than two GCSEs A*-C. There were three areas (Liverpool; 

Newcastle and Gateshead; and Leeds, Bradford and Wakefield) in which local 

authorities were allowed to determine eligibility based on local needs. In general, 

programme elements included employment counselling supported by action planning 

with participants (tailored to their needs and goals), pre-engagement support (including 

job search preparation and job search assistance) before moving into EET, financial 

support (e.g. transport, equipment) and employment coaching to help with barriers to 

engaging in EET and linking with other learning/training, including apprenticeships. 

Typical time spent on the programme consisted of up to 12 months (which was 

extended to 18 months for those who needed extra support in the pre-engagement 

phase; Newton et al., 2014).  
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Youth Employment Initiative (England)  

The Youth Employment Initiative was developed by the European Commission and 

delivered in England under the European Social Fund Operational Programme as part of 

the EU’s response to the post-2008 rise in youth unemployment. It targeted young people 

aged 15–29 who were NEET, focusing on areas with the highest levels of youth 

unemployment. Participation was voluntary, but young people already in education or 

work were not eligible. The initiative aimed to help disadvantaged and marginalised 

young people overcome multiple barriers to work and education by offering support 

that would both add to, and compliment, existing services.  

Youth Employment Initiative projects were designed and commissioned locally across 24 

eligible areas, enabling provision to reflect local labour market needs. Lead 

organisations could include local authorities, charities and private training providers, and 

they worked with delivery partners to tailor interventions to individual participants. 

Support typically lasted around six months and combined a mix of pre-employment 

training, job placements, apprenticeships and traineeships, alongside wrap-around 

services to build confidence, basic skills and employability (i.e. job search preparation, 

job search assistance, employment counselling). Key worker roles and individual action 

planning were widely used to ensure personalised engagement and continuity of 

support (i.e., employment coaching). Financial assistance was also available to 

participants to help cover costs associated with traveling to work or training (Atkinson et 

al., 2022). 

The initiative placed strong emphasis on working with employers to broker placements 

and create routes into sustained work or learning. Projects were encouraged to 

integrate their activities with other education, training and employment services in their 

areas, avoiding duplication while addressing gaps in provision. This flexible, partnership-

based design allowed the Youth Employment Initiative to adapt to differing local 

contexts while maintaining its core objective of improving employment and education 

outcomes for NEET young people (Atkinson et al, 2022).  

Bridges to Pathways (Chicago, Illinois, USA)  

Bridges to Pathways was developed by Chicago’s Department of Family and Support 

Services (DFSS) with U.S. Department of Health and Human Services funding as part of 

the Subsidized and Transitional Employment Demonstration. It targeted justice-involved 

young men aged 17–21 who lacked a high school diploma or equivalent and had 

experienced at least one incarceration. Participation was voluntary, with no academic 

prerequisites. The programme aimed to help participants earn an educational 
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credential, gain work experience, secure unsubsidised employment, and reduce further 

justice involvement.  

The model lasted about six months with a three-month follow-up. Participants received 

intensive case management and mentoring (i.e. employment counselling, including 

making note of participants’ job interests, previous education and employment 

experiences as well as any experience with the criminal justice system and/or gangs and 

any other relevant barriers to starting a job), academic enrichment through either an 

online high school diploma or GED preparation, and social-emotional learning including 

cognitive behavioural therapy. Workforce preparation comprised a five-week 

employability course (i.e. job search preparation, employment coaching) followed by a 

12-week subsidised internship, supported by stipends and transport assistance (including 

financial assistance in the form of bus passes and staff offering rides to participants in 

their own cars so that participants could attend the programme) to maintain 

engagement. Delivery was through DFSS and local community organisations, with staff 

coordinating education, internships, and wrap-around supports to sustain progress 

during and after programme completion (Wasserman et al., 2019).  

New York City Justice Corps (New York City, New York, USA)  

The New York City Justice Corps was developed by the NYC Center for Economic 

Opportunity in partnership with John Jay College of Criminal Justice and other city 

agencies to improve employment and education outcomes and reduce recidivism 

among justice-involved young adults. It targeted 18-24 year olds living in specific high-

poverty neighbourhoods of the Bronx and Brooklyn who were on probation or parole, 

participating in an alternative-to-incarceration programme, or recently released from jail 

or prison. Participation was voluntary.  

The programme was designed as a six-month cohort model with three phases. 

Participants first completed an orientation period of around three weeks that included 

educational assessment, job-readiness activities (including employment counselling in 

the form of attaining relevant skills) and life-skills training. For phase two, they then 

undertook a Community Benefit Service Project of roughly three months, working in 

teams to plan and deliver projects that improved local neighbourhoods while continuing 

to receive job-readiness and educational support. The final phase was a paid internship 

of at least six weeks with a public or private employer, combined with ongoing case 

management and optional education services. Stipends of up to $280 per week were 

available during active participation, and graduates could access follow-up retention 

services for up to six months after completion. After completing the programme, 

graduates were able to take advantage of ‘post-program retention services’, including 

help with resume writing, enhancing interviewing skills, assistance with searching for jobs 
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and other counselling related to educational and vocational pursuits (i.e. job search 

preparation, job search assistance, employment counselling, employment coaching; 

Bauer et al., 2014; p. 39). 

Delivery was led by two community-based organisations, Phipps Community 

Development Corporation in the Bronx and Bedford-Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation 

in Brooklyn, with technical assistance and oversight from John Jay College. The model 

was refined over time to strengthen educational provision and adjust enrolment criteria, 

but its core design of structured service, work experience, and intensive support 

remained consistent throughout implementation (Bauer et al., 2014).  

Youth Transition Demonstration Projects (Colorado, Florida, 

Maryland, New York, and West Virginia, USA)  

The Youth Transition Demonstration Projects were developed by the US Social Security 

Administration to test ways of improving transitions to employment and post-secondary 

education for young people aged 14-25 who were receiving, or at risk of receiving, 

disability benefits.  

All projects funded by the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects were required to 

provide case management, employment services (including the building of soft skills 

relevant to work and support relevant to maintaining sustained employment (i.e., 

employment coaching), identification of participants’ employment goals (i.e. 

employment counselling), job search assistance and help with resume writing (i.e. job 

search preparation; Fraker et al., 2014; Rangarajan et al., 2009), and benefits 

counselling, with flexibility for local adaptation. Financial assistance was also available 

to participants, in the form of help covering transportation costs to and from work (Fraker 

et al., 2014). Six demonstration sites were funded, and varied in their emphasis:  

• Bronx, New York (Youth Transition Demonstration Project): Designed around 

structured Saturday workshops, parental involvement, and subsidised summer 

jobs to combine family support with early work experience.  

• Colorado (Colorado Youth WINS): Centred on intensive benefits counselling, 

aiming to clarify how employment would interact with disability benefits.  

• Erie County, New York (Transition WORKS): Delivered through the education 

system (BOCES) in a pipeline model that sequenced education and personal 

development before employment exposure.  

• Miami, Florida (Broadened Horizons Brighter Futures): Combined case 

management with job development via community partnerships, intended to 

improve transitions through locally coordinated support.  
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• Montgomery County, Maryland (Career Transition Program): Scaled up an earlier 

pilot, integrating benefits counselling, case management, and job placement in 

a service-rich urban context.  

• West Virginia (West Virginia Youth Works): Focused on customised employment 

strategies and transport supports to address rural labour market barriers.  

Together, the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects tested different mixes of service 

intensity, sequencing, and incentives, reflecting varied theories of change about how to 

support disabled young people into work (Fraker et al., 2014).  

Transition to Work (Australia)  

The Transition to Work programme was developed by the Australian Government to 

support young people aged 15-21 who were not in education, employment or training 

(NEET) and faced significant barriers to entering the labour market. Its aim was to help 

participants move into sustained work or study through intensive, individually tailored 

support that built work readiness and confidence.  

Transition to Work was designed as a 12-month pathway, typically involving around nine 

months of structured engagement followed by three months of post-placement support. 

Providers worked to a national service model but were given flexibility to tailor delivery to 

local labour market conditions. Key features included small caseloads to allow 

personalised case management, “front-loaded” support in the early months, and a mix 

of one-to-one and group activities focused on understanding life and employment 

goals (i.e. employment counselling), job search assistance, writing resumes (i.e., job 

search preparation), interview and employability skills (i.e., employment coaching), and 

work-like experiences. Work-like activities, such as internships, work trials and employer-

hosted projects, generally involved 20-25 hours per week of activity and were combined 

with continuing guidance and mentoring. Support tapered as participants progressed 

towards work or study, and a formal post-placement period provided follow-up to help 

sustain outcomes.  

Delivery was through contracted community-based providers funded by the Australian 

Government, with strong links to employers, local training organisations and community 

services. Although the programme offered no direct financial incentives, providers could 

offer practical financial assistance such as transport assistance or work-related items to 

enable participation (Henderson et al., 2021).  
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Delivery models and programme 
features 

Common programme structures 

In general, the programmes included a range of flexibilities in programme structure, with 

some following structured packages of support, others utilising personalised case-by-

case management and some including a mixture of both approaches (e.g. Wasserman, 

2019 et al., 2019; Atkinson et al., 2017; Hillage et al., 2008). Often, programmes included 

an onboarding process followed by a phased delivery model (e.g. workshops, 

internships) and a follow-up phase. 

Programmes such as the New Deal for Young People and the Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects were nationally led but allowed local flexibility in delivery, 

whereas the Youth Employment Initiative and Transition to Work were designed explicitly 

to be tailored to local labour-market conditions. The New Deal for Young People used 

mandatory participation, and intensive activity periods including learning, volunteering, 

work and public work options. The NYC Justice Corps and Bridges to Pathways offered 

stipends and internships to encourage engagement, and the Activity Agreement 

offered an incentive to engage equivalent to financial support in further education, 

alongside personalised support and counselling, and Transition to Work and the Youth 

Employment Initiative relied mainly on personalised support without direct financial 

inducements. Together, these interventions illustrate the range of design choices that 

are used to address persistent barriers to youth employment, from mandatory welfare-

to-work schemes to voluntary, community-based models.   

Facilitators 

Key facilitators in relation to programme structure included the ability to flexibly tailor 

timelines and activities (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Bauer et al., 2014; Fraker et al., 2011a; 

Fraker et al., 2014; Henderson et al., 2021; Hillage et al., 2008; NAO, 2002; Newton et al., 

2014; Wasserman et al., 2019), action planning (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Cramer, 2019; 

Hasluck, 2000; Hillage et al., 2008; Newton et al., 2014; Tapper et al., 2009) and the 

inclusion of follow-up elements (Fraker 2011a; Fraker 2011b; Fraker 2012; Hillage et al., 

2008; Newton et al., 2014). 

Adaptability and tailoring emerged as a central delivery factor across all programmes, 

mainly serving as a facilitator for implementation. These adaptabilities allowed for 

employment services support to be tied to participant needs and goals; for example, 
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meetings and action plans aligned with participant employment aspirations. The New 

Deal for Young People permitted tailoring to local labour markets and client needs with 

the caveat that management style of local delivery leaders (e.g. holding directors in 

local areas personally responsible for performance outcomes, designing and 

implementing locally tailored action plans for improving performance and toolkits to 

support local leaders in keeping track of performance, holding meetings for local 

leaders to share good practice) rather than delivery model was key in shaping 

outcomes (NAO, 2002). The Youth Employment Initiative, in contrast, embedded 

adaptability more explicitly through its hub-and-spoke model, enabling providers to 

flexibly change between case management and specialist services; one example being 

around classroom-based provision that was felt to discourage participants due to 

negative prior schooling experiences that resulted in some providers trialling alternative 

settings, or combining classroom settings whilst integrating employability skills with 

activities like sports (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). Similarly, Transition to Work used tailored 

group activities to align with participants needs, a feature reported to increase 

participant engagement (Henderson et al., 2021). The Bridges to Pathways programme 

located services within communities where participants lived, improving geographic 

accessibility due to ease of access through public transport (Wasserman et al., 2019). As 

reported by Bauer and colleagues (2014), the New York City Justice Corps adapted its 

approach differently across sites. Phipps and BSRC, the two host organisations, had roots 

in the target communities of interest. Phipps adopted a contained, site-based model, 

while BSRC worked within a blended staffing structure relying on host organisations. Both 

used Community Benefit Projects (CBPs) that were tailored around local settings (Bauer 

et al., 2014). The Youth Transition Demonstration Projects highlighted both positive and 

negative aspects of tailoring: with the West Virginia site benefitting from flexible funding 

that supported transport and employer outreach (Fraker et al., 2014), while the 

Colorado site struggled when shifting from case management to intensive employment 

support services as staff resistance undermined delivery as the original goals for the 

programme were felt to have shifted (Fraker et al., 2011a).    

Needs assessment and action-planning processes helped to tailor support, but there 

were questions around how useful participants found job plans. Several programmes 

used early interactions with participants to undertake an action planning process to 

jointly identify job-search goals and aspirations (i.e., job search assistance), and to assess 

participant needs and identify the support they would require from the intervention. In 

the Youth Employment Initiative, the action planning process was seen as an important 

mechanism for tailoring support to individual needs (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). In the 

New York City Justice Corps Programme, it was reported that the needs assessment 

process also helped staff develop initial relationships of trust with participants (Cramer, 

2019) with the service plans developed then being used to support case management 

and review progress against goals (i.e., employment counselling; Tapper et al., 2009).   
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There were mixed views, however, on the use of action plans by participants themselves. 

An evaluation of the New Deal for Young People raised doubts about the extent that 

programme participants themselves actually used action plans during their job-search 

activity (i.e., job search preparation; Hasluck, 2000). An evaluation of the Australian 

Transition to Work programme reported that providers found updating job plans (i.e., 

assessing career goals and interests through employment counselling) to be 

administratively burdensome and inflexible, and raised questions around usage.  

Programmes that included rapid follow-up with potential participants could help to 

increase enrolment and engagement. The Youth Transition Demonstration Projects 

reported challenges with engagement and enrolment of prospective participants, with 

perseverance and substantial time and effort needed to enrol young people onto the 

interventions (Fraker, 2011a; Fraker, 2011b). Challenges included the transient nature of 

the target population and incorrect telephone contact information. In West Virgina, 

providers found that early in-person, rather than telephone contact was associated with 

higher engagement (Fraker, 2012). The West Virginia in-person visits were viewed by 

programme staff to be helpful for gaining the trust of participants and their families, 

providing them with the impetus to continue with enrolling onto the programme (Fraker, 

2012). Statistical analysis of enrolment data from the Colorado programme suggests that 

“quick engagement”, i.e. rapid follow-up with prospective participants, increased levels 

of enrolment and participation (Fraker et al., 2011a). More details on recruitment and 

engagement are provided in the individuals involved section.  

Barriers 

Central barriers in relation to programme structure included the use of structured, 

prescriptive pathways through the programme (Atkinson et al., 2022; Wasserman et al., 

2019), a lack of standardised needs assessments (Henderson et al., 2021) and a narrow 

sector focus (Cramer et al., 2019). Whilst the inclusion of structured, prescriptive 

pathways could improve fidelity, these tended to limit responsiveness (Atkinson et al., 

2022) as well as appropriateness for young people with complex needs (Atkinson et al., 

2022; Wasserman et al., 2019). Individual programme evaluations indicated that a lack 

of standardised needs assessments may reduce consistency (Henderson et al., 2021), 

and a narrow sector focus could limit the ability of programmes to address the 

aspirations of all participants (Cramer et al., 2019). However, it is important to note that 

personalisation of delivery was inherently tied to differences in the types of support 

offered from participant to participant. 
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Implementation outcomes 

In addition to adapting needs assessments and action plans with participants, other 

elements of delivery models were able to capitalise on flexibility to adapt to fit individual 

needs of participants; these were often perceived as appropriate and acceptable. 

Indeed, personalised and intensive support was viewed to be appropriate for client 

needs. In the New Deal for Young People, personal advisors improved clients’ job search 

ability, motivation and confidence with tailored approaches for those in most need 

suggested (Hasluck, 2000; NAO, 2002). The Youth Employment Initiative reported that 

apprenticeships and traineeships were highly valued, but there were circumstance-

specific challenges for older participants, with wrap-around support felt to complement 

provision (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). As reported by Jankovic and colleagues (2019), 

the Transition to Work implementation information indicated that flexible, personalised 

support and tailored barrier identification were central to success, alongside an initial 

identification of needs and barriers at the outset of the intervention implementation. 

The consistency and intensity of engagement was also key to interventions being 

deemed appropriate. High-frequency (at least fortnightly), high-touch (face-to-face) 

support was linked to positive outcomes in Transition to Work (Henderson et al., 2021), 

whilst lower intensity programmes with a lack of employment focus such as the Youth 

Transition Demonstration Projects’ Colorado site delivery underperformed (Fraker et al., 

2011a).  

Staffing capacity and preparation consistently emerged as decisive implementation 

factors in the delivery context of programmes. The Bridges to Pathways programme 

highlighted the benefits of low staff-to-participant ratios, which enabled intensive 

workshops and coaching (Wasserman et al., 2019). In contrast, the NYC Justice Corps 

faced significant barriers in early cohorts due to staff being hired just a month prior to 

launching, resulting in disorganisation and vocal participant dissatisfaction. In time, 

improvements followed in later cohorts as staffing structures became more stable (Bauer 

et al., 2014). The Youth Employment Initiative highlighted differences across projects with 

contrasting scales. Larger projects struggled with staff coordination and coverage while 

smaller projects operated under stretched but more manageable conditions (Atkinson 

et al., 2017). The Transition to Work programme also faced staff recruitment and training 

difficulties due to a rapid rollout of support that demanded sites be operational quickly 

(Jankovic et al., 2019). Similarly, staffing was a persistent barrier in the Youth Transition 

Demonstration’s Colorado site, according to Fraker and colleagues (2014), where high 

turnover, inadequate training and unclear role allocations undermined efforts to embed 

employment services.   
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Programme fidelity was enhanced by structured delivery models that included clearly 

defined guidelines and timelines. This was exemplified by the New Deal for Young 

People, which included a sequence of programme activities that supported consistent 

delivery across different areas in the UK (e.g. Hasluck, 2000). However, the rigidity of the 

delivery model sometimes was not able to fully account for differences in participant 

needs. The Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds also followed a structured model, 

including clearly defined eligibility criteria and funding based on performance (Newton 

et al., 2014). While this structure enhanced programme fidelity, it placed limitations on 

the providers’ ability to adapt services to fit needs of young people in local areas. For 

example, adaptations to eligibility criteria throughout programme delivery were 

restricted due to the Youth Contract’s commissioning procedures (Newton et al., 2014).  

On the other hand, programmes that allowed more flexibility in delivery, such as Jobs 

Growth Wales, the NYC Justice Corps and Bridges to Pathways, had more difficulty 

monitoring fidelity. For example, Jobs Growth Wales allowed for employers and providers 

to shape support and placements to achieve strong local relevance (e.g. employers did 

not have to provide training to participants but were encouraged to use their own funds 

to do so), which resulted in a range of implementation quality (Ipsos Mori et al., 2016).   

Common programme elements 

Despite their different settings and target groups, programmes shared a common 

emphasis on intensive, personalised support to help disadvantaged young people move 

into sustained work or education. All combined case management or key worker roles 

with some form of work-related activity, whether subsidised jobs, internships or structured 

job-search assistance, while varying in the balance of education, employment 

preparation and financial support. Key elements across programmes included 

employability training, mentoring, work placements, financial assistance and 

wraparound support. Employment coaching and employment counselling fell under 

case worker support. Financial assistance mainly involved the allocation of funds to 

support costs related to work travel and equipment. Job search assistance and job 

search preparation centred on the provision of CV/resume building, defining 

participants’ career goals and interview preparation.  

Facilitators 

Facilitators in relation to programme elements included financial assistance, workforce 

readiness training with certifications, work placements and wraparound support. 

Financial assistance helped to address participant barriers to engagement, most 

notably travel (Atkinson et al., 2017; Fraker et al., 2014; Hillage et al., 2008). Workforce 

readiness training with certifications (e.g. OSHA, CPR) tended to increase participant 
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confidence and employability (Cramer et al., 2019). Work placements were useful for 

building young people’s confidence and improving young people’s belief that they 

would be able to find a job (Atkinson et al., 2022). Wraparound support allowed for 

participants to access a wide range of support (Atkinson et al., 2022; Fraker et al., 2011b) 

and could help to address individual barriers (Atkinson et al., 2022; Atkinson et al., 2017; 

Hillage et al., 2008). 

Financial assistance 

Aligning with the financial assistance subcomponent, the Discretionary Fund was a 

central facilitator for participant engagement in the Activity Agreements programme, as 

highlighted below. The Discretionary Fund was used on a case-by-case basis (as some 

participants had more needs that could be met by the Discretionary Fund than others; 

Hillage, 2008) to support transitions into work.   

In the Youth Employment Initiative, financial assistance was particularly helpful for some 

of the most disadvantaged and isolated participants, as a common barrier for these 

individuals was a disinclination to travel to attend courses or work (Atkinson et al., 2017). 

For these participants, combining financial assistance to purchase travel passes and 

programme staff accompanying them on their first journeys to courses or work was 

viewed as a central factor for meeting their needs (Atkinson et al., 2017). The ability to 

tailor the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects according to participant needs was 

useful for the West Virgina location, as flexibility in funding allowed for the provision of 

transport and enhancing engagement with employers (Fraker et al., 2014). As a part of 

the Activity Agreements programme, participants were provided with an allowance 

each week. The payment systems for the weekly allowances were generated and 

conducted at a local area level, which enabled successful and well-organised payment 

management (Hillage et al., 2008). The allowance was provided as a form of 

participation incentive for all participants. 

The Discretionary Fund (DF) was a central facilitator of the Activity Agreements 

programme. The DF provided funding for activities as well as helping young people 

participate by providing funds for course- or work-related transportation (e.g. travel 

passes), equipment, books and clothing (Hillage, 2008). Both young people and 

advisers of the programme noted that the DF was a positive element of the 

programme (Hillage, 2008). Activity Agreement advisers indicated that the DF 

enabled programme flexibility and for them to provide a person-centred approach 

when working with participants to determine appropriate courses and/or equipment 

(Hillage, 2008).  
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Wraparound support 

Wraparound support, which included an element of job search preparation, was a 

central facilitator for the Youth Employment Initiative, as it allowed for the programme to 

take into account participants’ individual needs and barriers in relation to work and 

education. Participant barriers to work and education, which were addressed by the 

wraparound support, included poor confidence, mental ill-health and physical ill-health 

(Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). Both programme staff and participants viewed the ability of 

the programme to include brief, intensive help with addressing minor requirements for 

employment, such as additional qualifications (e.g. Construction Skills Certification 

Scheme, CSCS), as a distinct advantage (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). 

Barriers 

Barriers in relation to programme elements included difficulty with finding places to 

support work-related activities (Hillage et al., 2008), participants facing problems with 

completing work placements (Atkinson et al., 2022), participants having had negative 

experiences with school in the past which discouraged classroom-based delivery 

(Atkinson et al., 2022; Tapper et al., 2009; Hillage et al., 2008; Newton et al., 2014) and a 

lack of follow-up support (Fraker et al., 2014; Fraker et al., 2011b).  

Monitoring, evaluation and learning 

In general, programmes included a range of different performance measures and 

feedback loops. Programmes frequently updated their original design, to incorporate 

learnings from the implementation process, or to address implementation challenges 

(Hasluck 2000; NAO 2002; Henderson 2019; Henderson 2021; Tapper 2009; Wasserman et 

al., 2019). It was common for this to happen in the first year of implementation, or 

between pilot and roll-out stages of delivery (Bauer et al., 2014; Fraker 2011a).  

Facilitators 

Programme delivery was supported by the inclusion of clear benchmarks and staff role 

definitions (Henderson et al., 2019; Fraker et al., 2012; Cobb et al., 2018; Fraker et al., 

2011a; Martinez et al., 2010). In addition, participant responsiveness was enhanced by 

programmes that utilised continuous improvement mechanisms (Cramer et al., 2019; 

Tapper et al., 2009; Henderson et al., 2019; Henerson et al., 2021; NAO, 2002).  

Having clear goals and simple monitoring systems contributed to accountability and 

consistent program delivery. Evaluations of the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects in 

the USA highlight that clearly articulating, and then communicating, the outcomes 
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expected from services helped to drive a stronger focus on the employment outcomes 

achieved by participants (Martinez, 2011). In West Virginia, developing intermediate 

goals for staff (around employment placements and employer contacts) had helped to 

clarify staff responsibilities (Fraker 2012), whilst developing forms to track participants and 

job development efforts had enabled the systematic monitoring of services and 

participant outcomes (Fraker 2014).    

As reported by NAO (2002), the New Deal for Young People also used goal-setting and 

monitoring processes to help drive up performance, with targets set for providers 

contracted to supply services, and regional directors being held personally accountable 

for reported performance. To support staff use of monitoring systems, these systems 

should be as simple as possible, and designed to be relevant to everyday service 

delivery, rather than being driven by the need to underpin complex evaluation 

requirements (Fraker 2011b).  

Performance frameworks also influenced implementation of programmes. The New Deal 

for Young People relied on a series of Core Performance Measures (including a count of 

participants who entered and maintained employment, a count of participants who 

gained qualifications along with qualification levels, participant satisfaction ratings, a 

count of subsidised jobs that employers made available along with employer 

satisfaction ratings) that were judged as insufficient for daily management, leaving 

organisations to develop their own improvement tools, with performance data 

suggesting weaker outcomes in private sector-led units (Hasluck, 2000). In the Youth 

Transition Demonstration Projects, performance management was inconsistent across 

sites. West Virginia, for example, prioritised transitions into unsubsidised work as a success 

indicator, but this also raised concerns about participants staying too long in subsided 

roles (Fraker et al., 2012). The New York site’s short 11-month model and single subsidised 

job opportunity limited the ability of participants to build sustained work histories (Fraker 

et al., 2014). In contrast, Transition to Works’s programme benefitted from KPIs and 

outcome targets (including the following: provider met programme objectives, length of 

time between participant programme referral and start date on the programme as well 

as quality and assurance) that were felt to be realistic and achievable from the 

perspective of providers (Jankovic et al., 2019).   

Insights and learning from delivery were used to improve intervention design. In some of 

the included interventions, insights from implementation processes were used to 

continuously improve and iterate intervention design (NAO 2002). Approaches to 

learning in the New Deal for Young People, for example, included changing the design 

of elements of the programme in response to insights from participants and staff, and 

pairing delivery areas with similar characteristics but varying levels of performance to 

determine whether practices from higher performing areas were transferable. Changes 
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included reducing the number of clients over-staying in the Gateway phase, increasing 

the focus on job-search and job-brokering during the Options phase of the programme, 

and intensification of the follow-up phase. Wasserman and colleagues (2019) 

highlighted substantial changes in the design of the Chicago Bridges Programme, with 

providers shifting from a cohort model to roll-on, roll-off provision, trying different 

recruitment channels, and honing their approaches to engaging participants. Bauer 

and colleagues (2014) reported major changes in strategies used for delivery of job-

readiness provision in the NYC Justice Corps programme to increase participants 

understanding and recollection. This included staggering job-readiness delivery so that it 

was delivered at multiple points in the programme rather than just at enrolment, 

changing its delivery modality to a small-group format, and extending the availability of 

job-readiness provision to programme alumni. Recognising that a large proportion 

of participants had low educational attainment (below secondary school level), the 

addition of an education component was also added to better meet participant needs. 

At the Miami site of the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects, review of management 

information system data led to increased time spent on employment services (Fraker et 

al., 2014). 

Barriers 

Delays in programme delivery surfaced if programmes utilised multiple management 

information systems (Hillage et al., 2008). Staff roles in the Activity Agreements 

Programme were supplemented by support staff to help with administrative tasks and 

the management of provision (Hillage et al., 2008). Administrative burden was increased 

for programme staff when there was a lack of clarity in guidance, often negatively 

impacting programme staff’s engagement and work with young people (Atkinson et al., 

2017; Fraker et al., 2014; Fraker et al., 2011a).  

Similarly, according to Fraker and colleagues (2014), staffing was a persistent barrier in 

the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects’ Colorado site where high turnover, 

inadequate training and unclear role allocations undermined efforts to embed 

employment services. In the NYC Justice Corps programme, participants at the Phipps 

setting initially felt the programme was disorganised, once project goals and staff roles 

were clarified, relationships were leveraged to build an effective community advisory 

board (Tapper et al., 2009).  

Implementation outcomes 

In general, the use of streamlined monitoring systems improved feasibility and cost-

effectiveness, and fidelity was enhanced by the use of clear metrics and staff 

accountability. Performance frameworks were a key area where the delivery context 



 

 
41 

influenced implementation of programmes. The New Deal for Young People relied on a 

series of Core Performance Measures that were judged as insufficient for daily 

management, leaving organisations to develop their own improvement tools, with 

performance data suggesting weaker outcomes in private sector-led units (Hasluck, 

2000). In the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects, performance management was 

inconsistent across sites. West Virginia, for example, prioritised transitions into unsubsidised 

work as a success indicator, but this also raised concerns about participants staying too 

long in subsided roles (Fraker et al., 2012). The New York site’s short 11-month model and 

single subsidised job opportunity limited the ability of participants to build sustained work 

histories (Fraker et al., 2014). In contrast, Transition to Work’s programme benefitted from 

KPIs and outcome targets that were felt to be realistic and achievable from the 

perspective of providers (Jankovic et al., 2019).   

The delivery context also influenced participant engagement across the programmes. 

The Youth Employment Initiative benefitted from co-location in community hubs and 

children’s centres which facilitated joint working, cross-referrals and data sharing. As 

discussed in the adaptability section, classroom-based provision discouraged 

participation from some groups, prompting providers to adjust settings to integrate more 

physically engaging activities focused on employability skills (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). 

The New Deal for Young People emphasised adaptation in terms of operating within 

local labour market and client contexts (NAO, 2002). In the NYC Justice Corps 

programme, the Phipps setting was more contained, creating a sense of cohesion in the 

longer-term, but participants were initially felt the programme was disorganised, once 

project goals and staff roles were clarified, relationships were leveraged to build an 

effective community advisory board (Tapper et al., 2009). In the Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects, the importance of setting was further highlighted with the New 

York site’s Saturday model intended to encourage family engagement (Fraker et al., 

2014).  
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Individuals involved 
This section describes the characteristics of the young people who participated in the 

programmes as well as the factors that influenced their recruitment and engagement. 

The individuals who took part in these programmes often faced complex barriers to 

entering employment, education or training. Implementation outcomes, including 

feasibility and reach, are also considered in relation to the young people involved in the 

programmes. 

Characteristics of young people 

This section explores the characteristics of the young people who received 

services. Across programmes, young people often faced multiple and overlapping 

barriers tied to entering the labour market, including mental ill-health, low qualifications 

and educational attainment, housing instability, limited work experience and 

involvement with the criminal justice system. These needs created frequent personal 

challenges among the young participants that required staff to divert time from planned 

employment activities (Henderson et al., 2021; Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Bauer et al., 

2014; Wasserman et al., 2019).  

Facilitators 

Due to the nature of the programmes’ target groups, the characteristics of the young 

people involved (including complex barriers to entering the labour market) often 

created more barriers than facilitators to programme delivery and engagement. 

However, two facilitators in relation to participant characteristics were evident: 

participant’s clear and promising visions, and their willingness to build trust with 

programme staff. 

In general, participant engagement was enhanced when they had clear and promising 

visions of their pathway to employment (Hasluck, 2000; Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). 

Although most New Deal for Young People participants had little previous work 

experience and limited qualifications, as reported by Hasluck (2000), most of the 

participants were motivated to find a job. This motivation to enter employment was 

higher for participants who knew what kind of job they wanted. In contrast, it was lower 

for participants who had received many job application rejections in the past and those 

who viewed themselves as only being able to attain employment of poor quality and 

with a low salary (Hasluck, 2000). 
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Trust between programme staff and participants was improved when approaches were 

centred on the young person involved (Wasserman et al., 2019; Newton et al., 2014). In 

the Bridges to Pathways programme, mentor recruitment focussed on those who had 

similar life experiences as the participants, including previous experience with the 

criminal justice system and/or gangs (Wasserman et al., 2019). The ability for mentors 

and participants to build and maintain a relationship of trust was important for 

participant engagement in the programme. One participant mentioned the following 

(Wasserman et al., 2019, p. 40):  

“A lot of people say they care, but these people really do. They 
get you ready for life situations” 

Establishing trust with key workers was also central to programme engagement in the 

Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds, especially for those who dropped out of 

employment, education or training post-16 (Newton et al., 2014). 

Barriers 

In addition to most participants across programmes tending to have limited 

qualifications (Henderson et al., 2021; Bauer et al., 2014; Newton et al., 2014; Hasluck, 

2000), most participants also had little previous work experience (Henderson et al., 2021; 

Hasluck, 2000). Furthermore, issues in relation to mental health, transport, housing, 

involvement with the criminal justice system and managing childcare were common 

across participants (Henderson et al., 2021; Newton et al., 2014; Fraker et al., 2012; 

Hillage et al., 2008; Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Cramer et al., 2019).  

Initial programme activities differed from programme to programme depending on 

participant needs. In the Transition to Work and Youth Employment Initiative 

programmes, staff often had to address welfare or emotional needs before employment 

preparation could begin (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Henderson, 202), while in the NYC 

Justice Corps and Bridges to Pathways programmes, re-arrest, court appearances and 

housing moves disrupted attendance and required ongoing flexibility from staff (Bauer 

et al., 2014; Wasserman et al., 2019). Other programme staff relied on in-person meetings 

with participants to help them gain trust and build relationships with participants. For 

example, in the Activity Agreements programme, as reported by Hillage and colleagues 

(2008), initial programme activities often included addressing participants’ lack of 

confidence. For participants in the Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds who were NEET 

following dropping out of employment, education or training post-16, key worker 

programme staff needed to initially focus on building trust with the participants as 

central barriers to engaging young people included worries of not succeeding and 

being judged (Newton et al., 2014). Mandatory participation in the New Deal for Young 
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People meant that some young people were initially resistant, requiring advisers to invest 

heavily in relationship-building to maintain engagement from the start of participation in 

the programme (NAO, 2002).  

An aim of the Youth Employment Initiative was to engage young people who were NEET 

and at risk of social exclusion (Atkinson et al., 2017). On top of these characteristics, 

some participants of the Youth Employment Initiative lived in locations covering a lot of 

geographical area and/or rural locations; these participants sometimes indicated that 

they were apprehensive about travelling to participate in programme services. This 

placed a limit on the types of provision these participants were able to access. 

Transportation issues were also barriers to participation in the New Deal for Young 

People, Youth Transition Demonstration Projects: West Virginia and Transition to Work 

programmes (Fraker et al., 2012; Hasluck, 2000; Henderson et al., 2021). To help these 

individuals, programme staff would devote more time to alleviate participants’ travel 

concerns (Atkinson et al., 2017). The West Virginia site of the Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects was able to utilise funds to help pay for some participants’ 

transportation costs (Fraker et al., 2012). 

In the Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds, some participants had previous experiences 

with school exclusions. The range of different educational outcomes and qualifications 

of the Youth Contract participants impacted the different kinds of support and training 

that participants were able to take part in (Newton et al., 2014). 

The Bridges to Pathways, Youth Employment Initiative, Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year 

olds, and NYC Justice Corps programmes were distinct from other programmes 

evaluated in that they served young people with experience of the criminal justice 

system. The Bridges to Pathways programme included only male participants who did 

not have a high school diploma and who had experienced incarceration at least once 

(Wasserman et al., 2019). Many Youth Employment Initiative participants (more than 80 

per cent of survey respondents) self-reported additional factors of disadvantage, 

including experience of the criminal justice system and drug and alcohol dependency 

(Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). More than half of the NYC Justice Corps participants had 

been involved with the criminal justice system (Bauer et al., 2014). These additional 

disadvantages added to the barriers that these individuals faced when trying to enter 

the labour market. Due to these participant characteristics, it is important to note that 

the findings for the Youth Employment Initiative and the NYC Justic Corps programmes 

may not be fully generalisable to the general population. 
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Implementation outcomes 

Accommodating the complex circumstances of young participants was repeatedly 

identified as a prerequisite for effective delivery across programmes. Both overarching, 

systemic and personal barriers impacted programme reach. Programmes also differed 

in scale, including some national programmes that were designed to serve all young 

people who met the programme’s eligibility criteria and others delivered on a smaller 

scale, targeted at groups with diverse needs (such as young people with prior 

involvement in the criminal justice system).  

Recruitment and engagement 

Evaluations consistently reported that, despite encountering challenges with recruitment 

and engagement, the programmes were successful in recruiting disadvantaged young 

people (e.g. Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Bauer et al., 2014; Cobb et al., 2018; Cramer et 

al., 2019; Tapper et al., 2009). For under-served young people, programme recruitment 

centred on referrals, creative outreach strategies and the building of trust with 

programme staff.  

Facilitators 

Facilitators in relation to recruitment and engagement included having locations in 

areas with easily accessible public transport (Wasserman et al., 2019), word of mouth 

and home visits (Henderson et al., 2021; Wasserman et al., 2019; Newton et al., 2014; 

Cobb et al., 2018; Hillage et al., 2008) and early personalised contact (Fraker et al., 2012; 

Newton et al., 2014). 

In the West Virginia site of the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects, some recruitment 

challenges for this location included the inability to reach some young people despite 

programme staff making multiple calls in an attempt to book in enrolment meetings 

(Cobb et al., 2018). The target cohort for the West Virginia site included 15 – 25 year-olds 

who were recipients of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Disability Insurance (DI; 

Cobb et al., 2018). To help increase enrolment, programme staff adapted their 

recruitment approach to involve visiting young people at home (Cobb et al., 2018). 

Home visits then continued for the young people who enrolled in the programme, where 

programme staff would perform assessments and case management as well as help the 

young people get ready for having a job (Cobb et al., 2018). In the Bridges to Pathways 

programme, home visits were also a facilitator for re-engaging participants, with one 

programme staff member mentioning the following (Wasserman et al., 2019, p. 40):  
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“Home visits are vital. I’m not sure I can even express how vital 
they have shown us to be.”  

Programme staff of the Activity Agreements programme found that engaging 

participants one-to-one was the best way to get them to enrol and continue their 

involvement with the programme (Hillage et al., 2008). Word of mouth also developed 

into a central route for recruitment, and the allowance that was provided to those 

involved served as an initial attention grabber for many potential participants (Hillage et 

al., 2008). As reported by Hillage and colleagues (2008), the allowance also helped 

young people explain why they were involved in the programme (for example, to their 

families) and was able to replace other income from cash-in-hand work or other sources 

to allow them to participate. The allowance was one driver for young people. Other 

motivators for interest in and engage with the programme included developing new 

skills, finding employment or having a productive way to occupy time (Hillage et al., 

2008).  

Early personalised contact helped participants to engage from the beginning of their 

time on the Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds and the Youth Transition Demonstration 

Projects in West Virginia. As soon as young people were approved for the Youth 

Contract provision, they entered a ‘pre-engagement activity’ phase in which their 

current status for starting education, employment or training was assessed and then 

acted upon to improve (Newton et al., 2014). This phase was especially helpful for the 

most disadvantaged young people and allowed key workers to tailor provision to meet 

particular needs of participants (Newton et al., 2014). For the Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects in West Virginia, contacting young people in person early on, 

rather than calling them on the telephone, was important for being able to reach (and 

eventually engage) many individuals (Fraker et al., 2012). 

Barriers 

Barriers in relation to recruitment and engagement included reaching and retaining 

under-served young people (Hillage et al., 2008; Newton et al., 2014), inappropriate 

contact data or referrals (Jankovic et al., 2019; Ipsos Mori et al., 2016; Fraker et al., 

2011b; Newton et al., 2014), lack of clarity during orientation (Tapper et al., 2009) and 

highly intensive programme demands (Henderson et al., 2021). 

Reaching under-served young people 

There are specific challenges to successfully recruiting and retaining under-served young 

people in active labour market programmes. These include caring responsibilities, health 

conditions, isolated living situations, lack of transport links, financial hardship and 

previous experience with the criminal justice system. For example, The Activity 
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Agreements programme found it challenging to engage young people who live on their 

own away from parents because of issues with accessibility (Hillage et al., 2008) while 

participants in the Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds who were young offenders 

experienced miscommunication and misunderstandings of eligibility or programme 

length in relation to their court orders. This represented problems in coordination and 

expectation management rather than in the programme design (Newton et al., 2014). 

The Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds employed strategies and tactics to attempt to 

overcome these barriers, including conducting outreach activities in schools to identify 

and engage under-served young people, utilising social media posts, visiting  young 

people’s homes as well as community, sports and cultural centres, deploying ‘bring a 

friend’ initiatives, offering financial incentives (for example, covering travel and 

subsistence) and providing transport such as buses and a Winnebago (Newton et al., 

2014). 

For the Transition to Work programme, the intensity of programme activities and 

perceived lack of flexibility or accommodations in scheduling led to some young people 

who were referred to the programme to  not take part (Henderson et al., 2021). 

Unsuitable referrals and insufficient data  

While there were multiple referral routes into Jobs Growth Wales (including self-referral,  

referral from Jobcentre Plus or Careers Wales or progressing from appropriate pre-

employment programmes) some referrals for individuals in the third-sector and 

Communities First strands were unsuitable as the individuals were not ready for work 

(Ipsos Mori et al., 2016).    

The Youth Contract for 16 – 17 year-olds attempted to proactively identify young people 

who were eligible for the programme and at risk of NEET, however programme staff 

experienced difficulty identifying potential participants as sources of local data included 

contact information that was either incomplete or not up-to-date and there were delays 

with exam results being added to data systems (Newton et al., 2014). 

Unclear orientation  

The first two cohorts of the NYC Justice Corps programme reflected that the orientation 

session was s  poorly organised, with one participant noting after the session that they still 

did not know what the programme involved or what could be gained from 

participating. (Tapper et al., 2009). 

Participants also reflected feeling that the classroom setting did not provide enough 

stimulation for engagement (Tapper et al., 2009).  
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Implementation outcomes 

In general, the ability of programme staff to conduct proactive outreach work and to 

engage those hardest to reach and furthest from the labour market impacted the 

feasibility of implementation. Programmes that included outreach as a core element, 

such as the NYC Justice Corps and Bridges to Pathways in the USA, demonstrated that 

communicating directly with the community was essential for reaching marginalised 

young people. 

The ability for programme staff to adapt recruitment processes improved programme 

reach. This was especially fruitful for programmes, such as the Youth Contract for 16 – 17 

year-olds and Activity Agreements, that targeted NEET young people with complex 

needs. In these instances, personalised recruitment strategies, including home visits, 

helped to improve enrolment. 
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Delivery Contexts 

Organisational Arrangements 

In general, the delivery of the interventions involved models that encompassed their 

implementation across multiple levels of administration, scales and inner settings or 

locations. In this context, an extensive array of delivery models was identified, 

encompassing a range of organisational sizes and geographical scales, from nationwide 

set-ups to entire states and cities; individual service providers to consortia comprising 

numerous partners. Within certain cases, it was possible to identify a range of delivery 

models even within a single programme. These models included trialling of alternative 

delivery routes and/or the provision of extensive flexibility to devolved delivery providers. 

This tendency was identified in five of the programmes examined in the UK context 

(Atkinson et al., 2022; Ipsos Mori et al., 2016; Newton et al., 2014; Hillage et al., 2008; 

Hasluck, 2000). For instance, in the case of the New Deal for Young People, delivery was 

piloted with 12 local areas through prototypes before national roll-out. The final model 

permitted joint ventures, consortia, private sector delivery and independent contracts 

within its delivery models (Hasluck, 2000). In the case of Jobs Growth Wales, the 

programme consisted of four strands leading to different routes to employment or 

targeting specific groups of young people. It is worthy of note that the strands were 

serviced by an assortment of providers, with 14 Work Based Learning Partners responsible 

for one strand and the Wales Council for Voluntary Action overseeing another, for 

example. 

Facilitators 

Facilitators in relation to organisational arrangements included tailoring to the local 

contexts and needs; clear management structures; and absence of competition to 

enable collaboration; and steering groups.  

Irrespective of the extent to which the intervention was implemented, a significant 

proportion of the delivery models enabled delivery partners to operate on a localised 

basis. The geographical scope covered by the delivery partners that had direct contact 

with young people, however, varied depending on the programme. Most programmes 

required their delivery providers to be able to cover large geographical areas to reach 

their target population(s). In the United States, the Youth Transition Demonstration 

Projects adopted a variety of arrangements with delivery partners to ascertain 

geographical dispersion. In the case of West Virginia, the Human Resource 
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Development Foundation provided intervention supports in settings such as youths' 

homes or workplaces across 19 counties (Fraker et al., 2014).  

Local delivery was regarded as a favourable aspect of models, as proponents of these 

models argued that local delivery could facilitate the tailoring of offers to the 

requirements and characteristics of the local contexts. For instance, as reported by NAO 

(2002), the New Deal for Young People model in the UK advocated for local delivery as 

a means of empowering providers to customise their offerings to align with the specific 

characteristics of the local labour market, service availability and client needs. Later, the 

Youth Employment Initiative found that local delivery allowed providers to collaborate 

with other local services, providing tailored support (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022).  

Furthermore, the spatial extent of the area covered by delivery partners may even vary 

within a programme. For instance, in the UK, Activity Agreements were piloted, with a 

central team managing some pilots. These pilots covered large areas comprised of 

several local authorities and separate local organisations responsible for local delivery. 

Conversely, smaller areas tended to be more centrally managed (Hillage et al., 2008). A 

notable finding was that the implementation at a smaller scale appeared to have a 

positive impact on the delivery of several programmes. 

Since most programmes under discussion were delivered by a variety of providers, a 

common theme across their evaluations was the necessity for clear management 

structures and objectives to ensure a consistent and coherent approach to delivery. To 

illustrate this point, the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects in the USA discovered in 

the early stages that ensuring the presence of a strong project director, an effective 

management structure and clear communication processes were crucial to the 

successful delivery in multiple sites (Martinez et al., 2010). A notable evaluation of this 

programme in Colorado identified that project directors and management need to 

have a strong sense of buy-in when faced with significant changes in the programme's 

understanding and culture (Fraker et al., 2011).   

Regarding management structures, it was found that a facilitator of delivery was that 

geographically dispersed interventions had both centralised and local management 

structures, each with well-defined responsibilities. This arrangement enabled centralised 

management to assume responsibility for the design of delivery guidelines, training and 

oversight, thus facilitating standardisation. Concurrently, local management was able to 

oversee adherence to the aforementioned guidelines. For instance, Fraker et al. (2011) 

proposed that centralised management of the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects 

should be responsible for establishing clear programme guidelines and developing and 

delivering training programmes. In contrast, the local management was argued to 
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benefit from focusing on consistent implementation of the centralised programme 

guidelines whilst still ensuring sensitivity with the local context (Fraker et al., 2011).   

It was also found that other programmes, which were not as geographically dispersed, 

benefited from a centralised management structure. In the case of the NYC Justice 

Corps, for example, a central unit was assigned the responsibility for coordinating the 

service across delivery sites in a densely populated metropolitan area, providing training 

through technical assistance and capacity building services, and auditing performance 

(Tapper et al., 2009). 

Moreover, as was emphasised by numerous reports, it was crucial to ensure consistency 

in delivery with programme guidelines, goals, and between providers. This necessitated 

the sharing of clearly defined, measurable outcomes or benchmarks with stakeholders, 

and specifically, project staff, as discussed above. Furthermore, it was also noted that 

monitoring the progress towards these benchmarks was critical for delivery success 

(Fraker et al., 2012; Martinez et al., 2010). Conversely, the absence of explicit and 

collectively defined criteria was theorised to engender numerous challenges, including 

the misalignment between the delivery of the programme and its original mandate 

and/or ineffective communication across organisational levels (Wasserman et al., 2019; 

Fraker et al., 2011). 

While not a universal phenomenon across all interventions, evidence suggests that a 

design that prevents delivery providers from competing for enrolments facilitated the 

delivery of the programmes. This phenomenon was exemplified by the Transition to Work 

programme in Australia (Henderson et al., 2021) and the Youth Contract in the UK 

(Newton et al., 2014). This aspect facilitated the delivery of the programmes by 

encouraging an environment in which providers felt at ease when sharing good 

practices and ideas with each other, for example, in the context of formal steering 

meetings. In the case of the Australian programme, evaluators found that the presence 

of region-based contracts amongst providers resulted in a lack of competition, thereby 

enabling the sharing of tools, ideas and strategies amongst the providers from the 

outset, although this practice was observed with less frequency as the programme 

progressed. 

The collaboration between sites delivering Activity Agreements merits particular 

mention, whereby providers at different sites sometimes worked together to coordinate 

the delivery of courses for groups of young people who shared a common need, and 

group provision was necessary to justify the cost of delivery (Hillage et al., 2008). This was 

facilitated by the Department for Children, Families and Skills taking a strong convening 

role to encourage cross-pollination and learning between the areas. 
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Another facilitator related to the organisation of delivery models highlighted by a 

programme evaluation was the establishment and continuous work of operational 

steering groups. This figure, as outlined in the Youth Employment Initiative, entailed the 

establishment of operational steering groups, representing all delivery partners, to 

convene on a monthly or bi-monthly basis. The primary objectives of these groups were 

threefold: firstly, to foster relationships among partners, secondly, to identify effective 

practices and areas for improvement, and thirdly, to enhance awareness of partner 

contributions and collaborative efforts. According to interviewees involved in the 

programme's evaluation, the steering groups had a positive effect on the strengthening 

of working relationships between partners and were an effective method of sharing 

information (Atkinson et al., 2017). 

Barriers 

Two major barriers were identified in relation to organisational models: contracting issues 

and maintaining cohesion across delivery partners.  

In three of the programmes reviewed, two issues were raised regarding the enforcement 

of their delivery contracts, either because of expectations of high-speed delivery or 

delays. As for the fast speed at which some contracts demanded delivery partners to 

set up their provision, this aspect was considered to challenge their ability to ensure due 

process or the initial high-quality delivery they intended. For instance, in the context of 

the Transition to Work intervention in Australia, the programme's rapid implementation 

resulted in numerous providers encountering difficulties in identifying appropriate 

locations for delivery and training their staff (Henderson et al., 2019). In addition, an 

evaluation of the Youth Contracts revealed that the rapid turnaround of commissioning 

gave rise to the perception that the bidding process did not operate as smoothly as it 

could have, thereby risking its capacity to meet policy demands (Newton et al., 2014). 

Providers attributed the quick commissioning timeline to the need to support a growing 

number of NEET young people at the time (Newton et al., 2014). One provider noted 

that the rapidity of the commissioning process led to programme delays and impacted 

outcomes (Newton et al., 2014).  

In relation to the matter of contracting delays, concern was raised in the context of the 

Youth Employment Initiative. As was highlighted in its report, concerns had been raised 

that this could result in challenges related to reach and provision across different 

locations. In terms of reach, contract delays were considered to affect the rate of staff 

recruitment. This, in turn, was hypothesised to affect the capacity of existing staff to 

engage and support the envisaged number of young people. In terms of provision, it 

was reported by Atkinson and colleagues (2017) that staggered delivery prevented 
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young people participating at the early stages of the programme implementation from 

accessing the full range of provision available. 

A recurrent challenge identified through the programme's review was the maintenance 

of coherent or cohesive delivery across implementation sites, with a view to ensuring a 

consistent experience for young people. As reported in the New Deal for Young People 

review, high levels of variation could be identified in how the intervention was 

experienced. However, the source of that variation could be unclear and due to design 

or difference in interpretation of the programme's requirements at the local level 

(Hasluck, 2000).  

This issue was particularly salient during initial periods of implementation of the 

programmes, or in larger-scale programme implementations. For instance, in the Youth 

Employment Initiative, it was found that although research was undertaken early in the 

delivery process, participants still expressed concerns about some variation between 

providers (Atkinson et al., 2017).  

As previously mentioned, smaller scales were found to facilitate more effective 

programme management and adaptability to environmental changes (Atkinson et al., 

2017; Martinez et al., 2010). Conversely, larger scales of delivery have been shown to be 

less effective in maintaining coherence and tailored provision, yet they were considered 

more cost-efficient (Martinez et al., 2010).  

Finally, the Youth Employment Initiative identified isolated instances of duplication within 

the programme, with young people enrolling in similar provision offered by different 

delivery providers (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022). This finding underscores the potential risks 

associated with non-cohesive delivery methods. 

Staffing  

Despite the heterogeneity of the organisational models employed for programme 

delivery, a recurrent feature of the reviewed programmes was the presence of what 

was often designated as a key worker, who engaged directly with young people. This 

figure was usually responsible for different aspects of employment support, including 

case managing, supporting individual participants in the identification of their needs 

and creating action plans (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Atkinson et al., 2017; Newton et 

al., 2014; Newton et al., 2009; Tapper et al., 2009; Hillage et al., 2008; Hasluck, 2000).  
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Facilitators 

The presence of a few features, either on staff experience or their caseloads, served to 

facilitate programme implementation. Firstly, the experience of the staff working with 

young people and having relationships with pre-existing or parallel programmes 

facilitated the delivery of interventions (Fraker et al., 2011b). A later evaluation by Fraker 

and colleagues (2014) found that hiring local staff made the delivery providers seem 

more relatable and trusted in the local contexts.  Likewise, Wasserman et al. (2019) for 

the Bridges to Pathways Program argued that hiring staff with lived experience or similar 

backgrounds as their target population was a facilitator of delivery. Staff’s prior 

experience in the local context and work with young people facilitated the building of 

trust between them and the programme’s participants (Wasserman et al., 2019). Indeed, 

the absence of requirements for relevant staff work experience was reported to 

potentially impact the effectiveness of programme delivery (Bauer et al., 2014; Tapper et 

al., 2009). 

Secondly, concerning caseloads, three programme reports found that low ratios of staff 

to participants facilitated the delivery of provision, whilst large caseloads could slow it 

down (Wasserman et al., 2019; Fraker et al., 2014; Hillage et al., 2008). 

Barriers 

Two significant barriers concerning staff conditions were identified across the 

programmes. The initial barriers pertained to the inadequate training of staff, often a 

consequence of the expedited contractual agreements that demanded the provision 

of services for young people. These contracts were frequently contingent upon the rapid 

recruitment of staff, resulting in limited time for the implementation of comprehensive 

training programmes. For instance, in the case of the NYC Justice Corps, most staff 

members were recruited within a month of the programme's initiation, resulting in a 

limited timeframe for training. This shortfall in training could result in further challenges 

during implementation, including a more limited implementation of programme 

components or varying offer of services to young people, whereby early participants 

may have received more limited services than those who joined late in the delivery 

timeframe. As Wasserman and colleagues (2019) observed in their study of the Bridges 

to Pathways Program in Chicago, the absence of staff training in social and emotional 

learning during the intervention resulted in a limited delivery of the programme’s 

curricular coverage. 

The second barrier concerning staffing issues related to staff turnover. A particularly 

salient issue was identified as the high turnover of staff, which was found to undermine 

delivery numbers. This was due to the fact that the remaining staff were not always 
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capable of covering the provision for young people. For example, Fraker et al. (2014), 

described that staff turnover was a barrier because it first eroded young people’s trust 

with the programme, and second, because it challenged the continuity of provision. 

Newton and colleagues (2009) also offered explanations regarding why turnover 

presented challenges, especially when observing that programmes heavily relied on 

young people and key workers building a relationship, which demanded that the same 

member of staff worked with a participant.  

Partnerships 

Most of the interventions examined employed delivery models that relied on the 

establishment of formal or informal partnerships with other organisations. It is noteworthy 

that partnerships fulfilled diverse functions, contingent on the intervention in question. In 

the case of a number of programmes, the intention behind these partnerships was for 

them to establish networks capable of expanding the programmes' scope and offering 

young people a supplementary means through which to engage with and meet their 

needs (Atkinson & Cutmore 2022; Cramer et al., 2019; Fraker et al., 2011; Martinez et al., 

2010; Hasluck, 2000). A variety of areas of complementary provision were identified, 

encompassing educational, vocational, faith-based, youth-oriented, voluntary and 

other employment-related domains. Alternatively, some programmes viewed 

partnerships as a means for young people to strengthen their ties with the community, or 

vice versa, for the community to modify the prevailing views of the population of young 

people engaging in the programmes (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Bauer et al., 2014). 

Finally, some partnerships sought to strategically position the intervention within the 

established policy environment, inserting the intervention within pre-existing governance 

arrangements (i.e. use of local skills or education boards to steer a few projects in the 

case of Youth Employment Initiative, 2017).  

A number of the partnerships established by the programmes were considered informal 

and therefore originated from pre-existing ties between the providers and other 

organisations in the local area (Fraker et al., 2011b; Tapper et al., 2009), or even, 

between members of staff and their personal professional networks, as mentioned 

above (Fraker et al., 2011b). 

Facilitators 

Several elements were found across interventions that served as facilitators of 

implementation. These included: an integrated delivery; local experience; community-

based activities; and recurrent partnership work for attaining market outcomes.  
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A common facilitator identified in the review of partnership work was the engagement 

of interventions in the establishment of relationships with organisations and/or services 

that complemented, yet did not compete with or replace, the provision of their partners. 

For instance, the Youth Employment Initiative in the UK sought to partner with various 

entities to augment its existing policies and initiatives, including traineeships, 

apprenticeships, and services provided by Jobcentre Plus. However, it was regarded as 

a supplement to this provision, as it furnished more bespoke, extensive and 

comprehensive assistance for a distinct target group that is typically more disengaged 

from the labour market (Atkinson et al., 2017).  

A specific design feature of complementary provision that furthered the partnerships 

approach, identified in two of the reviewed interventions, was co-location of delivery 

providers with other provision. For instance, an evaluation of the Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects in Colorado found that the co-location of their provision with 

Workforce Centers enabled them to assist participants in accessing and utilising the 

services provided by the latter, and to leverage the connections of Workforce Centers 

to their own offer, thereby gaining access to a range of external services for their young 

people (Fraker et al., 2011a). A similar approach was adopted in the Youth Employment 

Initiative in the UK, where the delivery of services was co-located with related services, 

such as children's centres or hubs offering a range of community services. This initiative 

aimed to provide young people with access to specialised support, facilitate data 

sharing and cross-referrals, and ensure seamless coordination of services (Atkinson & 

Cutmore, 2022). 

It was observed in several of the reviewed programmes that a history or close affiliation 

with the local community on the part of the delivery providers was instrumental in 

facilitating the establishment of partnerships and subsequent work (Newton et al., 2014; 

Tapper et al., 2009). As an illustration, in the context of the NYC Justice Corps, delivery 

providers were organisations described as having "roots" in the target communities. It 

was hypothesised that this would facilitate the rebuilding of relationships between 

participants and the local community. Indeed, for this programme providers established 

a substantial network of internship providers, facilitated by the project's well-earned 

reputation within the community (Bauer et al., 2014). In contrast, the absence of local 

experience and knowledge was identified as a barrier to delivery in collaboration with 

partners. As posited by Newton and colleagues (2014), the evaluation of Youth 

Contracts indicated that, in instances where delivery providers were not established in 

the area, the necessity to foster collaboration with partners was regarded as being 

considerably more resource-intensive and time-consuming. This, in turn, resulted in delays 

to the initiation of provision. 
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In the case of two interventions, the Youth Employment Initiative and the NYC Justice 

Corps, it was evidenced that the inclusion of community-based activities within the 

implementation design helped to positively reframe the relationships between young 

people and their community (Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022; Bauer et al., 2014). Regarding 

the NYC Justice Corps, community-based projects progressively gained traction within 

the design of the programme's delivery, focusing on conducting work that provided 

valuable and long-lasting improvements to neighbours. This provided the community 

with the opportunity to observe how young people could participate in projects that 

would be of benefit to themselves and the wider community. In effect, interviewees from 

its evaluation noted that community interest in the NYC Justice Corps increased 

following the completion of each project, which resulted in several local organisations 

requesting to partner with the NYC Justice Corps for future projects (Bauer et al., 2014). 

Finally, partnerships in which delivery providers engaged in recurrent work for the 

purpose of establishing and maintaining relationships with others, were considered to 

facilitate the achievement of employment outcomes in the context of two interventions 

(e.g., Youth Employment Initiative and Transition to Work). Henderson and colleagues 

(2021) found that, in the context of Australian intervention, there was a positive 

correlation between the frequency of contact between providers and employers, and 

the outcomes of this interaction on the labour market. This contact was found to take 

place even daily in some cases. 

Barriers  

Two main barriers were found in relation to partnership work for the implementation of 

the interventions. First, the possible duplication and fragmented delivery by providers, 

and second, potential conflicts of interest.  

In marked contrast to the facilitative role of integrated delivery in facilitating 

programmes, a fragmented delivery model and miscommunication were identified as 

risks for the interventions (Martinez et al., 2010; Hasluck, 2000). As posited by Martinez 

and colleagues (2010), the issues arising from fragmentation and ineffective 

communication could lead to a duplication of efforts. Similarly, Fraker (2014) argued that 

this could result in delays, while Hasluck (2000) posited that it could lead to a lack of 

commitment to the programme. 

Otherwise, in the case of Youth Contracts (Newton et al., 2014) and the Transition to 

Work (Henderson et al., 2019) interventions, the evaluations pointed to the idea that 

competition for resources could pose barriers to implementation. In the specific context 

of Transition to Work, some providers hypothesised that other providers could perceive a 

conflict of interest that made them reluctant to refer suitable young people to them, 
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because it could mean a decrease of their funding (Henderson et al., 2019). For Youth 

Contracts, the initiation of a bidding process to select providers was regarded as 

problematic by Local Authorities. These LAs did not participate in the bidding process, 

did not cooperate on part of the delivery, and caused tension. For this programme, 

schools also perceived conflicts of interest that impeded further cooperation, as they 

deemed that identifying young people in their charge who did not achieve GCSE A*-C 

qualifications could pose reputational risks (Newton et al., 2014).  
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Wider Context Influences 
In contrast to the other sections of the report, the broader contextual influences were 

found to be multifaceted, exhibiting a dual role in terms of their impact over 

implementation determinants. This is because they could be regarded as both 

facilitators and barriers, depending on the specific content referenced by each theme. 

This section is divided into two broad themes, starting with a review of policy and 

governance considerations, and followed by labour market and economic conditions 

aspects.  

Policy and Government Priorities 

As is apparent from the findings of this study, policy and governmental priorities were 

found to have played a significant yet not unexpected role in each of the interventions 

under review. This can be attributed to a number of factors. Firstly, government priorities 

may have led to the development of policies that included or enabled the design and 

implementation of these programmes, their scope and funding. Secondly, these 

programmes may have been modified after initial implementation. The NYC Justice 

Corps offers a prime example of how governmental priorities influence an 

implementation's delivery process over time. It is noteworthy that this intervention 

originated from a report submitted by the Commission for Economic Opportunity to New 

York City's Mayor, recommending the administration to consider a civic Justice Corps 

model to engage and provide meaningful opportunities for court-involved youths (Bauer 

et al, 2014). This model was adopted and launched in 2008 by the Mayor's Office in 

collaboration with other institutions, but expanded in 2012 with increased funding, and 

redesigned in 2015 to better align to new priorities and strategies (Cramer et al., 2019).  

In the UK, government priorities and the broader context also resulted in the 

establishment of programmes. For instance, Jobs Growth Wales was conceived as a 

response to the issue of rapidly rising youth unemployment in Wales and was informed 

by the Welsh Government Child Poverty Strategy priorities and objectives, which were 

produced in 2011 (Ipsos Mori et al., 2016). Moreover, to illustrate how governmental 

priorities can result in programme modification in this nation, the New Deal for Young 

People (NAO, 2002) was found to be redesigned due to the Government's Green Paper 

"Towards Full Employment in a Modern Society", which contained proposals for 

enhancing its design. 

Besides, as previously stated, several of the programmes sought to function as a 

supplement to other existing offers. Crucially, the extent to which an intervention’s 

design aligned with, or overlapped with, existing or parallel services available to young 
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people influenced its implementation. This was particularly evident in the context of 

Youth Contract, where Newton and colleagues (2014) discovered that alterations in the 

funding conditions of programmes and local authorities, alongside the configuration of 

parallel programmes, influenced the outcomes that could be achieved. 

Otherwise, across the reviewed interventions, a variety of funding and commissioning 

models were identified, although findings on the influence of these models on 

implementation were not frequently discussed. However, it should be noted that the 

Transition to Work and Youth Contract interventions represented exceptions to this 

generalisation. The two models displayed marked differences. Transition to Work 

adopted a funding model that providers considered to be conducive to sustainable 

funding and deemed achievable in terms of performance outcomes. In more detail, the 

model comprised an initial payment for each place funded, with subsequent quarterly 

instalments, payment for outcomes and a bonus for outcomes exceeding targets 

(Henderson et al., 2019). Conversely, in the context of the Youth Contract case, a 

payment-by-results (PbR) model was implemented, giving rise to divergent perspectives 

on its efficacy and sustainability for delivery providers (Newton et al., 2014). One PbR 

example included a model with six phases in which payments were tied to attachment 

(12 per cent), initial assessment (12 per cent), action plan generation (12 per cent), initial 

re-engagement (20 per cent) and re-engagement at six months (32 per cent). For this 

model, participants were provided with different total amounts according to the degree 

of disadvantage in the local area (Newton et al., 2014).  

Finally, although this finding was isolated, evidence was provided that the media could 

also potentially have an effect on implementation. This was exemplified by the Youth 

Contract intervention. Given its high profile, the initiative merited close observation; 

however, this scrutiny frequently resulted in misinterpretation of its implementation and, 

consequently, unfavourable media coverage (Newton et al., 2014). 

Labour Market and Economic Conditions 

A central finding concerning labour market and economic conditions for the 

implementation of the interventions was summarised by the NAO (2002) analysis of the 

New Deal for Young People. This analysis advanced the argument that the effect of the 

intervention could be expected to be sustainable, if it adapted to changes in the 

economy. Indeed, a close analysis of the reviewed sources revealed that changes in 

both national and local economic conditions affected implementation in a variety of 

ways. Firstly, the potential adherence of programmes to their budgetary forecasts was 

considered. For instance, as the National Audit Office (NAO, 2002) has observed, 

favourable or improving economic conditions could even result in under-spending.   
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Secondly, the economy also played a role in affecting the demand and offer of 

placements, either in terms of employment, apprenticeships or traineeships. As Hasluck 

(2000) argued in his analysis of the New Deal for Young People, improved market 

conditions resulted in increased job opportunities, which, in turn, led to enhanced 

implementation outcomes.  In contrast, Atkinson's and Cutmore (2022) research 

identified that a challenge to the delivery of the Youth Employment Initiative was the 

limited number of suitable apprenticeships available in some contexts. In a similar vein, 

Fraker and colleagues (2012) concluded that a weak economy offers limited 

opportunities for young people seeking employment, and that they face heightened 

competition to secure placements.   

Thirdly, economic priorities could also add to the intervention’s design specific emphasis, 

such as targeting specific sector areas. This was especially evident in the case of the 

NYC Justice Corps. Following its redesign in 2016, the programme incorporated a sector 

focus (i.e. construction, retail, etc.) into its activities. The objective of this change was to 

enable clients to develop skills and experience, and to obtain certifications in industries 

that experienced an increased demand for skilled workers in the area (Cramer et al., 

2019).  

Finally, local economies played a role in influencing the offer available for programme 

provision, particularly in the case of rural or remote contexts. This phenomenon was 

observed in the context of Activity Agreements in the UK and in the Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects in the USA, particularly in the state of West Virginia. In this latter 

setting, Fraker and colleagues (2012) found it was particularly challenging to provide 

employment services due to reduced levels of economic activity, with a small number 

of alternative services available. Similarly, in the UK, the implementation of Activity 

Agreements encountered challenges in certain areas where it was more difficult to 

source individualised provision, primarily due to geographical location and rural 

conditions, which limited the options available to young people (Newton et al., 2009). 
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Quality assessment of included 
papers  
Confidence in included studies was assessed using the relevant checklist from the 

codebook developed by Howard White and colleagues for the YEG map and reviews. 

The checklist includes a list of 10 questions (details are provided in Appendix B) with no 

responses rated as low, partially as medium and yes as high. Table 2 provides the details 

of the quality assessment for each included paper.  
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Table 2. Quality assessment 

 
Intervention  Country  Paper (First author, year)  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q5  Q6  Q7  Q8  Q9  Q10  

Activity Agreements UK    Hillage et al., 2008 Y Y Y Y P I N  Y L 

   Newton et al., 2009 Y Y Y Y P P N  Y L 

Jobs Growth Wales UK Ipsos Mori et al., 2016 Y Y Y Y P I N  Y L 

New Deal for Young 

People  

UK Hasluck, 2000 Y Y N  N N Y Y Y L 

NAO, 2002 Y Y Y Y P I Y Y Y L 

Youth Contract for 16 

– 17 year-olds 

UK Newton et al., 2014 N - N N N N Y Y Y L 

Youth Employment 

Initiative  

UK  Atkinson et al., 2017  Y Y Y Y P P Y Y Y M 

Atkinson & Cutmore, 2022  Y Y Y Y P I Y Y Y L 

Transition to Work  Australia  Jankovic et al., 2019  Y Y Y Y P I Y Y Y L 

Henderson et al., 2021  Y Y Y Y N N Y Y Y L 

Bridges to Pathways 

Program  

USA  Wasserman et al., 2019  Y Y Y Y Y P N 

 

Y L 

New York City Justice 

Corps  

USA  Bauer et al., 2014  Y Y Y Y Y I N 

 

Y L 

Cramer et al., 2019  N 

 

N 

 

Y I N 

 

Y L 

Tapper et al., 2009  Y Y Y Y Y P N 

 

Y L 

Youth Transition 

Demonstration Projects 

USA  Cobb et al., 2018  Y Y N 

 

P P N 

 

Y L 

Fraker, 2011a (Colorado)  Y Y N 

 

N N Y Y Y L 

Fraker, 2011b (CUNY)  Y Y N 

 

N N Y Y Y L 

Fraker et al., 2012  Y Y N 

 

N N Y Y Y L 

Fraker et al., 2014  Y P N 

 

Y P N 

 

Y L 

Martinez et al., 2010  Y Y N 

 

N N N 

 

Y L 

Note.  Y = yes, N = no, P = partially, I = insufficient detail, L = low, M = medium. The last column, Q10, indicates the overall 

score for each paper.  
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Discussion of implications for 
policy and practice 
The evidence on active labour market programmes for young people demonstrates the 

complexity of their design and raises several implications for policy and practice, which 

are discussed below. 

Complexity of Active Labour Market Programmes blends programme components 

In general, the complexity of the examined implementation and process literature of 

active labour market programmes (ALMPS) with employment services for young people 

across the UK, USA and Australia was highlighted in discussions of inherently integrated 

programme elements that make it difficult to separate individual components from 

different aspects of programme delivery. For example, dynamic, flexible approaches to 

personalising programme activities led to shifts of support that changed according to 

participant needs and goals. This flexibility, which resulted in different people 

experiencing the same programmes differently, confounded close scrutiny of 

programme components across delivery.  

The inclusion of central staff (e.g. key workers, advisers) who often coordinated multiple 

services from a single point of contact for participants in UK programmes also 

embedded complications related to pinpointing individual programme components 

(e.g., working with participants to be ready for work could include employment 

coaching to help participants with issues around starting a new job and/or financial 

assistance for travelling to their job). Programmes sometimes also included wraparound 

support, with a holistic approach to delivering support to young people to help them 

prepare to enter the labour market. The inclusion of a ‘holistic’ model inherently creates 

difficulties for highlighting different programme components.  

Features of effective programme and staff roles to support young people 

The evidence does suggest that effective interventions for young people include 

intensive, personalised support and are able to effectively utilise relationships with 

employers. However, in general, employers tend to have limited roles in interventions 

and historically have not been leading interventions. Focus instead should sit on the 

sustainability of programme funding and the ability of programmes to hire and maintain 

well-trained staff members who have the skillsets needed for specific programmes. The 

use of skilled programme staff and implementation of structured case management 

alongside the provision of work-related activity, such as internships or job search 
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assistance, were also beneficial for improving young people’s outcomes (e.g. entry into 

employment or education).   

Most of the interventions utilised dedicated staff roles engaged in case management. 

These staff members in the UK were often referred to as key workers, case workers, 

personal advisers or coordinators and served to provide tailored support and to manage 

the progression of young people through the programmes. Case workers of the Youth 

Employment Initiative were able to create trusted relationships with participants, which 

helped them to engage in action planning that addressed participant barriers to 

employment. Additionally, key workers of the Youth Contract for 16- to 17-year-olds 

delivered intensive mentoring support that involved addressing barriers often faced by 

young people who were long-term NEET prior to entering employment, including 

benefits, housing and health issues. The Connexions Personal Advisers of the Activity 

Agreements programme were able to aid participants’ progression in the programme 

by organising activities around the employment goals of the young people. Personal 

Advisers of the New Deal for Young People were a key element of the programme, 

utilising a tailored approach which addressed individual participant needs and 

situations. Managing Agents of Jobs Growth Wales offered light-touch mentoring to 

participants, which focussed on supporting participants with job readiness and 

remaining on the programme throughout its proper duration. In the USA, case 

management also featured in programmes as general programme elements that were 

not tied to individual staff roles. For example, the Youth Transition Demonstration Projects 

utilised person-centred planning and coordination of services to assist participants in 

identifying training/careers goals and provide benefits counselling.  

Balance between national strategies and local setting adaptations 

The locations of programme delivery have implications across different elements of 

implementation. This is especially relevant in the UK as local authorities become 

integrated into Mayoral Strategic Authorities. The Activity Agreements pilots covered 

large geographical areas, which, at the time of delivery, encompassed multiple local 

authorities. Many of these local authorities have now been restructured to form parts of 

Mayoral Strategic Authorities (e.g., the Greater Manchester Combined Authority, 

Liverpool City Region Combined Authority, West Midlands Combined Authority). This has 

implications for the strategic coordination and scale of interventions. Mayoral Strategic 

Authorities encompass a broader regional scale than typical local authorities, which 

leads to the need for coordinating employment services across wider geographies and 

allowing for approaches tailored to different communities within the same region.  

Stemming from these findings, a central implication for policy is the importance of 

building in flexibility in programme delivery. For example, programmes benefited from 
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allowing for local variations in delivery models and the ability to adapt to local labour-

market conditions. This suggests that a balance between national strategy and tailoring 

to local contexts is often critical for programme effectiveness. Additionally, ALMPs that 

focus on holistic models that address not only job searching and employability, for 

example, but also address additional barriers to entering the labour market are 

particularly effective.   

Young people’s voice 

In the production of this review we did not engage with a youth panel. Future research 

building on the Toolkit should therefore consider how to build a sustainable and 

meaningful approach to engagement of young people in the context of highly 

technical and complex research. In these contexts, capacity-building activities may be 

required to support youth participants to become more familiar with the research 

processes and subject matter, whereas more 'light-touch' approaches may risk a 'tick-

box' approach to participatory research practices. 

Conclusion 

Overall, there are several implementation factors that have the potential to inform future 

design and delivery of youth employment ALMPS, including the following:   

• Flexible provision that adapts to local needs and the needs of young people, 

including offering personalised support, can help to strengthen programme 

engagement and outcomes   

• Needs assessment and action planning are key to supporting tailored provision 

(noting that job plans should be co-produced with participants to build motivation 

and ownership)  

• Partnerships with employers and community organisations are central to ensuring 

effective support offers, with effectiveness depending on clear communication and 

shared priorities  

• A focus on staff expertise and leadership is critical for programmes to be successful, 

especially since staff recruitment and retention can be a challenge  

• Steering groups and advisory boards help to align interventions with broader policy 

frameworks and strengthen coordination between stakeholders  

• Resources and staffing structures often influence programme delivery (e.g. staff 

turnover, dependence on short-term staff contracts and limited provision in rural 

areas tend to create challenges for delivering programmes effectively)  
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Appendix A 

Inclusion/exclusion criteria 

This review focusses on the implementation and process evaluations (IPEs) of 

employment services components of ALMPs identified from included studies in the 

CNMA review (https://osf.io/dbfkr). We aimed to include papers that are rich in IPE data 

(i.e. include qualitative discussion of the IPE quant and qual data) and excluded those 

that do not contain a lot of IPE data.   

Papers were considered eligible for inclusion if they addressed, even partially, at least 

two of the five research questions (as discussed in the Introduction chapter) through 

quantitative measures and/or qualitative accounts, or if they provided considerable 

depth for one of the research questions. All other inclusion and exclusion criteria were 

the same as for the CNMA review (as noted below).      

1. Population  

Individuals aged between 15 years and 35 years. As defined by the intervention’s target 

population being individuals aged between 15-35 years, the mean age of the study 

population sample being between 15-35 years, or the study reporting a subgroup 

analysis for a population within the range of 15-35 years.  

b) Exclusion criteria:  

Individuals aged less than 15 years and greater than 35 years. Including mixed age 

group samples with over 35-year-olds or under 16-year-olds, without data for those in the 

15-35 age range presented separately or if the mean age is unspecified or cannot be 

calculated.  

2. Intervention  

a) Inclusion criteria:  

Employment services components of ALMPs identified from included studies in the 

CNMA review. Employment services are defined as services that aim to equip young 

people with the skills to identify work that is suitable and meaningful to them, search for 

and secure jobs. In supporting young people these services can offer targeted provision 

to young people and employers. For young people this includes job-search preparation 

and assistance, job matching and brokerage. For those most distant from the labour 

market, employment services may mobilise additional and more extensive support 

services from subcontractors and the third sector. Employment services often engage 

https://osf.io/dbfkr
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with employers to understand their vacancies and skills gaps, with aims to prepare 

young people to be able to fill these. To support young people’s take-up of jobs, 

financial assistance for travel and expenses may be offered. Employment services will 

also collaborate with community partners and regional governments to link to wider 

public services and industry/employer bodies to ensure connection to local labour 

markets. Employment services components include:  

• Job Search Preparation  

• Job Search Assistance  

• Employment Counselling  

• Employment Coaching  

• Financial Assistance  

Definitions for each component are included in the Table 1 in the previous section on 

definitions and characterisation of employment services.  

b) Exclusion criteria:  

This review has excluded ALMPs that solely use other components.    

3. Comparison  

In the CNMA, the comparator could be usual services, no intervention, other services or 

wait-list control. However, the current reviewed focused solely on implementation of the 

selected interventions and this criterion was focussed on the impact evaluations.  

4. Outcome  

a) Inclusion criteria:  

Studies that report any quantitative measure and/or qualitative account of:   

• Acceptability  

• Adoption/uptake   

• Appropriateness   

• Feasibility   

• Fidelity   
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• Implementation cost  

• Reach/Penetration  

• Sustainability  

• Implementation barriers and facilitators relating to outer/inner context and 

components/programme factors.  

b) Exclusion criteria:  

Studies that only examine other outcomes.  

5. Study design  

a) Inclusion criteria:  

We are interested in any primary qualitative studies, mixed-method studies and 

quantitative studies that report implementation and process evaluations.  

b) Exclusion criteria:  

Non-primary studies: this includes systematic review, meta-analyses and literature 

reviews. Studies that do not report the results of primary studies, including: protocols, 

commentaries.   

6. Setting  

a) Inclusion criteria:  

Studies conducted in high-income countries as defined by the World Bank (2024).  

b) Exclusion criteria:  

Studies conducted in countries not defined as high-income by the World Bank (2024).  

  

https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
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Appendix B 

Quality assessment checklist 

Q1: Is the qualitative methodology described?  

Possible responses to Q1: Yes, No (if no, skip to Q3)  

Q2: Is the qualitatively methodology appropriate to address the evaluation questions?  

Possible responses to Q2: Yes, Partially, No, Insufficient detail  

Q3: Is the recruitment or sampling strategy described?  

Possible responses to Q3: Yes, No (if no, skip to Q5)  

Q4: Is the recruitment or sampling strategy appropriate to address the evaluation 

questions?  

Possible responses to Q4: Yes, Partially, No, Insufficient detail  

Q5: Are the researcher's own position, assumptions and possible biases outlined?  

Possible responses to Q5: Yes, Partially, No  

Q6: Have ethical considerations been sufficiently considered?  

Possible responses to Q6: Yes, Partially, No, Insufficient detail  

Q7: Is the data analysis approach adequately described?  

Possible responses to Q7: Yes, No (if no, skip to Q9)  

Q8: Is the data analysis sufficiently rigorous?  

Possible responses to Q8: Yes, Partially, No  

Q9: Are the implications or recommendations clearly based in the evidence from the 

study?  

Possible responses to Q9: Yes, Partially, No  
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Q10: Overall score, which uses the weakest link in the chain principle (i.e., is the lowest 

score on any item)  

Possible responses to Q10: High - high on all items, Medium - no lower than medium on 

any item, Low - at least one low  

The quality assessment for each paper was completed by one reviewer. A template for 

completing the quality assessment was shared across the research team using 

SharePoint.  

 

  

  

 

 


