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Introduction

 AUTONUMLGL 
Background and aims of the research

 AUTONUMLGL 
The Learning and Skills Council (LSC) commissioned Ipsos MORI and Cambridge Policy Consultants (CPC) to conduct research into how the Apprenticeship programme in London can be expanded to meet the recommendations of Prosperity for all in the global economy – world class skills (published by HM Treasury in December 2006).  Lord Leitch’s report calls for a step change in the major instruments of vocational training, including further education (FE) provision and Apprenticeships.  A significant expansion in structured training provision is required to ensure that England can more than make up for the rapidly developing skills of competing economies. 

 AUTONUMLGL 
In the summer of 2007 Ipsos MORI and CPC interviewed training providers, employers and young people involved in the Apprenticeship programme across three English regions: the North East, the West Midlands and the South East.  The researchers also interviewed employers and young people not involved in the programme.  The findings of this study were reported separately in December 2007.  The LSC wished to undertake a similar exercise in the Greater London region to test the assumption that the labour market and the economy of the capital present a number of challenges to the expansion of the Apprenticeship programme which are distinct from the issues faced in the rest of the country.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
The primary aim of the research in London remained to provide an understanding of employers’ awareness of and attitudes towards the Apprenticeship programme and to aid the LSC to better understand the factors underlying demand for Apprenticeships and to consider how policy changes might bring about expansion.  In addition, we considered the impacts of migrant workers on the uptake of the programme.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Research methodology 

 AUTONUMLGL 
The fieldwork consisted of four elements: 

· Depth interviews with 10 training providers (8 face-to-face interviews and 2 telephone interviews), including 3 colleges and 7 private providers;
· Depth interviews with 10 employers (telephone interviews), including 5 participating employers and 5 non-participating employers;
· A telephone survey with a representative sample of 1,000 employers; and,  

· A booster sample of 1,000 participating employers drawn from the individualised learning records (ILR) dataset.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
The primary structured sample is representative of all employers across London and provides an overview of the ‘market’ for Apprenticeship training in London.  However, only around five per cent of this sample had taken part in the Apprenticeship programme and would not support a robust analysis of the issues in detail.  A large booster sample comprising of employers participating in Apprenticeships was also interviewed in order to understand participants’ views in greater detail across size and sectors.  It also helped to clarify the types of Apprenticeship training being undertaken by companies.  However, we cannot say whether the booster sample is representative of the wider population of employers who use the Apprenticeship programme as the ILR does not offer complete coverage of participating employers. 
 AUTONUMLGL  
London has a distinctly different employment structure to that of the three regions involved in the national research on expanding Apprenticeships.  Figure 1.1 highlights that in comparison to the North East, West Midlands and South East combined, London has proportionately fewer small to medium employers.  This is significant as this group has higher participation rates in the Apprenticeship programme. 
Figure 1.1:  Difference between London and 3 Regions
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Source: Annual Business Inquiry 2006, Nomis.

 AUTONUMLGL  
The relatively high proportion of companies in the 2 to 4 size band from the Annual Business Inquiry is due to this group including single person businesses which were excluded from the two survey samples.  While we are not able to say categorically that proportionately more employers participating in Apprenticeships are drawn from these size bands, it is the case that the sample of participating firms does contain proportionately more companies with 5 to 249 employees.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Case study interviews in the national research and to some extent in the London fieldwork have suggested that Apprenticeships are particularly onerous for very small firms and that many large companies tend to use their own in-house training programmes.  The point is that in comparison to the three regions, because of the particular size structure of its employers, London will have lower engagement of employers on a like-for-like basis.
Figure 1.2:  Size structure of participants, non-participants and London businesses
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N.B. Size bands for ABI are 1-4, 5-24, 25-49, 50-299, 300+

Source: Ipsos MORI surveys of participants and non-participants and NOMIS ABI
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autonumlgl
Key findings

 AUTONUMLGL 
Introduction

 AUTONUMLGL  
This chapter is structured on the basis of three main employer groups, as the policy implications of expanding the Apprenticeship programme are different for each of them:

· Participating employers: the challenge is to encourage these employers to increase their involvement with the Apprenticeship programme – either by taking on additional Apprentices as part of the same framework, or by getting involved with additional frameworks.

· Lapsed employers (employers who have participated in the programme in the past, but are no longer participating): the challenge is to re-engage these employers.

· Non-participating employers (employers who have no previous awareness of Apprenticeships or have not previously participated): the challenge is to engage these employers for the first time.
 AUTONUMLGL 
Market penetration
 AUTONUMLGL  
Market penetration in London sits at 5%
 which is about half the 10% market penetration reported in the national study and slightly lower than the 8% market penetration reported for the South East region.  Market penetration broadly increases with company size and is particularly low (2%) among micro-companies (2 to 4 employees).   

 AUTONUMLGL  
Around two thirds of participating employers in London take on an average of 1 or 2 recruits per year.  This proportion is slightly lower than in the other UK regions: three quarters of employers across the North East, West Midlands and South East employ 1 or 2 recruits. The remaining third of London employers have a higher intake.  The average annual intake of Apprentices among participating employers is higher in London: 4 recruits compared to an average of 2.5 recruits elsewhere.  Average intake of Apprentices in London is higher for each of the different size bands.  For example, micro-companies (2 to 4 employees) in London have an average annual intake of 1.5 compared to 1 elsewhere.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
The number of recruits taken on is determined first and foremost by the company’s business needs, however, this is less pronounced than in other English regions: whereas three fifths of participating employers across the North East, West Midlands and South East pointed to business needs as determining the number of recruits, only just over two fifths of employers (43%) gave this response in London.  Construction and Care are the largest sectors in London with slightly above average percentages responding that business needs determine intake.  There is no clear relationship with company size.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
For London employers, the number of staff in the company was more likely to be important in determining the number of recruits than for employers in the other English regions: 22% of London employers gave this response compared to 14% of employers elsewhere.  This response was mentioned more often by smaller companies (less than 50 employees).  There is no clear sectoral pattern.  Employers offering Construction, Engineering and Business Administration frameworks were less likely to point to the number of staff as an important factor; employers engaged in Health and Beauty frameworks were more likely to see this as an issue.    

 AUTONUMLGL  
Case studies with participating employers supported this view suggesting a relatively high proportion of non-Apprentices were required to support an Apprentice.  This was particularly the case where Apprentice courses were relatively long and where the productivity of the Apprentice in the early stages was perceived to be low.  This was particularly the case in relation to some Construction sector Apprenticeships.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
Lack of skilled people in the labour market did not appear to be a factor in determining the number of Apprentices, as was the case in the other English regions.  The availability of suitably qualified candidates was slightly more important, but technical frameworks had below average responses (with only 5% of employers involved in Engineering frameworks suggesting that this guided their decision-making on annual intake).  This reflects case study discussions with training providers suggesting that lack of suitable young people is not a problem.     

 AUTONUMLGL  
Three fifths of London employers had kept their annual intake of Apprentices roughly the same over the past five years; just over one in four of London employers had increased their intake.  These percentages are similar to the findings from the national study.  Growth in the number of Apprentices appears to have come from large companies: London employers with more than 50 employees were twice as likely to say that they had increased their annual intake than employers with less than 25 employees.  Employers involved in the Business Administration, Construction, Customer Service and Retail and Health, Care and Public Services frameworks were more likely to have increased their intake.  The latter framework (Health, Care and Public Services) had the highest proportion of employers who said that they had decreased their intake (10% compared to 6% overall) suggesting that relative success in the market place is driving expansion and contraction of Apprenticeship numbers.

 AUTONUMLGL  
London employers attributed an increase in their intake mainly to changes in their business needs, as was the case for employers elsewhere.  Changing business needs also played a role in decreases in annual intake, but the availability of and interest from suitably qualified candidates was a stronger factor.     

 AUTONUMLGL  
Awareness of participation is low with almost half of participating employers (46%) unaware of their own involvement in the programme
.  This percentage is slightly higher than the percentage across the North East, West Midlands and South East – across these three regions, 40% of participating employers were unaware of their own participation
.  This low level of awareness amongst participating employers may be partially linked to the way in which some training providers build a bespoke package of training to suit employers’ needs which may draw on different funding stream depending on the eligibility of the learners involved.  Employers in the Construction and Manufacturing sectors were less likely to be unaware of their own participation; proportionally more unaware participants were found in the Financial Services sector and in the Wholesale, Retail, Hotels and Restaurant sectors. 
 AUTONUMLGL   
Participating employers are more than twice as likely to report having had problems with their trainees than with any other aspects of the programme (training provider, content of the training, funding, the amount of administration).  Just over one third had experienced problems with their trainees.  This percentage is slightly higher than the figure reported across the North East, West Midlands and South East (29%). 

 AUTONUMLGL  
Training providers mentioned that some employers were concerned at the lack of balance between accreditation and learning, in particular in the administration and office-based frameworks.  Work-based learning in these frameworks was seen as essential to get the training done but employers were increasingly critical of the training package if it was simply certifying existing skills.  One training provider was offering free online learning to the training package to remedy this, but the focus of payment was still on completion of the NVQ.  Training providers also raised concerns about the Employer Rights and Responsibilities part of the Apprenticeship package – explaining that they are having to do elements of this (e.g. asking employees about bullying or undertaking a health and safety check of premises) under the radar because employers would simply not accept it otherwise.  They also referred to instances where the trainees’ assessment put more emphasis on whether they knew about the company’s health and safety policy than on their skills.               
 AUTONUMLGL  
Participating employers used a number of different channels to recruit young people, including the careers services of schools, colleges or universities (31%), local or regional newspapers (25%), word-of-mouth (18% and Jobcentre Plus (12%).  Just one percent of participating employers cited Connexions as a recruitment channel.  Non-participating employers who recruited young people were almost twice as likely to use Jobcentre Plus (21%) as their main recruitment channel for young people and much less likely to use careers services (13%).  

 AUTONUMLGL 
What drives employer participation?

 AUTONUMLGL  
There are three main reasons why London employers get involved in the Apprenticeship programme – similar to the reasons in given by employers in the national study: 

· To develop the workforce of the future; 

· Because it allows them to “grow their own” and train recruits in their own way of doing things; and,

· Because it helps them with recruitment. 

 AUTONUMLGL  
About two fifths of employers, both in London and across the three other regions refer to their future workforce needs as a reason for participating.  Large companies are more likely to give this reason; responses suggest that this issue cuts across all sectors with percentages being remarkably even.  London employers are less likely than employers elsewhere to use Apprentices to “grow their own”: about one quarter (compared to one third outside London) like the fact that the programme allows them to train their recruits in their own way of doing things.  Again, larger companies were more likely to point to this reason and responses are even across sectors.    

 AUTONUMLGL  
Recruitment difficulties are mentioned as a reason for involvement by just over one in ten of London employers compared to just under one in five of employers across the other English regions.  In London, Construction and the Electricity, Gas and Water sectors were almost twice as likely to refer to recruitment difficulties (20%); at framework level, employers involved in Engineering frameworks were most likely to report recruitment difficulties as a reason for involvement in the programme (17%).      

 AUTONUMLGL  
When asked how the Apprenticeship programme helps recruitment, just under one third of London employers (31%) responded that it did not help at all with recruitment – outside London, less than one in five (18%) thought it did not help at all.  Only 6% of London employers thought the Apprenticeship programme helped them with recruitment through widening the pool of recruits (compared to 15% outside London).  London employers are more likely than other employers to refer to the importance of the qualification to the individual and to participate for reasons of social conscience.   

 AUTONUMLGL 
Expansion amongst participating employers

 AUTONUMLGL  
Just over one in five of the participating London employers indicated that nothing would encourage them to recruit additional Apprentices – similar to the figures for the other three regions.  The key factors which would encourage participating employers to take on additional Apprentices are outlined below:

· External factors: An upturn in business prospects was most likely to encourage London employers to recruit additional Apprentices but this was far less pronounced than among employers in the national study: less than one in three of London employers mentioned this factor compared to more than half of employers across the North East, West Midlands and South East.  

· Additional government funding: would encourage a substantial minority to increase Apprenticeship numbers – by helping companies to mitigate some of the risks involved in taking on an Apprentice for example through  compensation for lost staff time or in case the trainee drops out.  

· Accreditation of existing training: There is particular interest in a scheme which would allow the incorporation of in-house training in an Apprenticeship qualification.  The advantage of this was perceived to be through allowing the accreditation of existing training; the additional financial support for existing training; and indirect benefits for example by supporting recruitment and retention of staff.

· Expansion for over 25s: Although the employer survey suggested interest in Apprenticeships for employees over 25 the case studies suggested a large variance in support, for example some Construction sector employers felt that they would not get any demand from over 25s due to the low wages that an Apprentice would receive.  Some Financial sector employers were more positive although they tended to state a preference for using this approach to upskill and motivate existing employees rather than for new recruits. About one quarter of employers would cease to recruit Apprentices under 25 if they were allowed to train Apprentices over 25. 

· Programme-led: Some employers also stated an interest in the programme-led approach.  As discussed above this was popular with employers who had Apprentices which had a relatively low level of productivity in their initial year(s).  It was also viewed as a way in which employers could pre-assess the motivation of their potential employers, particularly among employers who had experienced high levels of drop outs in the past.

· Cross sectoral frameworks (Customer Service, Management, Sales, Business Administration) appeared to be more popular amongst participating London employers than participating employers in other regions.  Almost two thirds of London employers thought that it was very or fairly likely that they would consider at least one of these four frameworks.  Half of London employers thought that it was very or fairly likely that they would consider participating in the Customer Service framework (compared to two fifths of employers outside London); a quarter of participating London employers thought that this was very likely.  Medium and large companies were more likely to be interested Customer Service framework, as were micro-companies (2 to 4 employees); companies in the service sectors tended to be more interested, in particular employers in the Wholesale, Retail, Hotels and Restaurants sector, Financial sector (small sample size) and Other Services sector; there was below average interest from the Education, Health and Public Administration sector.  Only about one in four of employers in the Construction and Engineering sectors were very or fairly likely to consider the Customer Services framework.           
· Marketing by training providers:
Almost three fifths of   participating employers (57%) had been asked by a training provider whether they were interested in taking on additional Apprentices – which is marginally higher than the percentage in other English regions (54%).  Only just over one in five (23% – compared to 20% outside London) had been asked whether they were interested in getting involved in a different framework.  
· Frustrated demand: One in ten participating employers had asked to take on additional Apprentices and had been told it was not possible – this percentage is similar to the findings of the national study.  Levels of frustrated demand were higher in the Service sectors and lower in the Manufacturing sectors.  Levels of frustrated demand were similar among employers in different size bands, with the exception of micro-employers (less than 4 employees) who were less likely to report that they had asked for additional Apprentices and been told it was not possible.    

 AUTONUMLGL  
Depth interviews with training providers identified some challenges to expansion (both among participating employers and non-participating employers).  Some providers saw clear opportunities for expansion but linked this to deliberate expansion strategies and in particular a need to invest in expanding capacity and in maintaining high quality: expanding provision implies recruitment by training providers of additional, possibly less experienced, staff and thus investment in staff development.  One provider was optimistic about offering a range of frameworks to people in the car industry but felt that this type of expansion would require upfront investment.      
 AUTONUMLGL 
Why do employers cease to participate?

 AUTONUMLGL  
Just under 7% of employers had previously participated in the programme but were no longer participating at the time of the interview
.  Their reasons for involvement in the programme were similar to currently participating employers: they valued the opportunity to train the workforce of the future (28%) or train staff in their own way of doing things (19%).  Recruitment difficulties had been a driver for 8% of companies.  One in six employers referred to qualification requirements. 

 AUTONUMLGL  
About 15% of these lapsed employers did not know why they were no longer involved or indicated that there was no particular reason.  For 13% of lapsed employers, a bad experience with the trainee had been the reason for dropping out (compared to 8% elsewhere in England).  In other English regions, the fact that all staff had been fully trained was the most common reason but this factor hardly played in London at all possibly linked to higher levels of staff turnover.     

 AUTONUMLGL  
London lapsed employers tended to be more critical of their experience of the Apprenticeship programme than lapsed employers in other parts of the country.  Only just over half of London lapsed employers rate the Apprenticeship programme very or fairly good in terms of value for money or its capacity of delivering the skills needed for the job whereas outside London the respective percentages are 68% and 73%.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
At the same time, two thirds of lapsed employers considered it very or fairly likely that they would get involved again in the Apprenticeship programme if they were contacted by a training provider with a bespoke offer (compared to half of employers across the North East, West Midlands and the South East).  Only just over one in ten of London lapsed employers thought it was not at all likely that they would not get involved in this case.  Among other non-participants (employers who have never participated in the programme), just over two fifths thought it was very or fairly likely that they would get involved if contacted with a bespoke offer.   Surprisingly, two thirds of lapsed employers indicated that they would not know where to go for advice if they were interested in participating again.     

 AUTONUMLGL 
Non-participating employers

 AUTONUMLGL  
The third group, employers who have never participated in the programme, represent more than four fifths of all London employers.  This is similar to the percentage reported in the national study.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Awareness is a major barrier for this group – as was the case in other parts of England: 

· Figures suggest slightly lower levels of awareness and knowledge of the programme in London compared to the three other English regions.  Just over one in three of London non-participants had never heard about the programme (compared to one in three outside London); one in four had heard about the programme but knew nothing about it (compared to just over one in five outside London); one in seven felt they knew a great deal or fair amount about the programme (compared to just under one in five outside London).  Awareness increases with company size.    

· Only about one in ten of non-participants were aware of an Apprenticeship framework specific to their sector – lower than in the other three English regions (one in seven).  Employers in the Education, Health and Public Administration sectors were more likely to be aware of a framework specific to their sector.  Almost three in five of non-participants were not aware of any cross-sectoral frameworks (Business Administration, Customer Service, Marketing, Sales) – marginally higher than in the other three English regions. 

· More than three quarters of London non-participants would not know where to go for advice if they were interested in the Apprenticeship programme.  This is higher than the findings of the national study (two thirds).  Employers in the Education, Health and Public Administration and Other Services sectors were more likely to know where to go.  

· Only about one in seven of London non-participants had ever been contacted by a training provider about the Apprenticeship programme
.  This is slightly lower than the findings for the national study (one in six).  Broadly speaking, smaller companies were less likely to have been contacted than larger companies.  Companies in the Wholesale, Retail, Hotel and Restaurants sectors were slightly less likely to have been contacted.  As reported in the national study, non-participants were less likely to have first heard about the Apprenticeship programme through a training provider and more likely through media advertising (compared to participating employers).  

 AUTONUMLGL  
Lack of awareness among London employers was not the only problem.  Just over one quarter of non-participating employers who had recruited someone over the last three years had recruited a 16-18 year old school leaver and only two fifths had recruited a 19-24 year old school/college leaver.  Percentages for 16-18 year olds are similar to the other English regions, but recruitment of 19-24 year olds was higher outside London: about half of employers across the North East, West Midlands and South East who had recruited someone in the last three years had recruited a 19-24 year old.     

 AUTONUMLGL  
Less than one in six of non-participating employers who had heard about the programme had considered getting involved – similar to the findings from the national study.  The likelihood of having considered involvement broadly increased with company size.  Employers in the Wholesale, Retail, Hotel and Restaurant sector were less likely to have considered participation.  About half of non-participating employers who had previously been contacted by a training provider had considered getting involved, compared to only 10% of employers who had never been contacted about the programme.  More than one in three employers had considered involvement in the programme because they were anticipating future workforce needs.  The single most important reason for not going ahead with the programme despite considering participation, quoted by one in four of employers, was that they were too busy to get involved.  One in five commented that they did not know why they had decided against involvement or that there was no particular reason for not going ahead with the programme.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Can non-participating employers be encouraged to participate?

 AUTONUMLGL  
More than two in five of all non-participants (including lapsed) thought it was very or fairly likely that they would get involved in the Apprenticeship programme if a training provided contacted them with a bespoke offer.  The likelihood of getting involved broadly increases with company size and is slightly less pronounced in the Construction sector, but is fairly evenly distributed among employers of different sectors and sizes.  The overall proportion is slightly higher than the findings of the national study.  Just over one in four thought it was not at all likely that they would get involved if contacted with a bespoke offer.  Micro-companies (less than 4 employees) were more likely to give this response: more than one in three thought it was not at all likely that they would get involved.  Among lapsed employers the percentage of employers who believe they are very or fairly likely to consider involvement if contacted with a bespoke offer increases to two thirds; among non-participants who have considered involvement in the past, the percentage raises to more than three in four.  
 AUTONUMLGL  
Three in ten of non-participants responded that nothing would encourage them to participate in the programme.  Smaller companies are more likely to say that nothing would encourage their participation in Apprenticeships than larger firms: just under one in three of companies with fewer than 25 employees and one in five of those over 25 employees.  In contrast, business needs were seen by 36% of the largest companies as a key driver for future participation in the programmes but less significant for smaller firms (6% for those with fewer than 25 employees).  Having said this, 8% of smaller firms reported that an upturn in business prospects would have an impact on their willingness to participate.  Few other factors rated a mention, although the costs of participation were an issue for smaller companies with fewer than 50 employees (6%) and the quality of learner was an issue for 8% of larger companies.

 AUTONUMLGL  
The case studies highlighted a number of barriers to uptake amongst non-participating employers:

· Awareness – one in three employers had never heard of the programme.  Training providers felt that LSC marketing had been too focussed on marketing the programme to young people rather than employers.  Employers had very low awareness of frameworks which were in areas which were not core to their business but many expressed interest in some of these areas such as Business Administration.

· Employer perceptions – Amongst Financial Services sector employers in particular there appeared to be limited appeal for NVQs.  Many of these employers would not consider recruiting a school leaver and training them ‘on-the-job’ as they felt that the better quality ‘more intelligent’ candidates would have completed the academic route.  This was felt to be a pre-requisite even for the more junior positions. Similarly, these employers were reluctant to use Apprenticeships to upskill existing staff preferring to invest in more specialised training, perceived as being at higher level or a higher status than NVQs.

· Quality of potential recruits – linked to the above employers in a number of sectors felt that the quality of the majority of young people who had decided to undertake Apprenticeships was low.  In a number of cases this was linked to the age group with employers perceiving that 16-18 year olds having a poor attitude to work.  In the Construction sector employers felt that many young people had quite a stereotypical view of the industry which drove down the quality of recruits.  Training providers commented that was partially due to the role of Connexions who tended to view construction as the career path of choice for young men who had failed in everything else. 

· Lack of a business need – in some sectors, in particular Retail and Hospitality but also in Other Business Services, employers felt they had no need to train staff because large supply of available and willing recruits.   This lack of any business need was felt to be higher in London than in the other regions due to the large, flexible labour market 

· Fit with existing programmes – a number of the larger Retail sector employers already have well mapped out training programmes which meet their needs as a business.  These employers perceive the only advantage of the Apprenticeship over these programmes to be the national recognition for the qualification.  The main scope for expansion to these employers would be in relation to accrediting their existing training.  Although this will allow some additional benefits, for example in ensuring all Apprentices are qualified in key skills and will bring benefits to the individual the additionality of this approach is low.

· Content of the Apprenticeship – some employers stated that they would be more willing to consider participating if the Apprenticeship was more relevant to the needs of their business.  In the construction sector employers suggested an Apprenticeship which covered a broader range of skills and could for example be relevant to staff who oversaw the management of a construction site and the recruitment of sub-contractors.
· Saturation – In a number of sectors, for example childcare, NVQs are well-established and employers would rather use these as an alternative to an Apprenticeship as it more directly enables them to meet their legislative requirements.  

· Sub-contracting – a number of Construction sector employers felt that they would have liked to take on an Apprentice but could not because of the structure of the industry – perceptions were that employees prefer to be self employed and receive a higher day rate and arrange their own holidays, national insurance and training.  This industry structure is not conducive to recruiting Apprentices.  

· Similarly, training providers commented that they were finding it more difficult to place Apprentices in new-build environments because site contracts were relatively short (6 weeks to 6 months at most).  This also appears to be coupled with a high degree of specialisation: not only are jobs relatively short as a subcontractor, the range of work experience may be very narrow.  Training providers suggested that major refurbishing contracts were better as these run for much longer and provider a broader base of experience.       
· Indirect competition from immigrant labour – in the Construction sector in particular immigrant labour was felt to have driven prices down and limiting companies’ ability to invest in their staff.
· Competing funding streams – Train2Gain appears to be an ineffective way of promoting Apprenticeships as it carries the opposing message – promoting NVQs rather than the full Apprenticeship.
· Challenges specific to London – training providers felt that the large proportion of smaller employers (micro-businesses) in London is a significant barrier to take-up.  These employers are typically less likely to want to use Apprentices due to the overheads involved in training and supervision and the additional administration.  In addition the low wages offered by Apprenticeships was felt to be a significant barrier in a location where the cost of living is high.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Among London employers who had previously never heard about the Apprenticeship programme, 10% thought it was very likely that they would get involved in the programme over the next two years; an additional 21% thought it was fairly likely.  More employers in the Wholesale, Retail, Hotels and Restaurant sector thought it was very or fairly likely that they would consider involvement; employers in the Financial Services sector were les likely to respond positively.  Outside London, just less than 5% thought it was very likely that they would get involved and 22% thought it was fairly likely.       

 AUTONUMLGL  
Do employers use migrant workers instead of Apprentices?

 AUTONUMLGL  
About one in three employers had recruited a migrant worker over the past three years: percentages were broadly similar for participating (29%) and non-participating (32%) employers.  Employers were more likely to have recruited skilled migrant workers (one in four employers had recruited a skilled migrant worker) than unskilled migrant workers (one in six).  There is a clear progression in the proportion of employers who recruit skilled migrant workers with higher proportions among larger businesses (see figure 2.1) across both participating and non-participating employers.  Retail and Hospitality sectors and Health and Social Work have higher than average proportions of employers recruiting migrant workers, with lower rates in Financial Services and Real Estate and other Business Services.


Figure 2.1 Proportion of employers in size band recruiting skilled migrant workers

[image: image3.png] AUTONUMLGL  
Unskilled migrant workers were more likely than skilled migrant workers to be in positions which could potentially be filled by a young person leaving school/college.  Just less than half of all employers who had recruited a skilled migrant worker reported that this recruit was filling a position which could potentially be filled by a young person leaving school/college; among employers who had recruited an unskilled migrant worker, this percentage rose to just less than three quarters.    

 AUTONUMLGL  
Just over two fifths of employers indicated that they had recruited a migrant worker because they were the best person for the job (42% among participating employers, 44% among non-participating employers).  Non-participating employers were more likely than participants to point to the fact that migrant workers were more reliable and had a more positive attitude (18% compared to 7.5% among participants).  Smaller employers tend to highlight that migrant workers have better qualifications, more positive attitudes to work and that they face skill shortages in recruiting similar workers in the labour market.  However, they are most likely to say that migrant workers were the best candidate for the job.  Responses at this level of detail are small and therefore these findings are less robust and need to be treated with some caution.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Non-participating employers were less likely than participating employers to have increased their recruitment of migrant workers (only 23% had done so compared to 36% of participating employers) and more likely to have kept their migrant worker intake roughly stable over the last three years (65% compared to 52% for participants).  

 AUTONUMLGL  
Among employers for whom recruitment of migrant workers had stayed roughly the same or increased, only a small minority (8 and 7% respectively) had decreased their average annual intake of Apprentices; about half had kept their Apprentices intake roughly the same and just under 40% had increased their Apprenticeship intake.  This picture is confirmed by the fact that just over 7% of participating employers who had recruited a migrant worker over the last three years reported that they had done so as an alternative to recruiting an Apprentice.  The case studies provided additional information in relation to companies’ use of Apprentices and migrant workers:

· In some sectors for which an NVQ is a legislative requirement, for example Child and Adult Care employers are often using Apprenticeship to train migrants to the required standard.  Although migrant workers may have higher level qualifications from their own country Apprenticeships were typically viewed as the quickest and most cost effective way to ensure these recruits met UK legislative requirements

· Construction sector employers tended to use migrant workers to help them cope with short term fluctuations in demand rather than to alleviate long term skills shortages.  A large proportion of employers therefore recruited both Apprentices and migrant workers but for very different purposes.  In general these employers felt that there was a lack of migrant workers with higher level construction skills, for example with skills in carpentry.    Nonetheless migrant workers were thought to impact indirectly on Construction sector employers’ uptake of Apprentices – for example, by making the industry more competitive and lowering costs migrants indirectly impacted on companies’ ability to invest in training.  Training providers additionally commented on the increasing difficultly of finding Construction sector employers who were willing to take on Apprentices – this was felt to be due to SMEs in particular losing work to Eastern European companies rather than any direct substitution of labour.

· Training providers who offered Apprenticeships in the Catering sector spoke of some direct substation of migrant workers for Apprentices.  This was felt to be linked to a culture of low pay and high turnover which does not easily fit with the Apprenticeship concept.  Barriers to involvement for these employers were significant given the large pre-existing labour force.
 AUTONUMLGL  
Are employers interested in the new Government support service?

 AUTONUMLGL  
There appears to be significant interest in the Government’s new support service for the Apprenticeship programme with about 50-60% of employers showing interest in one or more of the different potential support streams suggested to them.  Employers were particularly interest in a support service offering them help in sourcing suitable Apprenticeship candidates (62%) and mentoring support for their Apprentices to help them maintain their participation (63%).  About one third of participating employers thought they would definitely or were likely to use a matching service, another third considered this unlikely.
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autonumlgl
Conclusions and Key Recommendations

 AUTONUMLGL  
Market penetration in London is lower (5%) than in other English regions but levels of involvement are higher in terms of average annual intake: participating employers in London recruit on average 4 trainees per year, compared to 2.5 trainees outside London.  
 AUTONUMLGL  
Broadly speaking, the findings and key messages from the London research are similar to the national study.  Any expansion programme will encounter clear challenges, including the fact that three quarters of employers indicate that they do not recruit young people aged 16 or 17 and three in ten of non-participants indicate that nothing could encourage them to participate.  That being said, it is clear that there is scope for expansion among participating, lapsed and ‘new blood’ employers:    

· Among participating employers, there is a level of frustrated demand (10%), in particular in the Services sectors.  Two thirds of employers are very or fairly likely to consider involvement in at least one cross-sectoral framework.  The Customer Service framework in particular seems to appeal to many employers;        

· Lapsed employers appear to have dropped out for no particular reason or because they were too busy to continue their involvement – rather than any specific dissatisfaction with the programme.  Lapsed employers overwhelmingly are likely to get involved again if contacted with a bespoke offer.   

· Two in five of non-participating employers believed that it was very or fairly likely that they would get involved if contacted with a bespoke offer.   

 AUTONUMLGL  
The central message appears to be a need for active marketing by training providers: 

· Identifying new framework areas the employers they are already working with may be interested in;

· Re-contacting employers who used to be involved previously – training providers will need to take this initiative since lapsed employers overwhelmingly report that they would not know where to go for advice if they were interested in getting involved again; and, 

· Reaching out to non-participants – to promote the programme to the one third of non-participants who have never heard of the programme and the additional one in four who have heard about the programme but do not know anything about it, and to actively encourage employers to consider participation.  Again, training providers need to take the lead: half of employers who had been contacted by a training provider about the programme had considered involvement, compared to only one in ten of employers who had not been contacted by a training provider.  
 AUTONUMLGL  
For this active marketing programme to succeed, training providers will need to be supported by the LSC.  In particular, there is a need for working more strategically with providers and recognising that developing the market and maintaining quality will require some investment in capacity.  Expanding the programme will not come about by merely offering additional funding for additional placed.  There may be a need for longer term contracts to encourage investment by training providers and for specific funding for market development or developmental contracts – where providers are given leeway to move into new markets where they have identified potential and try out new ideas.  These contracts could be built on the assumption that after an initial three-year period contracts are expected to perform at the same level as existing provision.    
 AUTONUMLGL  
There is some evidence about the distinct nature of the labour market in the capital and its interaction with the Apprenticeship programme.  In particular, recruitment difficulties are only half as important as elsewhere in driving participation in the Apprenticeship programme.  This may suggests that London employers indeed have a wider pool of recruits to choose from to fill their vacancies and the existence of a more competitive labour market.  Still, it is important to remember that recruitment difficulties are not the main driver for participation outside London either: employers see the Apprenticeship programme first and foremost a mechanism to train the workforce for the future; the Apprenticeship programme addresses longer term recruitment needs rather than short term recruitment difficulties.  Two fifths of employers point to future workforce needs both in and outside London; recruitment difficulties are mentioned by only one in five (outside London) or one in ten (in London).       

 AUTONUMLGL  
It is clear that migrant workers are important to the London economy: one in three of all London employers who had recruited in the last three years had (also) recruited a migrant worker; employers were particularly interested in skilled migrant workers.  It is also clear that there is a high potential for substitution between migrant workers and Apprentices, in particular unskilled migrant workers: three quarters of all employers who had recruited an unskilled migrant worker reported that this employee was in a position which could potentially be taken by a young person.  In other words, 13% of all employers who had recruited someone had recruited an unskilled migrant worker in a position which could potentially be taken by a young person.  However, there are indications that actual substitution between migrant workers and Apprentices is low: 
· Non-participating employers were less likely than participating employers to have increased their intake of migrant workers; 

· Only 7% of participating employers who had increased their intake of migrant workers had decreased their intake of Apprentices; 
· Only 7% of participating employers who had recruited a migrant worker had done so as a direct substitute for an apprentice (or 2% of all participating employers).  
· Finally, the single most important reason why migrant workers are being recruited is because they are considered the best person for the job.  The competitiveness of the London labour market may have an impact on the Apprenticeship programme, but migrant workers are only one part of this labour market; they do not appear to further complicate the interaction between the Apprenticeship programme and the wider labour market.  
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1
Introduction
The Learning and Skills Council (LSC) National Office commissioned Ipsos MORI and Cambridge Policy Consultants (CPC) to conduct research into how the Apprenticeship programme in England can be expanded to meet the recommendations from the Leitch Review of Skills.  Following on from this, London LSC wanted to replicate the employer survey elements of the research study for London. This chapter contains the technical details of the telephone survey conducted among employers in London as part of this research. 

The survey comprised 2,000 interviews with employers with apprentices as well as those without.    

This chapter will now describe the methodological design of this survey in detail. 
2
Employer survey

To understand the benefits of the Apprenticeship programme and the scale and scope of potential increases in apprentices, it was important to speak to both employers who have funded/supported staff through Apprenticeships – ‘participating employers’ – and those who have not offered Apprenticeships, in order to understand why that is and how they may be motivated to offer Apprenticeships.

Therefore, the employer survey comprised a representative survey of employers with a separate booster survey of participating employers in order to have sufficient numbers from the latter group for detailed analysis.  

2.1
Sample

The employers taking part in this research were drawn from two different sources:

· A main sample of employers drawn from the Experian Business Database – a total of 1,000 interviews were conducted with these employers; and 

· A booster sample of employers with apprentices drawn from the LSC Individual Learner Records (ILR) – a total of 1,000 interviews were conducted with these employers. However, 54% of these employers were unaware they had apprentices – this is higher than in the national survey (45%). 
The Experian database was cross-referenced with the ILR data prior to sample selection in order to ensure no records were duplicated in both datasets.

Main sample of employers 
As mentioned above, this sample was drawn from the Experian Business Database.  Prior to selection, the sample was stratified by establishment size and broad industrial sector (defined by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) categories). Large establishments were over sampled in order to have sufficient numbers for separate analysis. This was corrected through weighting at the analysis stage (see section 2.2). 

Booster sample of participating employers

There is no central database of participating employers from which to draw a sample.  Rather, contact details for participating employers are held by individual providers.  The only pieces of information held centrally on the ILR are employer name (variable A44) and postcodes (variable A45) and this was available for some employers only.  Name and postcodes for 8,466 employers were sent for telephone matching.  A total of 4,332 telephone numbers were traced – a match rate of 51%.  

2.2
Sample profile and weighting

In the analysis, corrective weights (size and sector) were applied to the main sample to ensure that it matched the profile of employers in London. Table 1a shows the achieved and weighted sample profiles by employee size and industry sector.  

A sample which is weighted is less accurate (i.e. has a larger standard error) than an unweighted sample of the same size. The effect of this weighting (the ‘design effect’) therefore needs to be taken into account when considering statistical reliability. In this case, the weights applied to the main sample reduced the overall sample size from 1,000 to 494, resulting in an increase in the margins of error (at 95% confidence interval) from 3% to 4%.
	Table 1a: Achieved sample (Experian)
	
	Unweighted 

Main sample

N
	Weighted 

Main sample

N
	Effective 
N

	95% confidence intervals* (+ %)

	Total
	
	1,000
	1,000
	494
	4%

	Employee size
	
	
	
	
	

	2 to 4
	
	225
	419
	179
	7%

	5 to 24
	
	405
	500
	252
	6%

	25 to 49
	
	96
	39
	76
	11%

	50 to 249
	
	183
	26
	144
	8%

	250+ 
	
	91
	16
	9
	33%

	Sector
	
	
	
	
	

	Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing
	
	2
	1
	2
	69%

	Mining & Quarrying; Manufacturing; Electricity, Gas & Water Supply
	
	113
	49
	66
	12%

	Construction
	
	51
	58
	36
	16%

	Wholesale, Retail & Repairs; Hotels & Restaurants
	
	276
	244
	188
	7%

	Transport, Storage & Communication
	
	71
	35
	37
	16%

	Financial Intermediation (excluding turnover); Real Estate, Renting & Business Activities
	
	222
	432
	140
	8%

	Education; Health; Public administration
	
	155
	73
	111
	9%

	Other services
	
	110
	107
	70
	12%

	Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Offer Apprenticeships
	
	81
	50
	26
	19%

	Does not offer Apprenticeships
	
	919
	950
	468
	5%


· * for 50% findings & unlimited universe size. Where weighted numbers do not sum to the total, this is due to computer rounding. 
No weights were applied to the booster sample of participating employers as no profile exits of these employers.  Table 1b shows the achieved profile for this group.
	Table 1b: Achieved sample (ILR)
	Unweighted 

Booster sample

N

	Total 
	1,000

	Employee size
	

	2 to 4
	143

	5 to 24
	584

	25 to 49
	138

	50 to 249
	101

	250+ 
	29

	Don’t know
	5

	Sector
	

	Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing
	2

	Mining & Quarrying; Manufacturing; Electricity, Gas & Water Supply
	47

	Construction
	97

	Wholesale, Retail & Repairs; Hotels & Restaurants
	332

	 Transport, Storage & Communication
	21

	Financial Intermediation (excluding turnover); Real Estate, Renting & Business Activities
	72

	Education; Health; Public administration
	180

	Other Services
	249

	Status
	

	Aware and offers Apprenticeships
	464

	Aware but does not offer Apprenticeships
	408

	Unaware
	113

	Don’t know
	15


2.3
Fieldwork & sample management

The telephone survey was conducted by Ipsos MORI between 25 February and 4 April 2008. Interviews were undertaken using Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). The average interview length was 18 minutes.

Prior to starting fieldwork, interviewers were fully briefed by the Ipsos MORI project team. They also received full written instructions about all aspects of the survey.  For the main sample, employee size quotas were set.
2.4
Response rates

As this is a quota survey, it is not possible to calculate a response rate in the same way as a random probability sample. Instead, a detailed breakdown of the sample supplied is presented in Table 2.
Overall, 20% of the total Experian (Main) sample issued resulted in an interview (the ‘unadjusted’ response rate) and slightly higher – 23% - for the ILR (Booster) sample.  This rises to 44% of the in-scope Experian sample (which is similar to the national survey) and 55% of the in-scope ILR sample (which is slightly lower than the national survey – 61%).  
	Table 2: Final sample status 

	
	Total Main sample
	Total Booster sample

	Total sample issued
	5,000
	4,332

	Achieved interviews
	1,000
	1,000

	Unadjusted response rate 

	20%
	23%

	Adjusted response rate 

	44%
	55%

	Eligible sample:
	
	

	Achieved interviews
	1,000
	1,000

	Respondent refusal/quit during interview
	1,262
	823

	Total eligible sample
	2,262
	1,823

	Ineligible sample:
	
	

	Incorrect telephone number
	682
	533

	Other ineligible (company moved/out of business)
	143
	51

	Max number of tries
	1,006
	740

	Unused 
	907
	1,185

	Total ineligible sample
	2,738
	2,509

	Source:  Ipsos MORI


4
Outputs
The following sets of computer tabulations were produced:

· One set of tables for the main sample (weighted data)

· One set of tables for the booster sample (unweighted data)

A combined SPSS file was also produced.  
	©Ipsos MORI/J32630
	

	Checked & Approved:
	

	
	
	Trinh Tu

	
	
	Lisa Valade-DeMelo

	
	
	Naomi Barber


� 	Note: this percentage is based on the assumption that all employers who reported that they had never heard about the programme are currently not participating in the programme.  This percentage is calculated in the same way as the 10% market penetration in the national study.   


� 	One third of unaware participants indicate that they have participated in the last three years suggesting that this may be partially the result of LSC data not being fully up to date yet. 


� 	Adding participating employers who claimed that they had never heard about the programme to this group of unaware participants increases these percentages to 52% (London) and 45% (North East, West Midlands and South East). 


�	No sector, size or framework analysis has been done for this group as the sample size is too small (65 employers).  The small sample size also means that comparison with percentages for lapsed employers in the other English regions should be interpreted with caution.      	


� 	When including employers who had never heard about the Apprenticeship programme (assuming that these employers have never been contacted by a training provider about the programme), this proportion drops to less than one in ten.   


� Effective sample sizes for subgroups do not necessarily sum to the overall effective sample size.


� Unadjusted response rate is the number of achieved interviews over the total number of leads issued.


� Adjusted response rate is the number of achieved interviews over the total number of leads issued once the ineligible and unused leads have been removed.
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