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Disadvantaged neighbourhoods and young people Not in Education, 

Employment or Training at the ages of 18-19 in England. 

 

There is a growing interest among researchers in the impact of locality on young 

people who are inactive and not engaged in education, employment or training 

(NEETs). Previous research on this, however, is rather limited and does not 

account for a number of characteristics that mediate the effects of disadvantaged 

neighbourhoods on transition outcomes. This study investigates the effects of 

neighbourhood context on young people who experience NEET status at the ages 

18 to 19 in one cohort born in 1989/90 in the Longitudinal Study of Young 

People in England - LSYPE. The analyses control for a wide range of factors 

which may affect NEET status. Drawing on previous sociological theories, we 

develop a theoretical framework that specifies four levels of influence on young 

people’s development: individual, family, school and peer group characteristics. 

Potential pathways between neighbourhood context and individual outcomes are 

explored using a logistic regression model. We demonstrate that there is a higher 

probability for young people who live in high crime areas to become NEETs in 

comparison to those who live in less-deprived areas. 

Keywords: NEET, education, youth unemployment, neighbourhoods, area 

deprivation 

Introduction 

Research in young people’s trajectories after compulsory education suggests that 

spending time disengaged from education, the labour market and training can have 

serious and lasting consequences both for young people and for the society as a whole. 

Those who leave full time education early tend not to return to it (Dickerson and Jones 

2004) and are therefore likely to have lower educational attainment as a result.  One 

study found that young people who had been NEET remained disadvantaged in their 

level of educational attainment a decade later. More than one in five of NEET young 

people in 2001 had no qualifications in 2011, compared with only one in twenty five of 
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non-NEETS (Feng, Everington, and Ralston 2015). This in turn means that they will be 

more likely to be out of work later on in their career and to have lower earnings (Bell 

and Blanchflower 2011, Gregg and Tominey 2005, Mroz and Savage 2006). The 

experience of being NEET was also associated with poorer physical and mental health 

in adulthood (Oreopoulos and Salvanes 2011). As well as the impact on the individuals 

themselves there are also adverse effects for the society because NEETs are more likely 

to be benefit claimants and the lower earnings of former NEETs leads to reductions in 

tax revenue for the Exchequer.  One estimate for the UK economy put the costs of 

NEET at £12 billion in 2008 prices, mainly due to increased benefit payments and lost 

tax revenues, but also some additional costs for the health and criminal justice systems 

(Coles et al. 2010). 

Even though young people in NEET status have been extensively studied in 

recent years (Bynner, Ferri, and Shepherd 1997, Furlong 2006, Maguire 2015), there 

has been very little research on the association between neighbourhood poverty and 

young people’s trajectories. Evidence suggests that the population of NEETs tend to be 

concentrated in particular towns and cities (Crowley and Cominetti 2014) and that many 

young people who are NEET may have spent much of their childhood living in 

disadvantaged areas (Thompson, Russell, and Simmons 2014). Existing evidence is, 

however, rather limited in that no study has used a large and nationally representative 

sample while little attention has been given in uncovering empirically the mechanisms 

that connect neighbourhood context to individual educational and employment 

outcomes. 

Understanding the role of neighbourhoods on young people’s outcomes has been 

an enduring sociological question. Classic sociological theories have focused on poor 

neighbourhoods and represented them as important social spaces for their residents 
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(Murray 1999, Wilson 2012). One domain in which these classics have in particular 

focused was the importance of social disorganisation and criminal activity and the 

influence it had on its residents. This study draws upon the arguments of classic 

sociological theories to explain the effect of living in a disadvantaged neighbourhood 

with high crime on young people’s decisions after compulsory education. 

Neighbourhood effects research has been hampered by two problems. The first 

problem relates to the difficulty to conceptualise neighbourhoods and define their 

boundaries in order to capture both structural and social characteristics (Galster 2008, 

Lupton 2003). The second involves the selection bias issue; it has been difficult to 

include in the analysis all the factors that affect both neighbourhood of residence and 

individual outcomes that could potentially account for the association between area 

deprivation and young people’s outcomes (Hedman and van Ham 2012). This study 

extends research on neighbourhood context by (a) exploring the association between 

area deprivation and young people’s trajectories, (b) using a measure of multiple 

deprivation (the Indices of Multiple Deprivation) that define neighbourhoods at the 

level of small localised neighbourhoods and allow both structural and social dimensions 

to be captured, and (c) using rich, individual-level longitudinal data for England to 

control for a wide range of factors which may affect both the selection of 

neighbourhood of residence and NEET status. 

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: the next section reviews 

previous literature and theoretical background on the ways in which neighbourhood 

characteristics could influence educational and employment outcomes of young people 

including NEET status; subsequent sections outline the data source and methods used 

and present the results. A final section discusses the implications of the findings. 
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The NEET group 

There has been considerable debate about the best way to describe those people 

who are neither engaged in education nor in paid work.  In the 1990s inactive young 

people, neither in education nor in training or employment, were described in career 

service records using the terms “status zero" (Williamson 1997), “getting nowhere", and 

“zero register" (Bynner, Ferri, and Shepherd 1997). The term NEET was initially used 

to describe 16 and 17 year olds who were no longer eligible for unemployment benefit 

due to legislative changes (Maguire 2015).  Since then, the scope of the term has 

broadened to encompass a wider group of young people.  The broad NEET concept 

ignited academic debate due to its heterogeneous composition of groups with different 

characteristics. The NEET classification comprises individuals from a variety of 

backgrounds (Furlong 2006). NEET experience can be short or prolonged in duration, 

or repeated (Raffe 2003). Some young people move in and out of employment and 

education, whereas others remain detached both from education and the labour market. 

NEETs can be engaged in different activities including parenthood, illness, caring for 

others, or searching for education and training. The NEET categorization also excludes 

a group of young people who are employed in precarious jobs and would benefit from 

policy interventions (Roberts 2011). 

Insights on the barriers to employment and education for young people have 

come from both qualitative and quantitative approaches. Qualitative research has 

focused on different narratives, experiences of transitions and the interpretation of these 

experiences. Various NEET status narratives have been presented to depict different 

experiences. These narratives relate to the concepts of vocational status, self-

actualisation, meaningful activity, convenience, money, leisure and life problems 

(Reiter and Schlimbach 2015). Experiences of fractured transitions were associated with 
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repeated exclusion from school before the age of 16 (Finlay et al. 2010). NEET status 

has been described as an undesirable experience where young people lose their sense of 

identity and become distant from the contexts of education, training and work 

(Thompson, Russell, and Simmons 2014).  Young people interpreted the experience of 

NEET as a result of racism, ethnic marginalisation and class disadvantage which, for a 

limited number of them, became the source of inspiration to overcome barriers and 

pursue future goals (Devadason 2006). 

Quantitative analyses have focused on the influence of parental characteristics, 

family practices, educational attainment, attitudes to school and peer group influence. 

Parental characteristics such as parental socio-economic status, parental educational 

attainment, mother’s age at birth of the young person and whether young people live in 

single parent families have all been found to influence young people's trajectories 

(Britton et al. 2011, Wolf 2011). Parental practices, for example low interest and 

involvement in a young person's schooling, negative attitudes towards education and 

low aspirations have been associated with young peoples’ decisions not to continue to 

higher education (Rennison et al. 2006). Individual characteristics of young people that 

constitute the most important barriers are poor educational attainment and low levels of 

qualifications (Bell and Blanchflower 2010, Bynner and Parsons 2001, Strand 2007). 

High levels of truancy and not enjoying schooling constitute attitudes that are found to 

maximize the likelihood of leaving school (MacMillan, Gregg, and Britton 2012). 

Finally, peer group exclusion and participation in antisocial and / or criminal activities 

can have a negative influence on students’ academic performance (Larsen, Jensen, and 

Jensen 2014) and create a barrier to smooth transitions from education to work 

(Spielhofer 2009). 
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Theoretical perspectives on the impact of living in deprived neighbourhoods 

The consequences of living in disadvantaged neighbourhoods are a central 

dimension of ecological models and sociological theories of neighbourhood effects. In 

the ecological framework, the Life Course theory (Elder 1998, Giele and Elder 1998) 

and the Ecological Systems theory (Bronfenbrenner 1979) have examined proximal and 

distal influences on individual development. The Life Course theory has been an 

interdisciplinary approach that proposes a research framework to study the timing of 

lives, linked or interdependent lives, and human agency in making choices. The 

Ecological Systems Theory of Bronfenbrenner (1979), developed further by Garbarino 

(1982) and Steinberg (1990) has also been influential in understanding young people’ 

trajectories. The key focus of these views is on individual development in context, 

taking into consideration the impact of multiple levels of influence. Bronfenbrenner 

(1979) suggested that young people's development is the result of the interaction 

between the quality and context of the environment and the young person. The context 

of an individual's environment is multi-dimensional, extending from the immediate 

family environment to the wider community and the social and historical context. 

Parental characteristics, neighbourhood characteristics, socio-historical conditions and 

individual ability interact to explain the directions that young people follow in life. 

Developmental processes act in the proximal and the distal environment experienced by 

the individual. The proximal environment is the basic context for development and 

refers, for example, to the family environment which offers daily contact and 

experiences. Distal cultural and social values have an indirect effect on the individual 

and are often mediated by the proximal environment. 

Sociological theories of neighbourhood effects focus more on the distal 

influences on individual development and can be broadly grouped into three categories: 
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social organization, social isolation and neighbourhood resource theories. Social 

organization theories of neighbourhood effects emphasize the importance of social 

cohesion, regulation of crime and monitoring of youth behaviour (Sampson, Morenoff, 

and Gannon-Rowley 2002). Building on the classic study, “Juvenile Delinquency and 

Urban Areas” by Shaw and McKay (1942) this approach suggests that high crime and 

delinquency rates are explained by low economic status of the area, ethnic heterogeneity 

that increases fear and reduces social cohesion, and residential mobility that disrupts 

community networks and social relations. Criminal acts are reinforced, especially 

among young people who participate in anti-social behaviour. Residents do not share a 

set of common values, communication is disrupted, the community is not controlled or 

policed by outside agencies and unrestricted freedom of individuals results in delinquent 

behaviour. These communities are also characterized by lack of collective efficacy 

(Sampson 1997) which refers to lack of social cohesion, unwillingness to improve 

residential areas, and inability to control and regulate members of the community 

(Sampson 2001). Similarly, the underclass theory (Murray 1999, Wilson 2012) 

describes deprived neighbourhoods as contexts that are linked to social stratification, 

criminality, and withdrawal from the labour force among young males. Lack of 

collective supervision may increase young people’s engagement with antisocial 

behaviour (Barry and Garbarino 2001) and influence educational attainment negatively 

(Browning, Leventhal, and Brooks-Gunn 2005). 

Social isolation theories refer to deprivation in terms of a lack of social 

connectedness.  Here residents of poor neighbourhoods are isolated from social 

networks and institutions which could provide them with information about job 

opportunities, while adults in deprived areas fail to provide role models that could 

promote young people’s participation in education, training and employment. Notable 
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proponents of social isolation theories include Jencks and Mayer (1990), whose 

epidemic model of neighbourhood effects points to the behaviour of peers and 

neighbours that spreads to residents and young people in a community. The concept of 

social capital (Coleman 1988) is also very relevant to this discussion. Croll (2004) 

places emphasis on social ties developed in families, schools and neighbourhoods which 

help transfer community values and can promote or hinder cognitive development and 

employment outcomes for young people. Furthermore, the epidemic hypothesis  (Case 

and Katz 1991, Crane 1991) is a framework that suggests that concentrated poverty and 

deprivation of social networks in disadvantaged neighbourhoods increase the likelihood 

that young people will be exposed to antisocial behaviour and violence through regular 

interaction with their peer group. It is more likely for young people living in socially 

deprived areas to engage in criminal activities if crime is prevalent in their area of 

residence and they lack access to the social networks that would permit them to get 

positive influence from mainstream behaviours and attitudes. The prevailing culture in 

disadvantaged areas may also undervalue the importance of formal schooling and assign 

value to risky behaviours (Anderson 2000). 

Finally, neighbourhood resource theories focus on the availability of 

institutional resources which can promote academic achievement and therefore increase 

employment opportunities (Jencks and Mayer 1990, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 2000). 

Such resources include libraries, good-quality schools, day-care services and 

recreational areas which young people and their parents can take advantage of and 

which can help improve academic achievement (Small and Newman 2001). School 

quality is a key mechanism that links neighbourhood characteristics and young people’s 

educational and developmental outcomes. From this perspective neighbourhood 

deprivation undermines effective parenting due to the scarcity of amenities, poorer 
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public schools and a more transient population, all of which can be disruptive to young 

people’s development (Maholmes and King 2012). 

Both the ecological and sociological approaches emphasize that neighbourhood 

effects can be direct on their residents or indirect acting through proximal levels of 

influence. The degree of proximal or distal neighbourhood effects is likely to depend on 

the development period of young people (Aber et al. 1997). In the pre-school years 

children spend their time at home with their parents or in nursery schools. The effect of 

the neighbourhood is hypothesised to be indirect occurring mainly through influence on 

the home environment or in the caring facilities offered locally. While at first glance 

this effect might not seem important, previous research has found that the level of 

deprivation in electoral wards has a significant association with low test scores in pre-

school years even after controlling for family socio-economic characteristics 

(McCulloch and Joshi 2001). During their school years children spend less time at home 

than when infants and more time at school and with their peers. The quality of 

interactions with teachers and students influences development during childhood. 

During early adolescence, young people change both biologically and psychologically; 

they become more autonomous, and develop a sense of personal identity. During this 

period, young people come closer to peer groups, get involved with school and leisure 

activities and with formal and informal organisations in their neighbourhood (Aber et al. 

1997). As young people become more involved locally, neighbourhood effects are 

regarded as increasing in scale. Late adolescence and early youth signify preparation for 

work and independent family life and pre-suppose higher contact with neighbourhood 

institutions such as, for example, networks for employment opportunities. 

Drawing on the assumptions formulated by the ecological systems theory, social 

organisation theories, and social isolation theories we put forward the “compositional 
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model of neighbourhood effects” (Karyda 2015). We stand on the arguments of these 

classic sociological theories and adapt them, in our effort to understand the experiences 

of young people and to explain a contemporary problem. Young people’s development 

is informed by the framework of the multiple spheres of influence of the ecological 

systems theory. Arguments about how disorganisation distinguishes poor 

neighbourhoods from others, are drawn by social organisation theories that focus on 

violence and crime in the area of residence. Assumptions about social context are drawn 

by social isolation theories that connect social characteristics of neighbourhoods and 

young people’s behaviour. Our model introduces four pathways that link neighbourhood 

deprivation to young people’s behaviour: a) family characteristics, parental practices 

and aspirations, b) individual characteristics and educational attainment, c) peer group 

influence and antisocial behaviour, d) school experience, attitudes to schooling and 

young person’s perception of educational attainment. The first two pathways refer to the 

structural characteristics of individuals who live in disadvantaged areas. The last two 

pathways address the influence of social context on young people. 

Data 

This study uses data from the Longitudinal Study of Young People in England 

(LSYPE), also known as ‘Next Steps’. The main aim of the LSYPE is to provide 

information about the transitions young people make from the teenage years through to 

early adulthood including entry and exit from secondary and tertiary education, training 

and the labour market.  Over 15,000 young people were first interviewed for the survey 

in 2004 (Wave 1) when they were aged 13.  Interviews then took place on an annual 

basis until respondents had reached the age of 19 (Wave 7).  Parents or guardians were 

also interviewed in the first four waves to provide a full picture of the young people’s 

households.  The design of the LSYPE involved over-sampling of those from deprived 
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backgrounds and ethnic minority groups.  There was also, unsurprisingly, some attrition 

from the sample over time such that just under 10,000 young people were still 

participating by Wave 7. We use a set of longitudinal weights, supplied with the dataset, 

to address these issues. 

Defining neighbourhoods is a complicated issue because neighbourhoods are not 

only physical but also social spaces (Lupton 2003, Massey 1994). Because the data 

available do not provide compatible spatial and social boundaries, researchers have 

sought to construct measures to address these issues. One of the most widely used 

approaches has been the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMDs) (Unit 2004) which are 

built through seven indices at the small area level and are suitable to capture social, 

economic and physical characteristics and to measure multiple deprivation. The IMDs, 

however, cannot be used to compare neighbourhoods and cannot measure 

neighbourhood change over time. Another approach has been the Unadjusted Means-

tested Benefit Rate (UMBR) that is based on the ratio of claimants of means tested 

benefits to the number of households in a small area (Fenton 2013). The UMBR allows 

spatial changes in poverty to be measured, however, because it comprises a single 

component, the UMBR is not a measure of multiple deprivation but rather a measure of 

poverty. 

This study employs the IMDs as a measure of neighbourhood geography which 

allows both structural and social aspects of neighbourhoods to be identified at the lower 

Layer Super Output Area (LSOA) level. Each LSOA is a small area of around 1,500 

people with consistent geographic boundaries. In addition, LSOAs reflect social aspects 

of neighbourhoods, since they attempt to delineate areas with similar social 

characteristics. The LSYPE was linked to the seven decomposed Indices of Multiple 

Deprivation for the purposes of research into the impact of neighbourhood 
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characteristics.  Of the seven indices of multiple deprivation, the current study focuses 

on the crime deprivation index. 

Data on area deprivation, family socio-economic status, parental practices, 

individual characteristics, attitudes to school and peer group characteristics was 

collected when the young person was 13 (Wave 1) and linked to information about the 

experience of not being in education, employment or training at the ages of 18 to 19 

(Wave 7). Young people who moved to a different neighbourhood after the age of 13 

were removed from the sample. The Crime Score Index of area deprivation was 

reversed, standardised and coded into quartiles with the highest quartile (coded 4) 

signifying the most deprived areas and 1 being the least deprived areas. Information 

about the examination results (Key Stage 2) of those young people in the survey is taken 

from the National Pupil Database (NPD) which has been linked to the LSYPE. Key 

Stage 2 attainment results were used in the analysis after being standardised and split in 

quartiles. The definition of NEET is taken as referring to those who had six months or 

more not in education, employment, or training as measured for two consecutive years, 

at the ages 18 to 19. About 15 per cent of the sample had had a spell of being NEET on 

this basis (Table 1). 

(Table 1 near here: Young people in NEET status aged 16-19 in the LSYPE) 

Method 

The main research question investigated in this study is: “Does crime in the 

location influence young people's life chances and if so, how?". In attempting to 

investigate the research question posed, a key problem must be addressed: a selection 

bias exists, as the neighbourhood context of the young person is not allocated randomly 

but rather is chosen by their parents. Hence, it has been difficult in the literature to 

separate genuine neighbourhood effects on young people's outcomes from the effects of 
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specific characteristics of the families who decide to live in a certain neighbourhood 

(Galster 2008, Hedman and van Ham 2012, Manski 1993, Tienda 1990). 

In an attempt to address the selection bias issue, researchers have used 

experiments to control for family characteristics associated with neighbourhood 

selection. An example is the “Moving to Opportunity” programme in the United States 

which involved relocating families from public housing in poor neighbourhoods to other 

housing in less poor neighbourhoods (Ludwig, Duncan, and Hirschfield 2001, Ludwig 

et al. 2008). Random experiments allow a better estimate of neighbourhood effects 

because researchers can control for family characteristics associated with 

neighbourhood selection and in this way reduce the selection bias problem. Whatever 

evaluation of the potential advantages of such random experiments may be reached, in 

practice they are still rare due to practical problems, implementation difficulties and 

ethical considerations. 

In the absence of experimental data in this study, a longitudinal design was 

selected to investigate the association between neighbourhood deprivation and young 

people's outcomes. This approach was considered the best alternative to experimental 

studies as it offers a large number of variables that permit neighbourhood effects to be 

investigated. To examine the relationship between NEET status and neighbourhood 

characteristics while controlling for a set of other influences on NEET status, regression 

models were used.  The outcome of interest is binary, and therefore a binary logistic 

regression model was chosen. This approach analyses the impact of explanatory 

variables on the probability that the outcome occurred. The outcome variable is coded 

one for those who were NEET for six months or more at the ages of 18 to 19 and zero 

for those who were not. The LSYPE study offers a wide range of explanatory variables 

that could potentially be included in the analysis. Initial selection of variables that could 
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be important predictors of entering NEET status was guided by past research (Britton et 

al. 2011, Chowdry, Crawford, and Goodman 2009). The selection process began by 

assessing each variable and its association with NEET status individually. Multiple 

logistic regression models were then estimated separately for each of the four pathways 

described earlier so as to derive the key indicators for each pathway.  Models were then 

built sequentially adding variables from each pathway in a series of steps as shown in 

the tables below. 

Results 

A sequence of estimated models are reported in Table 2. The first model 

contains just the quartiles of the crime deprivation measure and no controls. The second 

model adds controls for the family background of the young person, and the remaining 

models add further controls for their individual characteristics, for attitudes 

to/experience of school and for peer groups and anti-social behaviour.  In the absence of 

any controls (Model 1) the coefficients on the three deprivation quartiles were highly 

significant in relation to the reference category, which was the least deprived quartile. 

The size of the coefficient for the most deprived quartile decreased as the initial set of 

controls for family background were added (Model 2) but then remained significant and 

of roughly the same magnitude as further controls were added in Models 3 through 5. 

(Table 2 near here: Results from logistic regression models presented as coefficients) 

The core result here then was that there was a significant association (at the 1% 

level, p < 0.001) between the probability of becoming NEET at ages of 18 to 19 and 

living in a high crime area.  The results remained significant even after controlling for a 

very wide range of other factors which might influence the probability of becoming 

NEET.  There was no compelling evidence of any difference between moderate and low 

crime areas in the likelihood of becoming NEET at 18 to 19 at Models 2 through 5. In 
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Model 5 however, the results indicate that there is a higher probability for young people 

to become NEET at the ages 18 to 19 if they lived in high Crime areas compared to 

areas with low Crime Score. 

(Table 3 near here: Results from logistic regression models presented as odds ratios) 

Table 3 reports the same results in the form of odds ratios, to clarify the size of 

any effects. In the absence of any controls being in the most deprived quartile of 

neighbourhoods was associated with a more than double (2.498***) of the odds of 

being NEET relative to those in the least deprived quartile of neighbourhoods.  

Including control variables reduced the odds ratio somewhat but even with the full set 

of controls as shown in the last column of Table 3 the odds of being NEET were 

approximately 85 per cent greater than those in the least deprived areas.  So 

neighbourhood deprivation – in the form of being in a high Crime area - was associated 

with a substantial increase in the odds of being NEET. 

Table 4 reports estimates from our final model (Model 5) in full so as to bring 

out clearly the influence of other factors on NEET status.  Among family 

characteristics, for instance, young people in disadvantaged households, such as those 

on benefits and single parent families, were significantly more likely to become NEET.  

As for individual characteristics, low educational attainment was significantly 

associated with an increased probability of being NEET. The estimates suggest that, 

other things equal, being in the lowest quartile of attainment at Key Stage 2 doubled the 

odds of subsequently becoming NEET.  There was rather little apparent impact of 

ethnicity on NEET status once other factors were controlled for.  Other things equal, the 

model predicts that those from the Indian ethnic group followed by those from Black 

African and Bangladeshi origin were less likely to be NEET (relative to the reference 

group, White). 
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Negative attitudes towards, and unfavourable experience of school, were 

associated with becoming NEET.  The specific measures which we used here were 

playing truant, counting minutes until the end of the lesson, and the young person 

perceiving themselves not to be good at maths.  Finally, variables to reflect peer groups 

and anti-social behaviour – being excluded from a group of peers at school, and being in 

contact with police, respectively – were also associated with an increased probability of 

becoming NEET (p < 0.01). 

(Table 4 near here: Results from multiple logistic regression model of becoming NEET. 

Final model including Crime Score, family, individual, school and peer group 

characteristics) 

Further analysis was carried out as a robustness check by modifying the 

regression specification. Logistic regression models were run to test for the effect of 

living in a disadvantaged area on becoming NEET for the whole 40-month period (Sept 

2006 to December 2009) for which there is data availability on young people’s main 

activity. The results (see Appendix) are similar to the analysis presented above and 

confirm the initial hypothesis that living in an area characterised by high crime has 

negative consequences on young people’s educational and employment outcomes. 

Discussion and Conclusion   

The aim of this study has been to understand the role of neighbourhood context 

on young people’s transitions through exploring structural and social aspects of 

neighbourhoods. Structural aspects of neighbourhoods are explained by the economic 

and social characteristics of the individuals who live there. They are theoretically 

explored by theories of social organization which refer to low income residents, socially 

disorganised societies and antisocial behaviour. Structural characteristics have been 

explored in this study by the individual and parental pathways introduced by the 
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“compositional model of neighbourhood effects”. In congruence with social 

organisation theories, the study finds that there is a higher association of disengagement 

from education and employment for young people whose parents had no educational 

qualifications, claimed benefits or were single parents. In addition, low educational 

attainment was a strongly significant covariate in predicting NEET status.  

Social characteristics of neighbourhoods refer to social ties and personal 

networks and are theoretically explained by social isolation theories which point to 

social networks in disadvantaged areas. Such networks increase the likelihood that 

young people will be exposed to antisocial behaviour in their peer group. Social 

characteristics have been tested in this study by the peer group influence and attitudes to 

schooling pathways. The results suggest that playing truant, feeling bored at school, and 

having low self-perceived ability at maths were significant predictors of NEET status in 

the model. Further, peer group factors such as exclusion from a group of friends and the 

police getting in touch with the young person’s parents for their behaviour, increased 

the odds of becoming NEET.  

This study has used quantitative methodology to test whether crime is one 

characteristic that illuminates the mechanisms which may influence the trajectories of 

young people in disadvantaged areas. Given that qualitative research has explored the 

social characteristics of disadvantaged areas (Atkinson and Kintrea 1998, Hastings and 

Dean 2003, Martin and Watkinson 2003, Wacquant 1993), it is suggested that future 

research might explore neighbourhood mechanisms using a combination of quantitative 

and qualitative data (Galster 2008, Lupton 2003, Newman and Massengill 2006, Small 

and Feldman 2012). Mixed methods would allow researchers to gain insights of how 

young people and their parents interact in their neighbourhoods as geographic and 

social spaces. This, would enable the investigation of young people’s experiences and 
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perceptions, negative role models, isolation from job networks, weakened social 

institutions and services, and the development of a culture that permits withdrawal from 

education and employment. 

In the exploration of young people’s trajectories in disadvantaged areas, the 

association between crime and young people in NEET status stresses a potential area of 

concern among policy makers. In the past, policies to tackle NEETs focused on 

improving educational and work opportunities. However the role of crime in shaping 

individual outcomes means that successful interventions to improve neighbourhoods 

will not only increase safety but will also have benefits on other areas such as young 

people's educational and employment outcomes.  It is essential that future interventions 

should specifically target and engage young people from disadvantaged areas. 

Intervention programmes should enable and enhance access to the information and 

resources which are required for young people to reorient their priorities and to take 

advantage of the opportunities available to realize their potential (Hutchinson, Beck, 

and Hooley 2016). 

Appendix 

Robustness checks for the ages 16-19  

(Table 1 near here: Results from multiple logistic regression model of becoming NEET 

at the ages 16-19. Final model including Crime Score, family, individual, school and 

peer group characteristics) 
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Table 1: Young people in NEET status aged 16-19 in the LSYPE. 

Year Age  

NEET (1 

month or 

more) 

NEET (six 

month or 

more) 

Total number 

of young 

people 

2006 (Sep-Dec) 16 791 (6.77%) - 11,691 

2007 (Jan - Dec) 17 1,269 (11.79%) 618 (5.74%) 10,762 

2008 (Jan - Dec) 18 1,913 (19.61%) 814 (8.34%) 9,756 

2009 (Jan - Dec) 19 1,611 (18.92%) 1,121 (13.17%) 8,513 

2008-2009 (24 months) 18-19 2,268 (25.52%) 1,351 (15.20%) 8,887 

2006-2009 (40 months) 16-19 2,436 (28.73%) 1,602 (18.89%) 8,480 

 

Table 2: Results from logistic regression models presented as coefficients. 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Index of area 

deprivation: Crime 

Score 

Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff Coeff 

(std err) (std err) (std err) (std err) (std err) 

Second quartile 
0.368*** 0.308** 0.313** 0.261* 0.217 

0.1 0.11 0.111 0.117 0.121 

Third quartile 
0.552*** 0.378** 0.381** 0.417** 0.365** 

0.101 0.114 0.115 0.121 0.125 

Fourth quartile (most 

deprived) 

0.915*** 0.702*** 0.691*** 0.718*** 0.613*** 

0.1 0.115 0.117 0.124 0.13 

Controls for:           

Family background, 

practices, aspirations 
No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Individual 

characteristics 
No No Yes Yes Yes 

Attitudes to, and 

experience of school 
No No No Yes Yes 

Peer groups and anti-

social behaviour 
No No No No Yes 

*p < 0.05, **< 0.01, ***< 0.001 

N (weighted count) 8,347 7,204 7,198 6,304 5,883 

Wald Chi2 85.85 226.38 331.49 312.47 297.68 

Pseudo R2 0.0169 0.0538 0.077 0.0852 0.0873 
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Table 3: Results from logistic regression models presented as odds ratios. 

Index of Area 

Deprivation: 

Crime Score 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Second 

quartile 
1.444*** 1.361** 1.367** 1.298* 1.242 

Third quartile 1.738*** 1.459** 1.464** 1.518** 1.441** 

Fourth quartile 

(most 

deprived) 

2.498*** 2.017*** 1.996*** 2.050*** 1.847*** 

Controls for:      

Family 

background, 

practices, 

aspirations 

No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Individual 

characteristics 
No No Yes Yes Yes 

Attitudes to, 

and experience 

of school 

No No No Yes Yes 

Peer groups 

and anti-social 

behaviour 

No No No No Yes 

*p < 0.05, **< 0.01, ***< 0.001 
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Table 4: Results from multiple logistic regression model of becoming NEET. Final 

model including Crime Score, family, individual, school and peer group characteristics. 

  Coeff. Std. Err. Sign. Odds Ratio 

Crime Score 2nd quartile 0.217 0.121 0.074 1.242 

Crime Score 3rd quartile 0.365 0.125 0.003 1.441 

Crime Score 4th quartile (most 

deprived) 
0.613 0.13 0 1.847 

Highest qualification of Main Parent: 

No qualification 
0.373 0.123 0.002 1.453 

Benefit claimants 0.428 0.101 0 1.534 

Mother birth age under 20 0.213 0.159 0.182 1.238 

Single parent family -0.194 0.113 0.087 0.823 

Parental monitoring: Sometimes 0.204 0.297 0.493 1.226 

Parental aspirations: Full time education -0.179 0.115 0.119 0.835 

KS2 1st quartile (low attainment) 0.712 0.106 0 2.039 

Ethnic group (reference: White)         

Mixed Ethnicity -0.115 0.217 0.596 0.891 

Indian -1.153 0.226 0 0.315 

Pakistani -0.104 0.231 0.652 0.9 

Bangladeshi -0.883 0.343 0.01 0.413 

Black Caribbean -0.183 0.272 0.501 0.832 

Black African -1.288 0.461 0.005 0.275 

Other Ethnicity -0.364 0.397 0.358 0.694 

Young person played truant 0.541 0.119 0 1.719 

In a lesson counts minutes till it ends 0.261 0.12 0.029 1.299 

Young person feels not very good at 

maths 
0.566 0.268 0.035 1.762 

Police got in touch with main parent for 

young person's behaviour 
0.507 0.172 0.003 1.66 

Young person was excluded from a 

group of friends 
0.304 0.112 0.007 1.356 

N (weighted count): 5,883 

Wald Chi2: 297.68 

Pseudo R2: 0.0873 
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Appendix 

Table 1: Results from multiple logistic regression model of becoming NEET at the ages 

16-19. Final model including Crime Score, family, individual, school and peer group 

characteristics. 

  Coeff. Std. Err. Sig. Odds Ratio 

Crime Score 2nd quartile 0.196 0.092 0.033 1.217 

Crime Score 3rd quartile 0.289 0.097 0.003 1.335 

Crime Score 4th quartile 0.522 0.104 0 1.685 

Highest qualification of Main Parent: 

No qualification 
0.49 0.1 0 1.633 

Benefit claimants 0.372 0.079 0 1.451 

Mother birth age under 20 0.141 0.128 0.271 1.152 

Single parent family -0.189 0.093 0.042 0.826 

Parental monitoring: Sometimes 0.537 0.263 0.042 1.711 

Parental aspirations: Full time education -0.422 0.092 0 0.655 

KS2 1st quartile (low attainment) 0.665 0.091 0 1.945 

Ethnic group (reference: White)         

Mixed Ethnicity -0.108 0.178 0.54 0.896 

Indian -0.688 0.175 0 0.502 

Pakistani -0.372 0.199 0.062 0.689 

Bangladeshi -0.79 0.272 0.004 0.453 

Black Caribbean -0.222 0.232 0.339 0.8 

Black African -1.043 0.28 0 0.352 

Other Ethnicity -0.497 0.322 0.123 0.607 

Young person played truant 0.58 0.104 0 0.178 

In a lesson counts minutes till it ends 0.383 0.1 0 1.467 

Young person feels not very good at 

maths 
0.323* 0.248 0.193 1.381 

Police got in touch with main parent for 

young person's behaviour 
0.686 0.155 0 1.986 

Young person was excluded from a 

group of friends 
0.312 0.089 0 1.367 

N (weighted count): 5,843 

Wald Chi2: 396.85 

Pseudo R2: 0.0915 

 


