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A small sub-sample of young people and their parents from the first cohort (in each pilot

area) are also taking part in a qualitative study.  The purpose of these interviews is to

understand more about the processes underlying the decisions which young people make

about post-compulsory education and, specifically, about the impact of EMA on their lives.

A sub-sample of these young people will be re-interviewed in 2001.

1.3.4 Leeds and Inner London

The Local Education Authorities (LEAs) in Leeds and Inner London (Lambeth, Southwark,

Lewisham and Greenwich) were allocated EMA in the first year of pilot provision using

different local arrangements.  They could not, therefore, be included in the main evaluation.

Instead a smaller-scale statistical evaluation, based on data which is available from the LEAs

and local careers services, is being undertaken on an annual basis.  This will provide some

limited information about the impact of EMA on participation rates in post-compulsory

education.  In addition, using a case study approach, a number of schools and colleges will be

visited each year to assess the effect of EMA pilot provision on local attendance and retention

rates.

1.4 Design of the Statistical Evaluation of EMA

The basis of the statistical evaluation is surveys with young people and their parent(s) in ten

EMA pilot areas and eleven control areas.  The sample for this first cohort was of young

people who completed Year 11 in the summer of 1999.  Two questionnaires were designed in

consultation with the DfEE.

A household and parent or guardian’s questionnaire to provide information about:

• Household composition, relationships, tenure, income and ethnicity;

• Education decisions and current activities of the young person’s siblings;

• Parent’s occupation and educational qualifications;

• Involvement of parents in the young person’s decisions about what to do at the end of

Year 11;

• The young person’s childhood;

• Parent’s attitudes to education; and,

• Sources of funding for the young person post-16, including EMA.
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A young person’s questionnaire which covers:

• Activities since Year 11 and at the time of interview, including courses being studied

and part-time work for those in full-time education;

• Experiences during Years 10 and 11 at school, including qualifications entered for and

obtained;

• Year 11 decisions about what to do next, sources of advice and help, and reasons for

decisions;

• Sources and amounts of income, including EMA; and,

• Expenditure patterns and amounts.

1.4.1 Sample sizes and source

Sample sizes drawn for the first wave of interviews were chosen to be sufficiently large to:

• Allow statistically significant differences of approximately five percentage points in

participation, retention and achievement between pilots and controls and between the

different EMA variants to be measured; and,

• Take account of the proportion of young people who would inevitably drop out of the

evaluation in subsequent waves of interviews (sample attrition).

The sample was drawn by the Department for Social Security (DSS) from Child Benefit

records, following specifications provided by the National Centre for Social Research.

Eligible young people were those who were born between 01 September 1982 and 31 August

1983 and lived in one of the 21 pilot and control LEA areas covered by the study, as defined

by postcode. A small proportion of ‘cases in action’, that is cases where special arrangements

were being made by the Benefit Office, were excluded by the DSS.

The National Centre specified a random method for selecting the required number of young

people for each LEA, to form a total sample of 17,000.  The additional sample above target

was to allow for attrition arising from ‘opt-out’ (see below) and non-response.

The target number differed between LEAs according to whether they were pilot or control

areas.  For urban LEAs a simple random sample of eligible young people was drawn.  For

rural LEAs, which covered larger distances, a two stage sampling method was followed with

a first stage of selecting postcode sectors with probability according to their populations of

eligible young people, and a second stage of selecting a fixed number of young people.
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Following selection of the sample, an opt-out mailing was administered by the DSS at the

start of October 1999.  The letter was addressed to the parent or guardian who received Child

Benefit for the young person.  Eight per cent of the original sample opted out, leaving 15,704

young people to be contacted for the main stage.  The remainder of the sample was then

provided to the National Centre, which was then clustered into sample points containing

approximately 20 records each.

The total target sample size was 11,169. A detailed breakdown of the target sample sizes for

each area is provided in Appendix A1.1.

1.4.2 Fieldwork and response rates

Fieldwork was undertaken by the National Centre for Social Research between November

1999 and April 2000 using Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI).  Of the original

target sample size of 11,169 interviews with young people, 10,646 were achieved.  A post

opt-out response rate of 72 per cent was achieved.  This increased to 78 per cent when young

people who had moved or those who could not be contacted because details of the address

provided were insufficient were excluded from the issued sample.  In 96 per cent of cases a

successful interview was also obtained with the parent.

Details of the achieved sample size in each area are compared with the original target sample

size in Appendix A1.2.

1.4.3 Weighting

Weights were constructed to correct for potential sources of bias.  In what follows, all data

are weighted unless stated otherwise.

1.4.4 Analytic strategy

The selection of LEA areas to participate in the EMA pilot was not random.  Urban areas

were chosen that were known to have relatively high levels of deprivation, low participation

rates in post-16 education and low levels of attainment in Year 11 examinations.  In short,

areas were chosen where there was most scope for EMA to have a positive impact.  In

addition, one pilot area was selected to enable the potential impact of EMA in rural areas to

be evaluated.  It was essential that as far as possible control areas mirrored pilot areas,

otherwise differences in characteristics associated with participation in post-16 education
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between individuals in pilot and control areas could have led to observed differences in

participation that might incorrectly be attributed to an EMA effect.  Conversely, depending

on the direction of such ‘confounding’ differences, an EMA effect could exist but be masked

and not identified.  For example, if young people in the pilot areas were more likely than

those in the control areas to have characteristics known to be associated with low

participation in post-16 education, results of the area matching would under-estimate the

effect of EMA.

In order to obviate potential problems with such confounding, statistical techniques were

used to ensure that individuals in the pilot areas were as alike as possible in terms of their

characteristics that are known to be related to participation in post-16 education.  In other

words, differences were controlled statistically using matching procedures.  This ‘matched

statistical control’ design was a two-stage process, the first matching pilots and controls at an

area level, and the second matching at an individual level.  Each stage is discussed more fully

below (see also Chapter 4 and Appendix A2).

LEA matching and descriptive analysis

The first stage matched the pilot areas as closely as possible to control areas.  This is the basis

of the findings reported in Chapters 2 and 3.  Chapter 2 also describes this matching process

in greater detail.

The descriptive analysis in these chapters plays a number of important roles in the evaluation,

the most significant of which for this report are:

• To provide a unique statistical account of young people in the initial period following

the end of compulsory schooling;

• To compare individuals in the pilot and control areas in order to detect any differences

which may confound the evaluation of the effect of EMA; and,

• To set the scene for the more sophisticated statistical modelling in Chapters 4 and 5.

Individual matching and statistical modelling

The second and subsequent stage of matching was at the individual level.  Each individual in

the pilot area was matched with an individual in the control area on a range of characteristics,

information about which was collected from young people and their parents during the

survey.  This post hoc matching was necessary because, despite the care taken in matching
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pilot with control areas, there remained the possibility that the areas were different in ways

that might effect the decisions of young people about their future after compulsory education.

Normal regression techniques are a form of individual matching, but these will only produce

unbiased estimates of the EMA effect under certain assumptions.  If the range of important

characteristics in both pilot and control areas are the same, then regression techniques will

provide unbiased and efficient estimates of the EMA effect.  If, however, the range of

important characteristics vary between control and pilot areas, then regression estimates may

be seriously biased (see Heckman, Ichimura and Todd, 1998).  In order to overcome this

potential problem, more sophisticated individual matching techniques need to be used and

this is the approach taken in the report.

Initial matching at the individual level allowed comparisons only between the pilot and

control areas.  Further matching exercises were undertaken to allow more sophisticated

modelling of the differential impact of EMA in urban and rural areas, in the different variants

of EMA, and on young men and young women.  Estimates were also made of the effect on

participation in post-16 education of setting EMA at different levels and of retention bonuses.

Further details of this matching process can be found in Chapter 4 with a more detailed

statistical explanation in Appendix 5. The results of the modelling are described in Chapter 5.
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2 Young people, EMA and education

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides background information about young people included in the

quantitative survey of the first cohort of the EMA evaluation.  The aim is to provide a context

for analysis contained in later chapters.  Therefore, the focus is on evidence that provides

interesting and useful information about young people and their experiences, rather than

seeking to identify direct EMA effects that are the subject of the econometric modelling

contained in Chapter 5.

The chapter begins by explaining how the LEA control areas were chosen and subsequently

matched to the pilot areas (Section 2.2).  Some of the personal and family characteristics of

the young people and their parents are then described (Section 2.3).  Next, what young people

were doing at the time they were interviewed – their ‘post-16 destination’ – is examined

(Section 2.4).  This is followed by an exploration of awareness of EMA and levels of EMA

applications and awards (Section 2.5).  The qualifications gained by young people at the end

of Year 11 are described in Section 2.6 and the courses chosen by young people who had

remained in full-time education in Section 2.7.  The extent to which young people combined

full-time education with part-time work is the subject of Section 2.8.  Finally, Section 2.9

reports on young people’s receipt of pocket money and, in Section 2.10, how young people

were spending their money.

Throughout this chapter the general approach is to distinguish first between all young people

in the pilot and control areas as a whole, then between urban and rural pilot areas and finally

between young people in each of the variants.  In terms of EMA, the chapter divides young

people between those who are potentially eligible for EMA on income grounds and those

who are not.  This division can be done for all young people in the sample, both in the pilot

and control areas.  Second, eligible young people in the pilot areas in full-time education are

divided into those who had been awarded EMA at the time of interview and those who had

not.  (For simplicity, young people who had been awarded EMA at the time of interview are

referred to as EMA recipients, although a small number of them had not actually received

their award.  See further, below, Section 2.5.3).
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2.2 Matching Pilot and Control Areas

Chapter 1 has explained the need to find LEAs that could act as control areas for the pilot

LEAs.  These control areas had to match the pilot LEAs as closely as possible.  This

matching was undertaken in two stages.  First, data from the two most recent Youth Cohort

Studies (YCS) were used to select LEA control areas for the EMA evaluation which were as

similar as possible to the pilot LEAs.  On the basis of this analysis, LEAs that could

potentially serve as control areas were provisionally assigned to each of the four variants.  A

number of these LEAs were intended to serve as control areas for more than one variant.

There were, however, a number of problems in using YCS for this analysis that limits the

accuracy of the matching.  Therefore, once data from the EMA survey were available, the

analysis originally undertaken on the YCS data was repeated on the EMA data, to improve

the matching at the LEA level and finalise the allocation of control LEAs to pilots.1  This

enabled basic descriptive analysis to be undertaken at a very early stage and the findings of

this analysis are reported in this chapter and Chapter 3.  However, the quality of the matching

varies to some extent by variant, with the best results being for urban Variant 3.  This needs

to be borne in mind when interpreting the analysis in these chapters.

2.3 Characteristics of young people and their parents

This section provides basic information about the characteristics of young people and their

parents.  Throughout, comparisons are made between samples in the pilot and control areas.

(Further details of the sample and its characteristics can be found in Appendix 2).

                                                
1 The matching at LEA level involved a three stage procedure which is described in detail in Appendix 2.1,
along with the results of the matching.
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2.3.1 Young people

Box 2.1   Summary

The overall sample contained:

• Equal numbers of young men and women;

• 8 per cent from non-white ethnic backgrounds;

• 14 per cent with some form of special educational needs;

• 73 per cent who lived with two parents and 26 per cent with a lone parent;

• 147 young people who were not living with a parental figure, of whom 10 per cent were

teenage parents; and,

• Only 56 per cent who lived with two parents at least one of whom was in full or part-

time work.

In addition,

• 48 per cent in pilot areas lived in families with annual incomes of £13,000 or less and

so were eligible for the maximum award of EMA; and,

• 31 per cent were eligible for a partial EMA award.

As would be expected from a randomly drawn sample, there were equal numbers of young

men and women in both the pilot and control samples.  All young people in the sample were

aged either 16 (64 per cent) or 17 (36 per cent).  Approximately eight per cent were from

non-white ethnic backgrounds and the largest proportion of these were of Indian or Pakistani

origin (Table 2.1).  The proportion of non-white young people in each ethnic group was

slightly larger in the pilot areas.  Fourteen per cent of the overall sample had some form of

special educational needs.  Five per cent of young people had a statement of special

educational needs, and a further seven per cent had special educational needs but were not

statemented.  Two per cent had special needs but did not know whether they were

statemented or not.  These proportions were very similar between the pilot and control areas.
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Table 2.1 Characteristics of the Young People

    Column per cent within categories

Overall Pilot Control

Age Last Birthday
16 years 64 63 66
17 years 36 37 35

Ethnicity
White 92 91 94
Indian 2 2 2
Pakistani 3 3 3
Bangladeshi <1 <1 <1
Black <1 1 <1
Other 2 2 1

Special Needs
No 87 87 86
Yes – statemented 5 5 5
Yes - not statemented 7 7 8
Yes – don’t know if statemented 2 2 1

Living with Parent(s) or Parental
Figures
Lone parent 26 27 26
Two parents 73 72 74
Guardian/foster parents/grandparents 1 1 1

Not Living with Parent(s) or Parental
Figures
With partner (with or without child) 30 29 31
With child but no partner (10) (4) (17)
Without partner/child 60 68 51

Base:  All young people
Note:  Percentages in ( ) represent less than 20 cases.

The vast majority of young people were still living with their parent(s) or a parental figure

such as a grandparent.  Of those living with their parents or a parental figure, almost three-

quarters lived with two parents and more than one quarter lived with a lone parent.  Among

the 147 young people who were not living with a parental figure at the time of interview, the

largest proportion (60 per cent) were living without a partner or child and ten per cent were

lone parents.  There were four times more lone parents in the control than in the pilot areas.
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Just under one third of young people not living with their parents had formed new

relationships and were living with a partner, with or without a child.

2.3.2 Parents’ and families’ circumstances

The pilot and control areas were selected by the DfEE to provide a sample that over-

represented young people who were least likely to stay on in education, to have lower levels

of achievement at GCSE and higher levels of deprivation.  It would therefore be expected that

young people in the sample might display these and other characteristics known to be

associated with low participation rates in full-time education post-16: low family income,

living in rented housing, living in workless households and with parents themselves having

low or no educational qualifications (participation rates in post-16 education and levels of

achievement at GCSE are described later in this chapter).

Almost half of young people were living in families with annual incomes of £13,000 per

annum or less, and therefore met the income eligibility criteria for the maximum award of

EMA (Table 2.2).  Just under one-third were eligible for a partial EMA award, and less than

one quarter were not eligible for EMA because their family income was too high – more than

£30,000 per annum.  The income profile shows small differences between the pilot and

control areas, with families in the control areas being slightly better off than those in the pilot

areas.  A similar pattern of slightly lower deprivation in the control areas also emerges for

housing tenure, with young people slightly less likely to be living in rented housing in the

control than in the pilot areas.  Overall, 70 per cent of young people lived in owner-occupied

housing and 28 per cent in rented accommodation.

The young people in the sample also experienced relatively high levels of labour market

inactivity among their parents.  Only just over half of young people lived with two parents

where at least one was in full-time work.  Almost one-quarter of the young people’s parents

had no educational qualifications; again, slightly more had no qualifications in the pilot than

in the control areas.
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Table 2.2 Characteristics of Parents and Family Circumstances

       Column per cent within categories

Overall Pilot Control

Family Income
£13,000 and less 46 48 43
£13,001 - £21,500 18 17 18
£21,501 - £30,000 14 14 15
> £30,000 23 21 25

Tenure
Owned outright 12 12 12
Buying with a mortgage 58 57 60
Rent 28 30 26
Other 2 1 2

Parent’s Economic Activity
2 parents – at least one in full-time work 52 51 54
2 parents – at least one in part-time work 4 4 3
2 parents – both inactive 7 8 6
1 parent – in full-time work 13 13 14
1 parent – in part-time work 10 10 10
1 parent – inactive 15 15 13

Highest Parental Qualification
Degree and above 15 14 16
Higher education below degree 12 11 12
A level/vocational level 3 13 12 13
Trade apprenticeship 7 6 7
GCSE/O level A-C/vocational level 2 21 21 21
Vocational level 1 and below 7 8 7
Other 3 3 3
No qualifications 24 25 22

Base:  All young people.  Unweighted N=9804

This section has provided a brief snapshot of young people and their family circumstances.  It

has suggested that young people in the pilot areas were slightly less affluent than in the

control areas.  This should be borne in mind in comparisons between the pilot and control

areas in what follows.  In the remainder of the chapter, the focus is on young people’s lives in

the months immediately after the end of compulsory education.
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2.4 Post-16 Destinations

Box 2.2   Summary

Although firm conclusions cannot be drawn from the following descriptive analysis, there are

two patterns in the data that are consistent with a possible EMA effect:

• Participation rates in post-16 education amongst income eligible young people in the

pilot areas are higher than among income eligible young people in the control areas;

• This pattern is reversed amongst those young people who are not eligible for EMA.

This suggests that: Estimates for young people eligible for EMA in this analysis may be on

the low side (see Chapter 5); and that differences in participation rates amongst EMA eligible

young people between the pilot and control areas may genuinely be the result of EMA, rather

than of other differences between the areas not measured in the survey.

EMA appears to have drawn young people into education from work/training, unemployment

and ‘other’ destinations, except in the rural pilot area where EMA seems to have drawn

young people mostly from work/training.

This section describes young people’s activities once they had finished compulsory schooling

and how these ‘destinations’ varied between young people:

• In pilot and control areas;

• In rural and urban areas;

• In differing EMA variant areas;

• Who were or were not eligible for EMA on income grounds; and,

• Who were or were not receiving EMA.

Amongst all 16 and 17 year olds in the sample – eligible and ineligible, pilot and control –

approximately three-quarters (73 per cent) said that they were in full-time education at the

time of interview.  Slightly less than one-fifth (17 per cent) said they were in work and/or

training, and the remaining tenth described themselves as either unemployed and looking for

work or involved in some other activity.
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‘Other activities’ include part-time education; looking after the home or family; taking a

break or on holiday; voluntary work; joining the armed forces; waiting to start a new job or

training course or education course; or another, unspecified activity.  This destination

category also covers those young people who report an absence from education, employment

or training on the grounds of disability, illness or pregnancy.

Participation rates for all young people in the survey (i.e. irrespective of eligibility for EMA)

were compared with those produced by the Careers Services (CS) for the same LEA areas.

The rates for the EMA sample were higher by on average six to seven percentage points

(Figure 2.1).  There are at least two possible explanations for this.  First, the data were

collected over different periods.  CS data will have been collected earlier than the survey data

- between August and November 1999 - whereas the survey fieldwork ran from November

1999 to April 2000.  It may be that in the intervening period some young people changed

their minds and decided to enter education after all.  Second, the survey sample was drawn in

October when at least some young people might have already left Child Benefit records if

they went into work.  Therefore, the sample might over-represent those who stayed on.  Steps

have been taken to try and ensure that this does not recur in the Cohort 2 survey.

Figure 2.1 Comparison of EMA and Careers Services Participation Statistics
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Nevertheless, the patterns in participation rates are encouragingly similar between the two

sets of data.  CS data show overall participation rates to be two percentage points higher in

the pilot areas than the controls (compared to a one percentage point difference in the survey

data), seven points higher in the rural variant (compared to six points in the survey), and three

points higher in the urban variants (two in the survey).

2.4.1 Post-16 destinations in the pilot and control areas

The effect of EMA will have been limited for this first cohort because of the short time

between the announcement of the scheme and the start of the academic year.  Many young

people would therefore already have decided upon their post-16 destination before EMA was

announced.  Nevertheless, as Chapter 5 will show, EMA has had a significant effect on

participation, which is partly masked in the results of this and the next chapter by differences

in the distribution of socio-demographic and other characteristics between the pilot and

control areas.

The proportion of young people eligible for EMA who were participating in full-time

education was much lower (69.4 per cent) than for young people ineligible for EMA (83.9

per cent) (Figure 2.2).  This pattern of lower participation rates among EMA eligible young

people was found in both the pilot and control areas, urban and rural areas and in each of the

four EMA variants (see below).  This is as expected, given that eligibility for EMA is

dependent on having family income below £30,000 per annum and that young people from

low-income families are less likely to remain in post-16 education (Pearce and Hillman,

1998).

Almost four percentage points more young people who were eligible for EMA in the pilot

areas were in full-time education at the time of the survey than in the control areas (Figure

2.2).
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Figure 2.2 Destinations: EMA Eligible and Ineligible Young People
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The four percentage point difference in participation between young people from lower

income families in the pilot and control areas is lower than estimates of the effect of EMA

described in Chapter 5.  This is because the full effect of EMA is being partially masked by

differences in socio-demographic and other characteristics between the pilot and control areas

that are controlled for in the analysis in Chapter 5.  Among those young people not eligible

for EMA, a smaller proportion of young people in the pilot areas were in full-time education

(82.9 per cent) than in the control areas (85.2 per cent).  This also seems to suggest that the

full effect of EMA may be masked here, in that young people in the pilot areas may have

been less likely to remain in education than in the control areas before the introduction of

EMA.  Evidence from Careers Services data from previous years confirms that this is the case

– on average participation rates in the pilot areas were slightly lower than in the control areas

prior to the introduction of EMA.

The Government’s aim of encouraging all young people completing compulsory education to

continue in learning is supported by the establishment of the Connexions Services. This will

focus in particular on young people who might otherwise drop out of learning.  One objective

of the EMA is to encourage young people from the NEET (not in education, employment or

training) group to stay in or return to education. It is therefore important to consider from
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2.8 Education and Part-time Work

Box 2.8   Summary

• Part-time work is associated more with socio-economic circumstances than receipt of

EMA; Young people eligible for EMA on income grounds were less likely to work

part-time than those who were ineligible;

• However, EMA recipients in the Variant 3 areas where EMA is paid to the parent, were

slightly more likely to be working than low-income young people in the Variant 3

control areas;

• EMA appears to have had very little effect in encouraging young people to give up

part-time work.  As with participation in part-time work, it seems that eligibility for

EMA is more important than receipt in explaining giving up work in Year 12; and,

• EMA recipients were less likely to have worked part-time in Year 11 than non-

recipients, but those who did achieved better exam results at the end of Year 11 than

those who did not.

It was anticipated that EMA might reduce young people’s participation in part-time work by

providing them with an alternative source of income.  This section describes the extent to

which young people combined education and part-time work during Year 11 and at the time

of interview, focussing on the impact of EMA.

2.8.1 Combining post-16 education and part-time work

Part-time work seems to be associated more with socio-economic circumstances than with

receipt of EMA.  In other words, being from a low-income family (that is, being eligible for

EMA) seems to be more important than whether or not the young person is actually receiving

EMA in predicting whether a young person will combine studying with working.
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Figure 2.15 Part-time Work amongst EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time

Education
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Young people in full-time education in the control areas were far more likely to be combining

their education with part-time work than were those in the pilot areas (Figure 2.15).  Young

people in the pilot areas who were receiving EMA were also less likely to have part-time

work than those who were not receiving EMA.  Although this would seem to suggest that

EMA may be discouraging young people from working, further analysis (results not shown)

showed that, except in the rural areas, young people from lower income families in both the

pilot and control areas were less likely to work than those from higher income families (who

were ineligible for EMA).

By far the largest proportion of young people who were working was in the rural control

areas where 21 percentage points more young people worked than in the rural pilot areas

(compared to both EMA recipients and non-recipients).

Differences were generally very much smaller in the urban areas and did not seem to be

associated with the maximum level of EMA available under the different variants (Figure

2.16).  Approximately the same proportion of young people in receipt and not in receipt of

EMA were working in the Variant 2 areas, which pay the largest maximum weekly amount.

EMA recipients in Variant 2 were also no less likely to be working than recipients in other
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variant pilot areas, where the maximum weekly amount is lower.  Variant 2 recipients were

also only slightly less likely to be working than young people from low-income families in

the control areas.

Payment of EMA to the parent appears to have had a small impact on part-time working. A

higher proportion of young people in receipt of EMA was working part-time in the Variant 3

areas, where EMA is paid to the parent, than in either the Variant 3 control areas or in the

other variant pilot areas.  However, an even higher proportion of non-recipients was working.

Figure 2.16 Part-time Work amongst EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time

Education by Urban Variant
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2.8.2 Working part-time during year 11

Young people were also asked whether they had combined education with a part-time job

during Year 11, that is between September 1998 and the end of August 1999, and just over

one-third of the sample as a whole had done so.  Overall, young people in receipt of EMA at

the time of interview were less likely to have worked part-time in Year 11 than non-recipients

or eligible young people in the control areas (Figure 2.17).  This suggests that EMA has been

a new source of income for many young people in low-income families, rather than a

replacement for income from part-time work.
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The pattern in the rural areas was, however, somewhat different.  Young people from low-

income families in rural control areas were only slightly more likely to have worked part-time

in Year 11 than EMA recipients in the rural pilot area, who were slightly more likely to have

done so than non-recipients.  The reasons for this are unclear.

Figure 2.17 Part-time Work in Year 11 amongst EMA Eligible Young People in Full-

time Education
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The pattern of EMA recipients having been less likely than non-recipients or eligible young

people in the control areas to have worked during Year 11 was maintained across the four

urban variants.

2.8.3 Changes in young people’s working behaviour

Another way of looking at the impact of EMA on part-time work is to explore changes in

young people’s working behaviour between Year 11 and the time of interview.  If EMA is

discouraging young people from working part-time, it might be expected that greater

proportions of EMA recipients who were working in Year 11 would have stopped working

than either EMA non-recipients or eligible young people in the control areas.

It seems that EMA has had very little impact on whether or not young people continue to

work part-time (Figure 2.18).  Overall, there was no difference between recipients and non-
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recipients in the proportions who had given up work since Year 11 (45 per cent of both

groups).  Eligible young people in the control areas were less likely than those in the pilot

areas to have given up work (29 per cent).  In other words, area differences appear to have

affected the chances of giving up part-time work, but receipt of EMA seems to have had no

effect.  Further evidence from the qualitative interviews with young people confirms that, for

young people already in part-time work, EMA had had little impact on their working patterns

(Legard et al., 2001).

Figure 2.18 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education who Stopped

Working
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However, some differences emerged between the different variant areas.  Both EMA

recipients and non-recipients in the rural pilots were more likely (by ten percentage points) to

have given up work than those in the urban pilots.  In contrast, in the control areas, young

people from low-income families in the urban controls were six percentage points more likely

to have given up work than those in the rural controls.

Further evidence again emerged of a different pattern in the Variant 3 areas, where EMA is

paid to the parent.  Recipients in these areas were less likely to have given up work than

either non-recipients or low-income young people in the Variant 3 control areas (Figure

2.19).  Evidence from the qualitative interviews with young people and their parents confirms
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that by no means all parents in the Variant 3 areas pass on all or any of the allowance to their

child (Legard et al., 2001).

Recipients in the Variant 2 areas, which pays the maximum weekly amount of EMA, were

the group most likely to have stopped work in any variant.  It seems, though, that this is not

associated with the level of EMA, since non-recipients were almost equally as likely to have

stopped working.

Figure 2.19 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education who Stopped

Working by Variant
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As with participation in part-time work, it seems that eligibility for EMA is more important

than receipt in explaining giving up work in Year 12.  EMA eligible young people were more

likely to have given up work than ineligibles in both the pilot and control areas, although

differences between eligibles and ineligibles tended to be smaller in the control areas (figures

not shown).

2.8.4 Working in year 11 and qualifications

Although more and more young people are combining full-time education with part-time

work both during and after compulsory education (Hodgson and Spours, 2000), there is little

research evidence at the national level about the effect on educational outcomes.
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From these data it seems that young people from lower income families in full-time post-16

education who had worked part-time in Year 11 had done better in Year 11 examinations

than those who had not worked.  EMA eligible young people who had worked part-time in

Year 11 achieved a higher average number of GCSE/GNVQ passes at grades A*-C than

those who did not (Table 2.5).  Higher levels of qualifications for low-income young people

who worked part-time held for EMA recipients and non-recipients and for eligible young

people in the control areas.  These patterns of higher achievement among those who worked

part-time were similar for examination passes at all grades (figures not shown).

Table 2.5 Average Number of GCSE/GNVQ Passes at Grades A*-C by Part-time

Working

Pilot EMA Eligible in
Control Areas

EMA Recipients Non-Recipients

Worked part-time
in Year 11

3.9 3.9 3.9

Did not work part-
time in Year 11

3.4 3.3 3.6

These findings seem to confirm evidence from a recent study in Gloucestershire that for some

young people who work part-time, work makes them more organised and disciplined in their

approach to their studies (Hodgson and Spours, 1999).  It might also be that young people

who worked part-time came from relatively higher income families and that the link is

between family income and achievement.  A further possibility is that employers select the

most able young people for part-time employment.  Whatever the reason, there is no evidence

in these data to suggest that part-time work impacts negatively on young people’s academic

achievements, at least at GCSE.
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2.8.5 Part-time work and EMA applications

EMA eligible young people combining full-time education and part-time work were less

likely to have applied for EMA (80 per cent) than those who were only studying (85 per

cent).  It is possible that this is because young people who were studying and working tended

to be from families who believed themselves to be ineligible on income grounds and so did

not apply.  Some supporting evidence for this is found in:

• The slightly higher refusal rates among those working part-time who had applied for

EMA (four per cent) than among applicants who were not working (two per cent); and,

• The lower proportion of successful applicants working part-time who received the

maximum award.

In addition there is some anecdotal evidence from the evaluation in Leeds and London that:

• Young people are not applying for EMA in areas where part-time jobs are easy to come

by; and,

• Because EMA recipients are subject to more rigid attendance requirements, some

eligible young people do not apply for EMA as receipt would restrict their part-time

work.

2.8.6 Summary and conclusions

Part-time work is associated more with socio-economic circumstances than receipt of EMA.

Young people eligible for EMA on income grounds were less likely to work part-time than

those who were ineligible.

However, there were differences in levels of part-time work among EMA recipients across

the variant areas.  In particular, EMA recipients in the Variant 3 areas where EMA is paid to

the parent, were slightly more likely to be working than EMA eligible young people in the

Variant 3 control areas.

EMA appears to have had very little effect in encouraging young people to give up part-time

work.  There was almost no difference between recipients and non-recipients who had given

up work since Year 11, although EMA recipients in Variant 3 areas were less likely to have

stopped work than non-recipients.  As with participation in part-time work, it seems that

eligibility for EMA is more important than receipt in explaining giving up work in Year 12.
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EMA recipients were less likely to have worked part-time in Year 11 than non-recipients, but

those who did achieved better exam results at the end of Year 11 than those who did not.  The

same picture emerged for all EMA eligible young people who worked part-time, in both the

pilot and control areas – better results were associated with part-time work during Year 11.

2.9 Young People’s Pocket Money

Box 2.9   Summary

• EMA recipients were less likely to get pocket money from their parents than either non-

EMA recipients or eligible young people in the control areas and, when they did,

received lower average monthly amounts; and,

• It seems that when young people received the EMA directly, parents took the

opportunity to stop giving pocket money or to reduce the amount given.

It might be expected that many young people in this age group, particularly those in full-time

education, would continue to receive pocket money or an allowance from their parents.  This

could either be in addition to, or instead of, other sources of income such as earnings or

EMA.  In this section, analysis focuses on comparisons of receipt and amounts of pocket

money between EMA recipients and non-recipients.  Earnings from part-time work are also

likely to impact on pocket money but disentangling these effects must await later analysis.

2.9.1 Receipt of pocket money

It seems that the parents of young people in full-time education who are receiving EMA are

less likely to give pocket money than the parents of either non-EMA recipients or EMA

eligible young people in the control areas (Figure 2.20).  EMA recipients were 22 percentage

points less likely to get pocket money than non-EMA recipients, and 21 percentage points

less likely than eligible young people in the control areas.
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Figure 2.20 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education – Receipt of Pocket

Money
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These patterns were similar for rural and urban areas and across the different variants (Figure

2.21).  The exceptions were the Variants 2 and 3 areas.  For Variant 2 areas, where the

maximum amount of EMA is highest, EMA recipients were the least likely of any group to

receive pocket money.  This group was 28 percentage points less likely to get pocket money

than non-recipients, and 39 percentage points less likely to get it than young people from low

income families in the control areas.  In Variant 3 areas, where EMA is paid to the parent,

although recipients were less likely to get pocket money than non-recipients and income

eligible young people in the control areas, the differences were very much reduced, seven and

eleven percentage points respectively.
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Figure 2.21 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education – Receipt of Pocket

Money by Variant
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2.9.2 Amounts of pocket money

Eligible young people who received pocket money from their parents were paid on average

approximately £45 per month (Figure 2.22).  However, EMA recipients who received pocket

money were given lower average amounts (£43.22) than either non-recipients (£49.13) or

eligible young people in the control areas (£46.19).  Eligible young people in the rural areas

generally received lower average amounts than those in the urban areas, but pocket money

for EMA recipients in the rural areas, at £33.51 per month, was by far the lowest of all

groups.
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Figure 2.22 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education who Receive Pocket

Money – Average Amount Received
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Figure 2.23 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education who Receive Pocket

Money – Average Amount by Variant
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This pattern, of lower average amounts of pocket money for EMA recipients, was maintained

across all the urban variants, again with the exception of Variant 3 (Figure 2.23).  In these

areas EMA recipients were receiving the largest amounts of pocket money, £57.65 per

month.

2.9.3 Summary and conclusion

EMA recipients were less likely to get pocket money from their parents than either non-EMA

recipients or eligible young people in the control areas and, when they did, received lower

average monthly amounts.  Two explanations are possible:

• First, it may be that young people awarded EMA would have been less likely to get

pocket money even if they had not been awarded EMA and, when they did get pocket

money would have received lower amounts; and,

• Second, it may be that when young people received the EMA directly, parents took

the opportunity to stop giving pocket money or to reduce the amount given.

It is not possible to say which of these explanations is more likely at this stage.  However, the

findings that non-recipients in pilot areas who were actually income eligible were more likely

to get pocket money and received larger amounts than recipients, and the fact that the

situation in Variant 3, where EMA is paid directly to parents, was different, tend to suggest

that the second of these explanations may be correct.

2.10 Young People’s Spending

Box 2.10   Summary

• Young people in receipt of EMA were more likely than other groups of eligible young

people to be expected by their parents to contribute to their keep;

• It seems that EMA was not being used to supplement young people’s spending on

entertainment;

• Young people who were receiving EMA were more likely than other groups of eligible

young people to be making a contribution to housekeeping costs, transport and books

and equipment for school;

• EMA recipients were more likely to say that transport and books and equipment were

their main item of expenditure; and,
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• In the Variant 3 areas where EMA is paid to parents, EMA ‘recipients’ had patterns of

expenditure more similar to those of non-recipients and eligible young people in the

control areas.

EMA might also be expected to impact on how young people spend their money.  They might

decide to (or their parents might insist that they) use it to contribute to the living expenses of

their relatively less well off families.  Alternatively, EMA might be used for spending

directly on the young people themselves.  Whilst resources did not allow for a full and

detailed investigation of what young people spent their money on, the data include

information on young people’s contributions to housekeeping and to other areas of their

personal spending.  Findings from descriptive analyses of these issues are the subject of this

section.  As with previous sections, the focus is on how EMA seems to have influenced

young people’s behaviour.  Future analysis will consider young people’s total incomes, from

both part-time work and EMA.

2.10.1 Housekeeping

Young people were asked whether they contributed to housekeeping costs and, if so how

much they contributed.  This was based on the premise that young people who received EMA

might have been more likely than other young people in full-time education from low-income

families to be asked to contribute to their keep.  This might also, of course, be true of EMA

income eligible young people who work part-time, as well as of other groups of young people

who were not in full-time education and had incomes from work.  However, since the focus

of this report is EMA, the analysis concentrates on a comparison of EMA recipients and non-

recipients, and EMA eligible young people in the control areas.

Contributing to housekeeping

Only small percentages of young people who were eligible for EMA contributed to their keep

on a regular basis in both the pilot and control areas, approximately four per cent.
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Figure 2.24 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education – Contribution to

Housekeeping
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However, EMA recipients were at least twice as likely to make such a contribution as non-

recipients, or eligible young people in the control areas (Figure 2.24).  Patterns were very

similar between non-recipients and eligible young people in the controls.  In general, eligible

young people in urban areas were slightly more likely to contribute to their keep than those in

rural areas, with EMA recipients in urban areas (9.1 per cent) most likely to contribute of all

groups.

However, differences emerged among the urban variants (Figure 2.25).  EMA recipients were

more likely than other groups to be paying towards their keep in each variant except variant

3, where EMA is paid to the parent.  Here only two per cent of recipients contributed, less

than either of the other two groups.  The situation in Variant 2 areas was very different.  In

these areas, where a higher maximum amount of EMA is paid, 15 per cent of EMA recipients

were contributing to housekeeping – five times more than among non-recipients and almost

four times more than among income eligible young people in the Variant 2 control areas.
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Figure 2.25 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education – Contribution to

Housekeeping by Variant
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It has already been reported that EMA recipients in Variant 3 were more likely than

recipients in any other variant to receive pocket money from their parents and, as shown

above, were less likely to be contributing to housekeeping.  The relationship between receipt

of pocket money and EMA, and contributing to housekeeping costs was explored further.

The results show that low-income young people in Variant 3 were generally less likely than

similar young people in other variant areas to contribute to housekeeping, whatever

combination of pocket money and EMA they were receiving (Table 2.6).  However, the

differences were particularly large for young people whose parents were receiving EMA and,

particularly, young people whose parents were receiving EMA and who were not providing

pocket money.  Unless these young people had income from part-time work there would,

presumably, be no point in parents asking for contributions to housekeeping since the young

person would have no income.  In Variant 2 areas, in contrast, where the maximum weekly

amount of EMA is largest, one in five young people who were receiving EMA but no pocket

money were contributing to housekeeping costs, by far the highest proportion of any variant.
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Table 2.6 Contributions to Housekeeping by Receipt of Pocket Money and EMA

        Cell per cent

Variant 1
(Rural)

Variant 1
(Urban)

Variant
2

Variant
3

Variant
4

Receives pocket money and
EMA

5.1 6.0 8.7 1.8 5.8

Receives EMA but no pocket
money

5.6 12.6 20.1 2.8 9.8

Receives pocket money but not
EMA

2.3 1.9 2.2 0.9 0.9

Base: EMA eligible young people in full-time education in pilot areas

Amounts contributed to housekeeping

Although EMA recipients were most likely to contribute to their keep, the amounts that they

contributed tended to be lower than among eligible young people who contributed in the

control areas (Figure 2.26).  Among young people who made a contribution to housekeeping,

the average amount was approximately £12 per month.  Overall, eligible young people in the

control areas paid more on average (£13.95) than either EMA recipients (£11.83) or non-

recipients (£11.44).  Differences between recipients and non-recipients were small except in

the rural areas where recipients were contributing higher average amounts than non-

recipients.  However, each of the three groups of eligible young people in the urban areas

contributed more on average than those in the rural areas.
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Figure 2.26 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education who Contribute to

Housekeeping - Average Amount Paid
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Figure 2.27 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education who Contribute to

Housekeeping - Average Amount Paid by Variant
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EMA recipients who contributed to their keep paid less on average than either non-recipients

or eligibles in the control areas in each urban variant except Variant 2 (Figure 2.27).  Here

recipients were contributing more on average (£13.19) than non-recipients (£10.00), but still

less than eligible young people in the control areas who contributed the highest average

amounts of all groups (£17.48).  In Variant 3 areas EMA recipients who contributed paid the

lowest average amounts of any group (£9.33).

2.10.2 Contributions to personal spending

In addition to housekeeping, young people were asked whether they were personally

contributing to their costs for food, clothes and shoes, transport, books or equipment for

school or college, entertainment, paying off their debts, holidays and savings.  The

availability of EMA might be expected to make recipients more likely to have to pay

something towards their costs.  Again, income from part-time work is also likely to have an

effect on contributions to expenditure, but for now the analysis focuses on EMA.

All EMA eligible young people were most likely to be making contributions to the cost of

entertainment, clothes, shoes and food (Figure 2.28).  EMA recipients were slightly more

likely than non-recipients to contribute to all items and more likely than control eligibles to

pay towards clothes and shoes, transport, books/equipment, housekeeping (as seen above),

and savings.  However, differences between groups were relatively small except for transport

and books/equipment.  EMA recipients were eleven percentage points more likely than non-

recipients to contribute towards spending on transport, and 22 percentage points more likely

to be paying towards their books and equipment for school.
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Figure 2.28 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education – Contribution to

Various Items of Expenditure
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Very few differences emerged between the urban and rural areas or among the urban variants

for items other than clothes and shoes, transport, books and equipment, housekeeping (which

has already been dealt with in some detail) and savings (Figures 2.29 and 2.30).  Differences

in the proportions of young people contributing to these items were sustained for urban areas,

rural areas and for urban Variants 1, 2, and 4, with recipients more likely to have been paying

towards these items than non-recipients.  Variant 3, where EMA is paid to parents, again

proved to be the exception.  Variant 3 recipients were less likely than recipients in any of the

other variants to be paying towards each of these items, particularly books/equipment and

transport.
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Figure 2.29 Contributing to Selected Items of Expenditure
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Figure 2.30 Contributing to Selected Expenditure by Variant
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2.10.3 Main expenditure

Young people were also asked which of the items they spent most of their money on.

Entertainment was most frequently cited as the largest item of expenditure by EMA

recipients, non-recipients and eligible young people in the control areas, with clothes and

shoes coming a close second (Figure 2.31).  However, mirroring the findings from the

previous section, young people receiving EMA were less likely to say that entertainment was

their main expenditure than either of the other two groups.  EMA recipients were seven

percentage points less likely to say entertainment was their main expenditure than non-EMA

recipients.  Although only small percentages of young people said that transport or books and

equipment were the items they spent most on, EMA recipients were more likely than either

non-recipients or eligible controls to say that these were their largest outgoings.

Figure 2.31 EMA Eligible Young People in Full-time Education – Largest Item of

Expenditure
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Focusing on the most frequently cited areas of main expenditure by EMA recipients,
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shoes (Figures 2.32 and 2.33).  EMA recipients in the rural area were more likely than non-

recipients to say that clothes and shoes were their main item of expenditure.

Patterns across the urban variants were similar to the overall picture, again with the exception

of Variants 2 and 3.  Young eligibles in the Variant 2 areas, both recipients and non-

recipients, were more likely than any other group to say that their main expenditure item was

transport.  However, EMA recipients in Variant 2 (ten per cent) were five times more likely

than non-recipients (two per cent) to give books and equipment for school or college as their

main spending item.

Figure 2.32 Largest Item of Expenditure: Urban and Rural
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Figure 2.33 Largest Item of Expenditure: By Variant
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In Variant 3 areas, recipients were no more likely than non-recipients to say that clothes and

shoes, transport or books and equipment were what they spent most on.  Except for

entertainment, Variant 3 recipients were also less likely than recipients in any other variant to

cite each item as their main item of expenditure.  Again, it seems that EMA in Variant 3 areas

is not being passed on to young people.

2.10.4 Summary and conclusions

Young people in receipt of EMA were more likely than other groups of eligible young people

to be expected by their parents to contribute to their keep.  However, among those who did

contribute, EMA recipients paid similar amounts on average to non-recipients.  Eligible

young people in the control areas contributed the highest average amounts.

It seems that, on these measures, EMA was not being used to supplement young people’s

spending on entertainment.  Young people who were receiving EMA were more likely than

other groups of eligibles to be making a contribution to housekeeping costs, transport and

books and equipment for school.  They were also more likely to say that transport and books
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and equipment were their main item of expenditure.  The exception seems to be recipients in

the Variant 3 areas where EMA is paid to parents.  EMA ‘recipients’ in these areas had

patterns of expenditure more similar to those of non-recipients and eligible young people in

the control areas than to EMA recipients in other variant areas.
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3 Intentions, Destinations and Decisions: What to do after compulsory

education?

The previous chapter has suggested that EMA eligible young people in pilot areas were more

likely to participate in post-16 education than eligible young people in control areas; evidence

suggestive of an EMA effect that is substantiated in Chapter 5.  However, by no means all

eligible young people were in post-16 education and the EMA evaluation provides the

opportunity to ask how resistant those young people not in post-16 education are to learning

and to explore potential barriers to participation.

Box 3.1   Summary

• EMA appeared more influential in bolstering the intentions of young people who were

thinking about entering post-16 education, rather than in encouraging those intending to

leave to change their minds.  However, this finding is based on recall of Year 11

intentions at the time of the interview and these might be biased by actual destinations;

• The introduction of EMA appears to have led to a smaller proportion of eligible young

people joining the NEET group in the pilot compared to the control areas in urban

locations.  In rural areas, most movements appeared to be away from work and training

courses; and,

• Young people whose destination was not education, employment or training appear to

have had less support in deciding what to do after leaving compulsory education, both

formal and informal, than young people entering other destinations.

The chapter has three aims:

• To examine briefly how EMA might have affected EMA eligible young people’s

decision-making by comparing what they intended to do before the end of Year 11 with

their destination at the time of the interview (post Year 11);

• To describe the circumstances of EMA eligible young people who were not in

education, employment or training (NEET) at the time of interview.  These young

people are arguably those who might potentially benefit most from EMA if it

encouraged greater levels of participation in post-16 education; and,
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• To explore how various influences on young people’s decision-making relate to

destinations and to examine the extent to which financial concerns form a barrier to

participation compared with other constraints.  Results from this section of the analysis

will help to inform policies that might complement the EMA as a part of the wider

Government strategy on expanding opportunities for learning.

Two cautionary notes are worth making in relation to findings in this chapter.  First, there are

differences in the distribution of characteristics of young people in pilot and control areas, so

that differences using the pilot-control distinctions should be treated as indicative rather than

conclusive.  Second, while Local Education Authorities (LEAs) appear to have been largely

successful in publicising EMA in the short time available (Chapter 2), knowledge of its

availability was not universal.  As knowledge of EMA becomes more widespread there are

two possible outcomes.  First, those young people who did not move into post-16 education

immediately after leaving Year 11 might be drawn into education at a later stage, perhaps

through a delayed gain in knowledge of the existence and working of EMA.  Second, young

people leaving compulsory schooling after EMA has been in operation for a year or so may

be more aware of its existence and benefits, and so take EMA into account when planning

their future.

The design of the evaluation means that the first issue - that of a delayed EMA influence -

will be addressed when the first cohort of respondents are followed up a year after their first

interview.  The second issue will be addressed through comparing the EMA effect in the first

interview with the 1999 cohort of respondents to the first interview with the 2000 cohort.

As the key focus of this report is the group of young people eligible for EMA, all analysis in

this chapter is based on the sub-group of respondents who were ‘EMA income eligible’, that

is, their family’s gross taxable income did not exceed £30,000.  All results are based on

weighted data (see Chapter 1).
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3.1 Intentions and Destinations

The piloting of EMA was announced by the Chancellor in his Comprehensive Spending

Review White Paper statement in July 1998 and was implemented in time for the start of the

1999-2000 academic year.  Given the relatively short time span between the announcement of

EMA and the beginning of the pilot, it is unlikely that many students were able to take EMA

into account when deciding what to do after the end of Year 11.  This was confirmed in the

qualitative interviews with young people who reported that decisions about whether or not to

continue in education were taken before they or their parents had learned of EMA (Legard et

al., 2001).  The extent to which EMA plays a role in decision making over the longer-term

will be more apparent with the second cohort of respondents.

Young people were asked what, during Year 11, i.e. before leaving school, they had intended

to do at the end of Year 11, i.e. when they had finished compulsory schooling.  In general, at

the time of interview, a large proportion of EMA eligible young people were doing what they

had intended to do during Year 11.  In other words, for 76 per cent of young people their post

Year 11 destination matched their Year 11 intention.

This was particularly so for those who had intended to remain in full-time education.  Almost

nine in ten eligible young people (86.5 per cent) who intended to remain in education were in

full-time education at the time of interview (Table 3.1).  This is substantially greater than the

69.4 per cent staying-on rate overall amongst all young people meeting the EMA income

eligibility condition.  Legard et al., (2001) reported that people who had changed their minds

from their original intention of continuing in education sometimes had specific reasons for

doing so, for example, lower than expected GCSE performance, experiences of bullying at

school and pregnancy/childcare.
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Table 3.1 Destinations by Intentions of Staying-on in Post-16 Education

       Row per cent

Destination N
Full-time
Education

Work
/training

Unemployed Other

Intention:

Full-time
Education

86.5 7.2 3.5 2.9 5,588

Work/training 19.6 52.6 21.8 6.0 1,653
Other 39.9 30.0 14.9 15.2 316

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.  The ‘N’ is unweighted, but does
not sum to 7,560 because of missing values.

Among eligible young people who had changed their minds between Year 11 and the time of

interview, a significant proportion had actually remained in full-time education.  Almost two-

fifths of those who had an ‘other’ intended destination were in full-time education and 30 per

cent were in work or training.  Perhaps of most concern is that over two in ten young people

(21.8 per cent) who had intended to go into work or training were unemployed at the time of

interview.

There are two ways in which EMA may have influenced young people to remain in full-time

education.  First, it may have encouraged those eligible young people who had intended to

stay in education but who were wavering in that decision.  Second, it might have changed the

minds of those originally intending to leave and move into some other activity at the end of

Year 11.  The group who originally intended to leave was arguably, at least initially, more

resistant to post-16 education than those who had originally intended to remain in education

when they were in Year 11.  It is therefore of interest to explore how EMA seems to have

affected groups of eligible young people who were initially more or less resistant to

participation post-16.  However, it is important to bear in mind the possibility that because

information on intentions was collected at the time of interview, the actual destination at the

time of interview might have biased young people’s recall of their intentions.

If EMA has had a role in persuading young people to remain in education, then a larger

proportion of EMA eligible young people who intended to participate should actually have

been participating in the pilot areas compared with the control areas at the time of interview.



76

Similarly, a greater proportion of eligible young people in the pilot areas who intended to

leave should have actually remained in education than in the control areas.

It would appear that EMA might have encouraged those who intended to remain in education

not to change their minds.  Overall, 87.6 per cent of EMA eligible young people in the pilot

areas who intended to remain in education actually did so, compared to 84.6 per cent in the

control areas (Table 3.2).  This would appear to imply a significant participation gain of 3.0

percentage points among those originally intending to stay on.

Table 3.2 Young People Intending to Stay-on in Post-16 Education and their

Destinations

Cell per cent (varying base size)

Pilot Control
All Urban Rural All Urban Rural

Intending to stay-on 73.9 70.6 85.3* 72.1 69.4 77.3
Intending to stay-on and
stayed-on

87.6* 86.2* 91.4* 84.6 82.7 87.9

Intending to leave and
stayed-on

23.4 23.4 24.2 22.1 20.5 26.0

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note * indicates a significant difference (P<0.05) between the variant in the pilot group and its counterpart in
the control.

In contrast to those who intended to stay-on, EMA eligible young people who intended to

leave education after Year 11 appear not to have been influenced by EMA.  The difference

between pilot and control areas was 1.3 percentage points1 and statistically was not

significantly different, so may have emerged purely by chance.  In urban areas just under

three percentage points more young people in the eligible pilot group remained in education

than in the eligible control group although, again, this difference was not statistically

significant (Table 3.2).  However, there was a large difference in the sample sizes between

                                                
1 It is important to remember that the two percentage point difference figures between pilots and controls (3.0
percentage points for those intending to stay and 1.3 percentage points for those who intended to leave) cannot
simply be summed to get the corresponding difference for the sample overall.  These figures are based on two
sub-samples of different sizes, which would need to be accounted for in aggregating to the 3.9 percentage points
obtained for all eligibles, as would differences between pilot and control areas in levels of intentions to stay on.
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the two groups so that it was not possible to detect percentage effect changes for the two

groups with the same degree of statistical certainty.

3.2 Young People Not in Education, Employment or Training

This section of the report examines the circumstances of young people who were not in

education, employment or training at the time of interview, the NEET group.  This group is

of particular importance to the evaluation, since the proportion of young people becoming

NEET after Year 11 has remained stubbornly persistent at around 10 per cent in recent years,

although falling significantly to 8 ½ percent in 1999 (DfEE, 2000).2  A lack of financial

support is recognised as a barrier to participation in learning (Herbert and Callender, 1997;

Kennedy 1997; see Section 1.1).  Therefore the introduction of EMA may act as a stimulus to

some young people who have entered the NEET group, or are at risk of doing so, to remain in

education.

3.2.1 The NEET groups

Two groups of young people who were NEET at the time of interview have been identified

for this report:

• The economically active group: includes unemployed young people and those waiting

to take up work; and,

• The economically inactive group: includes young people who were not in the labour

market through ill-health, caring for others or simply taking a break.

Young people in part-time education (N=59) have been included with those in full-time

education for the purposes of the following analysis, in order to keep the NEET groups as

close as possible to the definition of not undertaking education, employment or training.

Again, only young people income eligible for EMA have been included in the analysis.

Overall, it would appear that higher levels of participation in post-16 education in the pilot

areas than in the control areas were the result of lower proportions of young people entering

work or training and the NEET groups (Table 3.3).  The pilot-control difference for the

                                                
2 Definitional and measurement issues mean that estimates of the NEET group vary (Pearce and Hillman,
1998).
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work/training group was not quite statistically significant, whereas that for the active NEET

group was just statistically significant.

Table 3.3 Young People’s Destinations: NEET, Education and Work or Training

             Column per cent

Pilot Control
All Urban Rural All Urban Rural

Full/part-time education 73.7* 70.7* 83.8* 70.7 66.9 77.8
Work/training 15.4 17.0 10.1* 16.8 17.2 15.9
NEET: active 8.2* 9.6* 3.5 9.4 11.8 4.9
NEET: inactive 2.7 2.7* 2.7* 3.1 4.1 1.4

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion (N=7560).
Note * indicates a significant difference (P<0.05) between the variant in the pilot group and its counterpart in
the control.

Confirming the findings in Chapter 2, there were substantial differences between urban and

rural areas in the destinations of eligible young people and the size of the NEET groups.  In

urban areas the pilot-control group differences were suggestive of an EMA effect that had

taken young people from the NEET groups into education, but this was not so in rural areas.

Thus, in pilot urban areas the number in the active NEET group was some 2.2 percentage

points lower than in the control areas (Table 3.3); for inactive NEET young people the

corresponding difference was 1.4 percentage points.

A different picture emerged in rural areas.  EMA eligible inactive NEET group members

were more prevalent in the rural pilot areas than in the controls, but there was no statistically

significant difference in active NEET young people between pilot and control rural areas.  It

is extremely unlikely that EMA has increased the inactive NEET group, and this difference is

likely to have arisen because of pre-existing differences between the rural pilot and control

areas.

In the remainder of the chapter, the EMA eligible sample is considered as a whole, rather

than making distinctions between those in the pilot and control areas.  The timing of the

announcement of EMA for this first cohort makes it difficult to disentangle the effect of
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EMA on decision–making processes between pilot and control individuals.  This will be

possible for Cohort 2.

3.2.2 Decision-making in Year 11

This section of the report explores how easy EMA eligible young people had found it to make

their decision about post-16 destinations, and also examines whether or not they thought they

had made the right decision.  As Legard et al. (2001) report, some young people had had a

clear idea about what they wanted to do after Year 11.  It is likely that many of these would

find their decision easier to make though it is possible that later experience might lead them

to decide it was not the right decision.  Other young people had been undecided about their

destination after Year 11 (Legard et al., 2001), either because they had no clear idea of what

they wanted to do, or because they could achieve their goal through education or work based

training.

Again, it should be borne in mind that this information was collected retrospectively and it is

therefore possible that recall of the decision making process might be coloured by events

between Year 11 and the time of the interview.  Nevertheless, these data provide valuable

evidence about how young people experience the transition out of compulsory schooling, and

their responses to these questions offer important insights into that process.

The majority of eligible young people (60 per cent) said that they had found it either very or

fairly easy to make their decision about what to do after Year 11, with only 7.7 per cent

finding it very difficult (Table 3.4).  However, young people in the two NEET groups had

generally found their decision harder to make than had those in education, training or

employment.  Forty per cent in the active group said they had found the decision fairly or

very difficult.
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Table 3.4 Post-16 Decision-Making: An Easy Decision?

      Row per cent

Very Easy Fairly
Easy

Neither Fairly
Difficult

Very
Difficult

Full/part-time education 25.8 36.3 12.3 19.0 6.5
Work/training 28.3 32.1 11.8 19.0 8.8
NEET: economically
active

17.7 25.6 16.7 27.0 13.0

NEET: economically
inactive

32.2 21.6 11.5 17.8 16.8

All 25.7 34.3 12.6 19.7 7.7

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

EMA eligible young people in the inactive NEET group had a somewhat mixed experience.

A large proportion of the group found their decision very easy (32.2 per cent); many

members of this group described themselves as looking after the home or family, or who

were sick or disabled.  Therefore, their decision may have been easy because they saw

themselves as having no choice.  However, young people in the inactive NEET group were

also likely to have found it very difficult to make their decision (16.8 per cent).  Generally,

these young people described their current activity as taking a break or on holiday, or were

unable to give a coherent response as to what they were currently doing.

Young people’s reflections on whether their decision had been the correct one were very

dependent upon the option they had chosen.  The vast majority of EMA eligible young people

in education, work or training felt they had made the right decision (Table 3.5).  In contrast,

eligible young people in either the active or inactive NEET groups were less certain they had

made the right decision, particularly those in the active NEET group.
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Table 3.5 Post-16 Decision-making: The Right Decision?

       Row per cent

Definitely
Right

Probably
Right

Probably
Wrong

Definitely
Wrong

Full/part-time
education

67.4 29.1 2.6 0.9

Work/training 59.8 27.6 8.0 4.6
NEET: active 23.9 35.3 25.4 15.4
NEET: inactive 40.7 30.9 15.7 12.7
All 61.8 29.4 5.7 3.1

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

There is clearly scope for assisting the 40 per cent of economically active young people in the

NEET group, and the 29 per cent of inactive who felt they had made a wrong decision about

their post-16 destination to change direction.  Perhaps more important, these findings show

the need to identify this group at an early stage to assist in the decision-making process.

The analysis was then taken a stage further to explore whether there was a relationship

between finding the decision about post-16 destinations easy and whether the young person

perceived the decision to have been correct.  The easier the young person found it to make the

decision, the more likely they were to believe the decision had been correct (Table 3.6).  The

vast majority of EMA eligible young people in education felt their decision had been correct,

irrespective of whether it was easy or difficult.  However, for eligible young people in work

or training, it was more readily apparent that those who found the decision difficult were less

likely to think they had made the right decision (76.1 per cent).  In contrast, 93.2 per cent

who found it easy said they had made the correct decision.
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Table 3.6 Finding the Post-16 Activity Decision Correct by Ease of Making the

Decision

      Cell per cent

Found Decision:
Easy Neutral Difficult

Found Decision Correct:

Education 98.1 95.0 93.4
Work/training 93.2 83.2 76.1
NEET: economically active 72.9 62.6 43.3
NEET: economically inactive 87.4 50.0 54.3

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

EMA eligible young people in the active NEET group were the least certain about the

decision they had taken, and those who found the decision difficult were least likely to think

they had made the correct choice.  Nevertheless, 43 per cent of young people who had found

the decision difficult still maintained that they had been correct, despite being in the NEET

group at the time of interview.  Furthermore, 72.9 per cent of young people in the active

NEET group who had found the decision easy felt that they had made the correct choice.

A substantial majority of young people in the inactive NEET group who thought their

decision had been easy still said that their decision had been correct  (87.4 per cent).  It seems

likely that this again stems from caring duties or sickness restricting their perceived options.

3.2.3 Reasons for not entering post-16 education

As Legard et al., (2001) report, there are numerous reasons why young people do not stay on

in post-16 education.  For some, it is an active decision to do something else, whereas others

might have negative feelings towards education in general; in some cases these feelings

might have been learned from experiences in school.

All respondents not in post-16 education at the time of interview were asked a series of

questions relating to possible circumstances that could help explain why they had not

continued in education.  Responses have been summarised for all EMA eligible young people
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in the NEET groups, and distinctions are again made between active and inactive NEET

groups (Table 3.7).

Wanting a job or training place was the reason most young people in the active NEET group

gave for not having continued in education (82.1 per cent), though this was less apparent for

inactive NEET group members (36.9 per cent) (Table 3.7).  Financial need also appeared

important for many in the active NEET group, for example 53.4 per cent said they had

needed to earn more money, but less so for those inactive (23 per cent).  EMA appears to

have at least some potential for encouraging these respondents to continue in education.

However, bad exam results and a dislike of school had also deterred many labour market

active NEET respondents from remaining in education, with 45.6 per cent and 44.2 per cent

respectively citing these as reasons for not continuing their education.  Legard et al., (2001)

found that, particularly for males who ended up unemployed, dislike of school was associated

with inadequacy arising from low achievement, a resentment of teacher’s control and peer

pressure.  Table 3.7 also shows that about one fifth had been discouraged from continuing

their education because their friends were not doing so.

Inadequate educational opportunities also seem to have played a part in discouraging post-16

participation, among some young people.  Over one-third of active NEET group respondents

(35.4 per cent) stated that they had been unable to find suitable courses and 16.7 per cent said

they could not get a place at a school or college.  More positively, only 6.5 per cent had been

discouraged from entering post-16 education by their parents; travelling difficulties

discouraged 11.7 per cent.
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Table 3.7 Reasons for Not Remaining in Education - NEET Group Members

        Cell per cent

Active Inactive

Bad exam results 45.6 27.5
Disliked old school 44.2 30.2
Could not get a place at another
school/college

16.7 12.6

It would have been difficult to travel to
school or college

11.7 9.3

Could not find any courses wanted to do 35.4 17.4
Needed to earn more money than could
have got in education

53.4 23.0

Could not find a suitable part-time job to
combine with education

29.5 13.5

Could not afford to remain in education 25.2 15.2
Wanted to look for a job or training place 82.1 36.9
Found a job/training place wanted more
than education

29.8 21.1

Friends were not continuing in education 19.9 13.0
Parents did not want me to continue in
education

6.5 3.3

Parents could not afford for me to continue
in education

12.1 7.4

Could not fit in with family caring
responsibilities

4.1 26.3

N (unweighted) 599 187

Base: all young people NEET meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion and giving a response for not
continuing in post-16 education.

The inactive group had some similar concerns to those who had entered the labour market.

However, a barrier to which members of the inactive group were particularly prone was that

of caring for someone in the family (26.3 per cent).
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3.2.4 Awareness of EMA

In most EMA pilot areas, publicity information was given to all Year 11 students in 1999

and, even though publicity about EMA was delayed in the first year, the message had still

reached large numbers of eligible young people (see Chapter 2).  However, for many this

information was too late because the decision about what to do after Year 11 was already

made (Legard et al., 2001).

Of those eligible young people intending to remain in education in the pilot areas, 93.3 per

cent knew about EMA compared to only 55.4 per cent of those not intending to do so (Table

3.8).  Furthermore, 90.8 per cent of eligible young people in education who had originally

intended to leave had heard about EMA, although it is not possible to determine if they had

heard about EMA prior to deciding to remain in education or afterwards.

Table 3.8 Awareness of EMA

      Cell per cent

Pilot
Destination: All Intend to stay Intend to leave

Education 95.7 96.2 90.8
Work/training 53.2 68.9 47.4
NEET: economically active 45.8 69.8 34.2
NEET: economically inactive 48.8 65.1 33.3
All 83.8 93.3 55.4

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

As shown in Chapter 2, nearly all of the eligible young people who had entered post-16

education had heard of EMA (96 per cent).  This is much greater than the comparable

percentages for those doing other activities.  Young people who intended to leave full-time

education at the end of Year 11, and who did so, were far less likely to have heard of EMA

than were their counterparts who originally had intended to remain in education but who had

left.
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However, the comparatively low levels of knowledge about EMA amongst those intending to

leave and doing so, particularly in the NEET groups, is of concern.  Only just over one-third

of eligible young people in both the NEET active and inactive groups who had intended to

leave education had heard of EMA.  If EMA is to encourage young people who might

otherwise become NEET to remain in education, it appears that much more needs to be done

to promote its existence, particularly amongst those not intending to enter post-16 education.

This is not to say that this group of people had not been exposed to information about EMA;

rather, as a result of having had no intention to stay on they may simply have ignored it.

Possible opportunities for promoting EMA further, particularly in a way that increases its

salience, would be through individual Careers Service interviews and group sessions or in

Personal, Social and Health Education classes (but see Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3, below).

3.2.5 Financial barriers: is EMA the key?

Young people not in education were asked whether or not a weekly payment would make

them more likely to consider post-16 education.

Of eligible young people in the active NEET group, 52 per cent said that a financial payment

would make them likely to consider post-16 education (Table 3.9).  Of those in work or

training, half were unwilling to consider post-16 education even with a weekly payment,

although 38.8 per cent would definitely consider it.  These findings parallel those of Legard

et al., (2001) from qualitative interviews with young people, that many of those keen to leave

studying, as well as those strongly wanting to work, felt that the level of EMA was too low to

change their minds.

The inactive NEET group was most likely to state that they would not enter education even if

given a weekly payment (54.2 per cent).  However, this was not simply a reflection of caring

duties or ill-health, since this group included proportionately similar numbers who described

themselves as being on holiday or taking a break and those ‘doing something else’.  In fact,

41 per cent of this group had originally intended to enter post-16 education, of which only 16

per cent considered that their exam results were not good enough (figures not shown).

Clearly, further work is required to determine the reasons for this group’s resistance to a

financial incentive to remain in education.
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Table 3.9 Willing to Stay in Education if paid a Weekly Allowance?

       Row per cent

Stay in Education
Yes Depends on Amount No

Work/training 38.8 10.8 50.4
NEET: active 52.0 9.3 38.7
NEET: inactive 41.1 4.7 54.2

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion who were not in full-time
education after Year 11.

Respondents who said that a weekly payment would make them more likely to consider post-

16 education were then asked at what level this would need to be.  They were first asked if

£20 per week would be an acceptable allowance, if not £30 and, finally, £40.  If this was still

not sufficient, they were asked how much they would require each week to remain in

education.  The levels of payment respondents were asked to consider include the maximum

basic EMA weekly rate of £30 per week and the higher rate of £40, which are both being

piloted, as well as a lower band of £20.

EMA eligible young people in work or training would require the highest levels of payment.

Just over half of young people in work or training would want amounts of over £40 per week

(Table 3.10), a figure that coincides approximately with current training allowances payable

to young people.  However, it is not known if young people set this level because of their

experience of current pay from work or training, or if such high inducements would have

been required prior to their entry into work or training.

Respondents in the NEET groups were, however, more limited in the amounts they would

require.  Even so, 60 per cent of the active group wanted £40 a week or more, as did 56 per

cent of the inactive group.
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Table 3.10  Amount of Weekly Allowance Required to Consider Staying in

Education

    Average

Weekly Amount (£)
20 30 40 Over 40

Work/training 12.5 11.8 24.1 51.6
NEET: economically
active

21.4 18.9 30.5 29.2

NEET: economically
inactive

27.8 16.5 25.8 29.9

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion who were not in full-time
education after Year 11 but would consider Post-16 learning if given a weekly payment.

3.3 Influences on Decisions

This section explores the range of advice and support that was available to EMA eligible

young people during Year 11 and the value they attached to the guidance and support they

received.  Although personal factors, such as motivation and career goals, are important

influences, as well as ability and achievement, other external factors are also influential

(Legard et al., 2001).  These include school experiences, some of which have already been

touched upon above, and the influence of family and friends.

First, the role of informal guidance networks such as family and friends on young peoples’

decision-making is explored.  Second, the influence of formal channels of careers guidance

and education, which are primarily offered through Careers Services and schools, is

examined.  Finally, the extent of work experience and Personal, Social and Health Education

(PSHE) classes in schools are considered.  The main aim is to explore the extent to which

young people in the NEET groups had received a similar range of support to those who had

entered post-16 education, training or employment.

3.3.1 Sources of advice for Year 11 decisions

Young people were asked about the sources of advice they had used and valued in their Year

11 decision-making.  In general, EMA eligible young people were most likely to have turned

to their parents for advice about what they should do after leaving compulsory education

(Table 3.11).  However, young people in the inactive NEET group were much less likely to
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have discussed their options with their parents.  More than two-fifths of these inactive NEET

young people had not, for whatever reason, turned to this source of support and advice in

making, potentially, one the most important decisions about their futures.

Table 3.11 Sources of Advice for Deciding upon Post-year 11 Destinations

        Cell per cent

Destination
Education Work/

Training
NEET:

Economically
Active

NEET:
Economically

Inactive

Parents 81.4 77.1 70.0 56.9
Friends 42.9 32.0 39.0 30.7
Siblings 23.1 18.1 20.1 20.6
Careers teachers 76.2 67.0 58.7 53.2
Subject/form teachers 49.2 30.1 31.8 28.9
Careers Service 48.2 48.2 41.4 35.8
Employer/Training
provider

6.3 15.7 6.5 6.9

None 1.6 3.9 8.3 16.5

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

In contrast, 81.4 per cent of young people who remained in education had discussed their

options with their parents.  The role of parents in influencing young people to stay on is, in

turn, dependent on the young person’s intentions.  Legard et al., (2001) found that when

young people had a clear idea of their goal and intended to stay on parents tended to have a

minor, though supportive role.  However, when young people were less clear about their

intentions, parents were often highly influential in encouraging young people to stay on.

Eligible young people in the NEET groups, particularly the labour market inactive group,

were also much less likely to have discussed their options with a careers teacher than were

those in education, training or employment.  Careers Services also appeared to play a less

prominent part in the decision-making of young people in the NEET groups than for those in

education, work or training3.  Legard et al., (2001) reported that Careers Advisers generally

                                                
3 However, these young people’s school experiences were largely at a time before the Careers Service had to
focus its efforts more on students at risk of poor transitions into learning or work at 16.
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encouraged young people to stay on, where possible, so the lower incidence of contact

between Careers Advisers and young people in the NEET groups is of some concern, (though

see Section 3.3.2, below).

Young people in education relied to a considerable extent on advice from subject teachers,

whereas young people in work or training were more likely than other groups to have talked

to employers or training providers.

In addition to differences in the range of sources of advice, the number of sources of advice

used by young people to assist them in their decision-making also differed.  The NEET

groups were more likely to report that they had not used any source of advice and, when they

did, they received advice from fewer sources (Table 3.12).  Eligible young people in the

active NEET group received slightly more support than their inactive counterparts.  In fact,

young people in the active NEET group were fairly similar in the degree of advice they had

received to those in employment or training.  Young people who had remained in education

cited by far the greatest number of advisors.

Table 3.12 Number of Source of Advice for Deciding upon Post-year 11 Destinations

        Cell per cent

Destination:
Education Work/

Training
NEET:

Economically
Active

NEET:
Economically

Inactive

Zero 1.6 3.9 8.3 16.5
One 8.0 12.1 14.8 14.7
Two 19.2 23.8 19.6 22.5
Three 28.1 29.4 29.9 22.5
Four or more 43.1 30.8 27.5 23.9

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.



91

3.3.2 Influence of the Careers Services

The role of the Careers Services is to help guide young people ‘to enter appropriate

education, training and employment’ (DfEE, 1998, page 5, a1).

Young people were asked if they had attended either a group and/or individual session at

school with a Careers Services Adviser.  For the sake of brevity, both group sessions and

individual interviews were taken into account.  Eligible young people who said they had

attended an interview could be separated from those who had not, and this latter group

divided into those who chose not to attend and those who were not invited to an interview.

The majority of young people reported attending an interview with a Careers Adviser.

However, one-quarter of young people in the inactive NEET group stated that they had not

been invited for an interview, as did 17.8 per cent of young people in the active NEET group

(Table 3.13).  In contrast, only around six per cent of young people who were in education,

employment or training stated they had not been invited to attend an individual interview.

Table 3.13 Contacts and Reasons for Non-contact in Year 11 with a Careers Officer

 Column per cent

Destination
Education Work/

Training
NEET:

Economically
Active

NEET:
Economically

Inactive

Attended 91.9 90.5 74.4 72.6
Invited: did not attend 2.4 3.5 7.9 2.3
Not invited: did not attend 5.7 6.0 17.8 25.1

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.
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Figure 3.1 Average Number of Contacts in Year 11 With a Careers Service Adviser
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Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion and who had contact with a
Careers Service Adviser in Year 11.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

Young people in the inactive NEET group who did have contact with a Careers Services

Adviser were likely to have more interviews in comparison to other eligible young people,

with an average of 4.8 contacts (Figure 3.1).  This contrasts with an average number of 4.6

contacts for those in work or training and 4.1 for those in education or those who were in the

active NEET group.

Young people who stated they had had contact with their Careers Service were asked about

the part this had played in their decision making.  Just under one-quarter of young people in

post-16 education said that the Careers Service had played a major role in their decision-

making (Table 3.14).  This suggests that without advice from the Careers Service they might

not have entered post-16 education, or perhaps undertaken a different course.  In contrast,

one-quarter of young people in education stated that the Careers Service had played no role at

all in their decision to continue in school or college.  Just under 53 per cent stated that the

Careers Service played a minor role in their decision to remain in school or college.
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Both the NEET groups were more likely to say (approximately one third) that the Careers

Service had played no part in their decision-making.  However, the inactive NEET group was

the group most likely to say that the Careers Service had played a major role in their year 11

decision-making (28.2 per cent), and the active NEET group the least (22.4 per cent).  This

active NEET group appears slightly more likely to have pursued their own routes irrespective

of Careers Service advice than those young people in education, employment or training.

Table 3.14 Part Played by Contact with the Careers Service in Post-Year 11

Decision-making

 Column per cent

Destination
Education Work/

Training
NEET:

Economically
Active

NEET:
Economically

Inactive

Major 23.7 26.5 22.4 28.2
Minor 52.8 48.5 47.1 39.0
None 23.5 25.0 30.4 32.8

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion and who had contact with a
Careers Service Adviser in Year 11.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

3.3.3 School experiences

There is a paucity of information regarding the impact of school experience both on

intentions to remain in education and actually doing so.  It is known that many young NEET

people have a history of truancy, particularly persistent truancy, (Payne, 2000; Stone et al.,

2000; Cm4405, 1999b; Policy Action Team 12, 2000), and that this group of young people

tend to be academic underachievers and/or have special educational needs.  The links

between truancy, educational underachievement and special educational needs are not

necessarily causal.  Truancy is often a symptom of personal and family circumstances which,

in turn, lead to educational problems.  In addition, negative interactions with teachers might

lead to ‘disaffection, disruption and truancy at school’ (Morris et al., 1999) which in turn can

lead to negative attitudes to remaining in education.  Therefore, truancy is a useful indicator

of potential problems post-16.  Morris et al., (1999) also noted dissatisfaction amongst some

young people with the content of the school curriculum, which may orient some away from

post-16 education.
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In this section, three aspects of school experience in Years 10 and 11 are explored.  All data

were self-reported by the young people during the interview:

• attendance and absence;

• work experience; and,

• Personal, Social and Health Education Classes.

Attendance and absence

The previously established link between school absence and a NEET destination was

confirmed by data gathered for this study.  Five and a half per cent of the inactive NEET

group stated they had not attended school throughout Years 10 and 11, almost twice as many

as in the active NEET group and over seven times more than those who entered work or

training (Table 3.15).  Less than one per cent of those in post-16 education said they had

continually missed school in Years 10 and 11.  Over a third of inactive (35.8 per cent) and

active (37 per cent) EMA eligible young people in the NEET groups had missed some school,

compared to only 14.8 per cent in work or training and 4.4 per cent in education.

Table 3.15 School Attendance and Absence in Years 10 and 11

 Column per cent

Destination
Education Work/

Training
NEET:

Economically
Active

NEET:
Economically

Inactive

Attended throughout 95.4 84.5 59.9 58.7
Missed some school 4.4 14.8 37.0 35.8
Did not attend at all 0.2 0.7 3.2 5.5

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

The most common reason EMA eligible young people gave for school absence was truancy.

One quarter of young people in the active NEET group said they had truanted from school,

together with 12.4 per cent in the inactive group and 10.3 per cent of those in work or training

(Table 3.16).  Only 1.6 per cent of young people in post-16 education said they had played

truant.
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Exclusions from school were also most common amongst young people in the NEET groups.

Over six per cent of those inactive who had missed school had been excluded, as had nearly

seven per cent of young people who were economically active.  Illness was also more

common amongst young people in the NEET groups, particularly in the inactive group and,

for many, this may account for their NEET status.  Missing school through bullying or being

educated at home was also most likely to occur among those young people who became

economically inactive.

Table 3.16 Reasons for Absence in Years 10 and 11

Cell per cent

Destination
Education Work/

training
NEET:

Economically
active

NEET:
Economically

inactive

Educated at home 0.4 0.9 0.8 2.8
Excluded from school 0.4 1.8 6.9 6.4
Truancy 1.6 10.3 24.6 12.4
Illness 1.7 1.9 6.9 9.6
Bullied 0.2 0.6 1.1 2.7

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

Work experience

Work experience offers young people a chance to taste the world of work and may offer a

chance to mature and learn some of the ‘soft’ skills associated with work, such as social

skills, punctuality and cleanliness.  The potential importance of work experience is

demonstrated by its inclusion as one of the options available under ‘Life Skills’, a key

element of the Learning Gateway, that Personal Advisers may recommend for young people,

particularly those in the NEET groups, once they have left Year 11.  Work experience is also

available in schools and offers young people an early opportunity of tasting the world of

work and can be a tool to enhance young people’s employability.

Nearly one-quarter of EMA eligible young people in the inactive NEET group said they had

not been offered work experience, and 17.2 per cent of young people in the active NEET
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group (Table 3.17).  In contrast, only 5.6 per cent of young people who remained in education

said they had not been offered work experience during Year 11.  Of those young people in

work or training, eight per cent said they had not been offered a work experience programme.

It is not possible to ascertain from the data why young people in the NEET groups reported

lower levels of work experience offers.  However, it is possible that they were absent when

work experience was being organised.

Table 3.17 Work Experience in Years 10 and 11

 Column per cent

Destination
Education Work/

Training
NEET:

Economically
active

NEET:
Economically

inactive

Undertaken work
experience

90.8 86.7 71.3 65.6

Offered work experience
but refused

3.7 5.3 11.5 10.1

Not offered work
experience

5.6 8.0 17.2 24.3

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

However, young people in the NEET groups were also more likely to have refused work

experience.  Somewhat surprisingly, young people in the active NEET group were most

likely to have refused work experience (11.5 per cent).  This is three times the proportion of

young people who had entered post-16 education, and over twice the proportion of young

people who entered work or training.  Young people in the inactive NEET group also had a

comparatively high level of work experience refusals (10.1 per cent).

EMA eligible young people, on the whole, had found work experience either very or fairly

useful in helping them to decide what to do after Year 11 (Table 3.18).  Young people in

work or training (39.8 per cent) or in the inactive NEET group (39.4 per cent) were most

likely to say they found work experience very helpful.  Otherwise, the pattern was similar

regardless of young people’s current activity.
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Table 3.18 Helpfulness of Work Experience in Years 10 and 11

 Column per cent

Destination
Education Work/

Training
NEET:

Economically
active

NEET:
Economically

inactive

Very helpful 34.3 39.8 32.8 39.4
Fairly helpful 33.0 29.5 34.7 28.9
Not very helpful 18.9 15.2 18.2 19.0
Not at all helpful 13.9 15.5 14.4 12.7

Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion who had work experience in Years
10 or 11.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

Personal, Social and Health education

Personal, Social and Health Education (PSHE) helps, ‘to give pupils the skills, knowledge

and understanding to lead confident, healthy and independent lives and to become informed,

active and responsible citizens’ (National Curriculum Online, 2001).  Within the consultation

review paper of the National Curriculum at Key Stage 4, it is recommended that pupils

should understand their post-16 options and the financial implications of their decisions.

Young people in the survey were asked if they received PSHE classes in Year 11 that covered

careers topics.  The EMA eligible young people who were least likely to report having PSHE

classes in Year 11 were those who would potentially have benefited most.  Of the eligible

young people in the NEET groups, only 60 per cent of the labour market inactive had had

PSHE classes covering careers topics in Year 11 and 68 per cent of the active NEET group

(Figure 3.2).  In contrast, 83 per cent of young people in education had attended relevant

PSHE classes and 78 per cent of young people in work or training.
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Figure 3.2 PSHE Classes in Year 11
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Base:  all young people meeting the EMA family income eligibility criterion.
Note:  59 young people were in part-time education and were combined with those in full-time education in
order to avoid contamination of the NEET groups.

3.4 Summary and Conclusions

The principal aim of this chapter was to explore the influence of EMA on young people’s

decision-making, and to consider the wider influences on young people in Year 11 in relation

to their post-16 choices.

EMA is one element in a much wider ranging strategy aimed at ensuring that all young

people reach their learning potential.  Its primary incentive effect is financial, and, as

demonstrated in this chapter, nearly all of those young people who left education and entered

the NEET groups gave financial concerns as one or more of their reasons for not continuing

in education (Table 3.7).  This fact offers some potential for EMA to become an incentive,

either for the next cohort or, with a lagged effect, for young people in the NEET groups in

this cohort.  Moreover, over half of EMA eligible young people in the active NEET group,

and just under half of the inactive group, said they would have considered staying in

education if they had received a weekly allowance.

However, finance was not the only reason many young people gave for leaving school.

Previous negative school experiences were also important in deterring many young people
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from post-16 education, as were: access to college or school; the availability of the right

courses; and friendship networks.  A substantial minority also faced caring responsibilities,

which they saw as a constraint to remaining in education.

It is possible therefore that the financial bridge into education provided by EMA might need

to be supported by other policies to provide a wider incentive.  The exact nature of such

policies would require a more detailed understanding of the causes of negativity towards

school.  However, they might include providing greater awareness of the range of provision

available within post-16 education, better transport provision, remedial support, the emphasis

of opportunities for new friendships and crèche facilities.

Knowledge of EMA might be obtained at school through PSHE classes and/or Careers

Service contact.  EMA eligible young people in the pilot areas who intended to leave

education, and who did so, had a relatively low awareness of EMA.  It seems plausible that if

more eligible young people had known about EMA at an earlier stage in Year 11, increased

numbers might have considered staying-on in education.

The Careers Services, in particular, have an important and influential role, particularly under

the new Learning Gateway and the Connexions Service.  The evidence presented here

suggests that many EMA eligible young people in the NEET groups are those who most

required advice but were least likely to have received it during Year 11.  In general, they also

had fewer sources of advice and were less likely to have received advice from teachers, both

careers and subject teachers, and from Careers Officers.  In particular, they were less likely to

have been invited to attend an interview with a Careers Officer at school.  Young people in

the NEET groups were more likely to have found their post-16 decision hard to make and

were more likely to think they had made the wrong decision.
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4 Methodological Approach

Box 4.1   Summary

This chapter outlines the methodological approach for the quantitative work in Chapter 5.

• Measuring the impact of EMA on the decision to remain in full-time education post-16

requires matching individuals in pilot areas to individuals in control areas with similar

characteristics.  Matching is based on the assumption that all differences relevant to

school participation between those in a treatment (pilot) area and those in a control area

can be accounted for by controlling for observable characteristics in the data.  Once

individuals have been matched, the impact of the EMA is measured by taking the

difference in participation rates between pilots and their relevant controls.

• In order to examine the incremental effect of EMA on participation and to make detailed

comparisons between variants, it is necessary to place more structure on this simple

matching procedure.  The determinants of education participation are examined using a

regression model and estimated EMA entitlement is included in this model.

• For matching to work, it is crucial that no factor (relevant to school participation), other

than the observed characteristics controlled for, varies significantly between the pilot and

the control areas.  If this seems likely not to be true, then a procedure needs to be

developed that can eliminate these unobserved area effects.  This chapter discusses a

number of ways that could be used to try to estimate these unobserved effects and, hence,

check the robustness of the matching results.

4.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the methodological approach for the quantitative work in Chapter 5 of

the report.  In this report, the quantitative evaluation focuses on the impact of EMA on initial

decisions to participate in post-16 full-time education.  Chapters 2 and 3 of this report have

already focused on a wider range of issues, and some of these wider issues will themselves be

the subject of further work when more data are available.

The methodological approach involves matching at the individual level to estimate the impact

of EMA for different groups of individuals.  This matching procedure is discussed in detail in
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Section 4.2.  In these simple matching models, participation rates in pilot areas are compared

with matched controls to estimate the impact of EMA.  While this provides a useful

foundation for the evaluation, the approach does not allow an estimation of the effects of

incremental changes in the amount of EMA on post-compulsory full-time education

participation.  This is of particular importance to policy makers when considering the overall

design of a programme like EMA.  In order to do this, therefore, more structure needs to be

placed on the model and the way this is done is discussed in Section 4.3.  More complex

estimation techniques are also used (difference-of-difference estimators) to check the

robustness of the results and these two-way matching techniques are described in Section 4.4.

4.2 One-way Matching at the Individual Level

In estimating the effect of EMA, the problem is that the pilot and control areas may be quite

different in demographic composition in ways that may be relevant for participation

decisions.  If the pilot areas have individuals whose characteristics imply lower participation

than in the control areas then, unless this is effectively taken into account, the impact of EMA

will tend to be under-estimated.  The approach for estimating the impact of EMA addresses

this problem directly by using the latest matching techniques.  These are an improvement on

straightforward regression techniques because they ensure that only the behaviour of

individuals with characteristics similar enough to one another are compared.  Regression

estimates generated without careful matching might be seriously biased if the range of

important characteristics vary significantly between control and pilot areas (see Heckman,

Ichimura and Todd (1997)).  However, matching is combined with regression techniques to

carry out policy simulations (see Section 4.3 below).  Next, robustness checks are undertaken

using difference-of-difference estimation techniques to take account of possible unobserved

area effects (under certain assumptions). For example, the labour market opportunities

available to young persons could be different in the pilot and control areas. These difference-

of-difference estimators are discussed in Section 4.4.

Matching is based on the assumption that all differences relevant to school participation

between those in a treatment (pilot) area and those in a control area can be accounted for by

controlling for observable characteristics in the survey data.  The participation rate of

individuals in a control area, with the same set of characteristics as those in the pilot area,

estimates the participation rate that the subjects in the pilot area would have had, had they not
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been subjected to the policy.  In other words, so long as only similar individuals are

compared, the control areas provide the counterfactual participation rate for the pilots.

The survey data contain a wealth of background characteristics and, ideally, matching is

needed on all of these characteristics.  The more characteristics controlled for, the harder it

becomes to find individuals in pilots and controls who are identical in all their characteristics

in order to match them to one another.  Following a theorem by Rosenbaum and Rubin

(1985), individuals do not need to be matched to others who are identical to them in all their

characteristics.  Instead, a weighted index of each individual’s characteristics can be

constructed, and individuals can be matched according to their score on this index (referred to

as the “propensity score index”).  This allows different characteristics to be traded off against

one another according to their importance to find a ‘best match’ amongst the controls.

Matching is designed to provide counterfactual outcomes based on the assumption that all

differences in school participation between pilots and controls can be explained by

differences in observed characteristics only – hence the detailed and elaborate survey design

including numerous characteristics.

Matching solves two problems:

1. When comparing the average outcome in the population that has been subject to the

policy with the population that has not, the observations in each population receive the

same weights; hence if the group not subject to the policy has a different composition

from the group that is, matching reweights the samples to solve this problem.

2. The group subject to the policy may contain individuals who have no obvious

comparison group; for example, the pilot area may contain individuals from a very poor

background while the control area may have none of these individuals.  Matching

solves this problem as well, as observations for which no suitable match can be found

are dropped to ensure that the comparisons between pilot and control areas take place

over a range of characteristics where suitable comparisons do exist.

It has been shown in practice that reweighting and making sure that comparisons take place

over a suitable range is crucial for removing biases in evaluations.  (Heckman et al., 1998).

The procedure used is as follows:
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1. A weighted index of characteristics, or “propensity score index” is calculated for each

individual using a statistical regression technique;

2. For each individual in a pilot area an individual is located in a control area with the

closest propensity score.  This is the matched individual;

3. All individuals for whom a satisfactory match has not been found are deleted; and

4. The impact of EMA on individuals in pilot areas is then the difference between the

average participation rate in the pilot area and that for their matches in the controls.

The average is taken over individuals for whom satisfactory matches have been found.1

The matching process needs to take place for each sub-sample of individuals of interest, so

that the correct counterfactual comparison can be made.  For the purposes of most of the

work, it was decided to match our pilot and control samples by:

• Eligibility (those estimated to be eligible for EMA and those who are not);

• Gender; and,

• Urban and rural status.

This involves dividing the sample into eight groups (eligible rural men, eligible rural women,

eligible urban men, eligible urban women, ineligible rural men, ineligible rural women,

ineligible urban men, ineligible urban women).  For each of these eight groups, the index is

estimated and each individual in the pilot area is then matched with the closest match from

amongst individuals in the control area who are in the same group.  An individual in a control

area can be used as a match for more than one individual in a pilot area.  When estimating

more aggregated effects, the matching can take place at a more aggregated level.

The matching procedure which has been used means that calculating the standard errors

associated with the different estimated EMA effects is very complicated analytically.2

Instead, numerical bootstrapping methods3 have been used, which allow corrected standard

errors to be derived.  A large number of random draws are taken from the sample, and the

                                                

1 The sensitivity of the results to different degrees of ‘closeness’ in matching is examined in Chapter 5.
2 This is because the propensity score index on which individuals have been matched have been calculated
using a regression approach.
3 Bootstrapping involves taking a random draw with replacement from the sample and undertaking the whole
matching procedure on this sample and obtaining estimated EMA effects from each of these random draws.  The
bootstrapped standard error is simply the standard deviation of the mean of all these estimated effects.  All
standard errors are calculated on the basis of a large number of replications.
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variation in the EMA effect estimated from each of these draws is used to derive corrected

standard errors.

4.3 Placing More Structure on the Model

The basic matching procedure produces the average effects of EMA for different sub-groups

of the population.  This basic one-way matching approach, however, does not allow for easy

comparisons across different variants as it does not allow pure EMA effects to be

disentangled from take-up effects (which appear to vary widely across variants – see Chapter

14) and from differences arising from the varying composition of young people in the

different urban pilot areas.  However, more structure can be imposed on the methodology to

allow a more detailed examination of the differences between the four variants and to look at

the effect of other possible policy changes.

This structure is imposed by estimating a regression model that models the decision to remain

in full-time education as a function of the characteristics used in the matching procedure

above.  The model also includes the estimated level of EMA award that the person would

receive if they remained in full-time education.  In the initial model, the effects of the

retention and achievement bonuses are ignored.  This means that the estimated EMA is more

generous for people in variant 2 than in the other three variants.  The effect is allowed to be

different for variant 3, where EMA is paid to the parent rather than the child.  The second

model also incorporates the effect of the flat-rate retention bonus.  This assumes that the

termly EMA bonus covers a period of 12 weeks and this weekly amount is added to the

estimated weekly EMA entitlement variable (i.e. £4.17 a week is added for all eligibles in

variants 1, 2 and 3 and £6.67 for all eligibles in variant 4).  The possible retention effects of

the achievement bonus is ignored as converting this to a weekly sum is more difficult

(because of the varying lengths of courses).  This will be the focus of later phases of the

evaluation which will examine the impact of EMA on academic achievement.  The weekly

EMA variable is set to zero for all individuals in control areas.  The model is estimated on the

sample of eligibles only, so that direct comparisons with the simple one-way matching

                                                

4 Take-up effects refer to the different rates of take-up of the scheme in different areas and within different
groups.  These may impact on the estimates produced.
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estimators can be made.  From this model, the impact of varying the maximum amount of

EMA paid can be examined, as well as the effect of changing the slope of the taper.

The advantage of the regression approach is that by controlling for important family

characteristics in the model, any differences in the range of characteristics that individuals in

pilot and control areas might have are directly controlled for.  The regression approach does

not, however, ensure that the effect of EMA is estimated on a sample of individuals over

which the range of characteristics is common in both the pilot and control areas.

In the preferred model, the regression model is estimated using only observations from the

matched sample (rather than the whole sample) to ensure that unbiased estimates of the EMA

effect are obtained.  This loss in sample numbers will necessarily involve some loss in the

statistical certainty with which results are presented.

4.4 Difference-of-Difference Estimators

The key assumption for matching to work is that there are no other factors (relevant to the

outcome variable of interest) other than the observed characteristics X which differ

significantly between the pilot and the control areas.  For example, if a control area had

another policy to promote post-16 participation, or had better schools or colleges, or had

individuals with some unobserved propensity to undertake schooling, then the matching

assumptions would be violated.  If this is the case, a procedure is needed that can eliminate

these unobserved area effects.

To achieve this, more structure is imposed on the estimation procedure to try to ‘difference

out’ these area effects.  Without pre-experiment data, the critical assumption that there are no

area-specific effects is difficult to test.  Careers Services data reveal that average participation

rates in post-16 education in the two years prior to the introduction of EMA were, on the

whole, roughly similar in the pilot areas and their selected controls.5  These are shown in

Table 4.1.  The biggest divergences in staying-on rates prior to the introduction of EMA were

in the rural areas, where participation in education post-16 was considerably higher in the

                                                

5Where the control areas have been chosen by the preliminary LEA matching technique described in Section 2.2
and Appendix A2.
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pilot area than in the controls.  By contrast, participation rates in the control areas of variants

2 and 4 were somewhat higher than in the pilots.

Table 4.1 Participation in Post-16 Full-time Education (PCE)

Variant Participation rate in PCE (per cent)
1998 1997

Pilot Control Pilot Control

Variant 1 (urban) 59.1 60.0 59.8 59.9
Variant 1 (rural) 75.2 69.0 77.0 71.1
Variant 2 59.3 62.2 59.9 59.7
Variant 3 59.2 60.8 60.7 59.4
Variant 4 57.2 60.9 54.1 59.1
Total 62.5 64.0 62.8 62.3

Note:  The control areas for each pilot variant used here are those chosen by our preliminary LEA matching
technique, described in section 2.2 and set out in Table A2.2 in Appendix A2.

Such differences in average participation rates do not indicate, however, the presence or

otherwise of area-specific effects because they do not take into account the differences in the

characteristics of individuals in those areas.  To take account of such differences in

characteristics would require individual-based data collected prior to the introduction of

EMA, and these are not available for the purposes of this evaluation.  The only option is to

use individual data in the sample to identify a group of individuals in both pilot and control

areas, who are unaffected by the policy change to identify this unobserved area effect.

There are two potential groups of individuals in the data who can be used to identify this

unobserved area effect.  The first is the group of ineligibles in the sample.  The second is the

older siblings of individuals in the pilot and control areas who made education decisions

before EMA was introduced.

4.4.1 Using ineligibles

The basic idea here is to obtain an estimate of unobserved area effects by comparing the full-

time education outcomes of ineligibles in pilot areas with ineligibles in control areas. This

requires a number of assumptions:
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• The policy does not affect ineligible individuals.  This is a strong assumption and

precludes peer effects or, more generally, general equilibrium effects.  For example,

the labour market opportunities for those young people not staying in full-time

education is likely to be affected by the number of young people who do choose to

stay in full-time education. However, at this stage it may be quite credible, since

EMA was announced quite late and implemented in a small number of areas.  Hence

one might believe that the ineligibles did not have time to change their decisions as a

reaction to what the eligible individuals may have decided to do;

• The impact of the area effect on eligible individuals is the same as the impact on

ineligible individuals.  For example, if participation is ten per cent higher in control

areas than in pilot areas for ineligible individuals, it is also ten per cent higher for the

eligible individuals in the control areas in the absence of the policy; and,

• The impact on school participation of being ineligible (having higher income) should

be the same in pilot and control areas.

Under these assumptions, matching can be combined with a difference-in-differences

approach.  The (proportional) change in participation given (potential) eligibility in a pilot

and a control area is compared with the change for ineligible individuals, who share the same

characteristics X (other than income, of course).  This is key, since eligible and ineligible

individuals may have completely different characteristics and may not be comparable.  To do

this, the following calculations are made (see also Figure 4.1, below):

1 Two different weighted indexes of characteristics, or propensity scores are calculated

for each individual.6

2. For each eligible individual in a pilot area, three matches are found (eligible in a control

area, ineligible in a pilot area and ineligible in a control area).  The matches are based

on whether both propensity scores are similar enough;7

3. The average participation rates are calculated for those eligible individuals in a pilot

area who did have three matches.  The participation rates for all three matches are also

found; and,

                                                

6 For this two-way matching, two different propensity scores must be generated, one which ensures the
composition of pilot and control areas will be correctly balanced once matching has taken place, the other which
balances the characteristics of the eligible and ineligible population.
7 In Chapter 5 the sensitivity of the results to different measures of closeness are examined.
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4. The impact of EMA is then calculated as the difference between eligibles in the pilot

areas and eligibles in the control areas (the raw effect) minus the difference between

ineligibles in the pilot area and ineligibles in the control area (the unobserved area

effect).

Figure 4.1: Description of how the two-way matching works

As with the basic approach, the matching process needs to take place for each sub-sample of

individuals of interest, so that the correct counterfactual comparison can be made.  Again,

deriving standard errors analytically is very complicated and so numerical bootstrapping

methods, described above in section 4.2, have been used to derive corrected standard errors.

Clearly, this exercise requires a large amount of data.  The main problem is that the number

of possible matches of sufficient closeness between eligibles and ineligibles is likely to be

small.  This is because many of the characteristics on which matching is taking place are

related to socio-economic status and therefore tend to differ widely between eligibles and

ineligibles.  Because of this, it is also likely that the sample for which matches are found will

have characteristics that are very different from those of the eligible population as a whole.  If

this is the case, then the effect of EMA on this sub-group of people may be very different

from that on the eligible population as a whole.  Nevertheless, this is used as a robustness

check to see whether unobservable area effects are likely to overturn the results.
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4.4.2 Using older siblings

Another way of obtaining a distribution of characteristics of individuals in pilot areas who

were unaffected by EMA, is to examine the post-16 participation decisions of the older

siblings of our existing set of 16-year-olds.  This allows a comparison of participation in post-

compulsory education between pilots and controls with a reasonably full set of individual

controls, prior to the introduction of EMA in those areas, to identify any unobserved area

effects.

For the results derived in this way to be valid, a number of strong assumptions are required,

including that:

1. The sample of older siblings is representative of the population at large, at least in the

dimensions that determine continuation in post-compulsory education;

2. Differences in schooling between older and younger siblings are the same between pilot

and comparison areas;

3. Differences in the macroeconomic environment at the time when the older siblings

were at the relevant age affect education participation decisions in pilot and control

areas in a similar way;

4. The family has not moved between LEAs since the older sibling(s) was (were) making

their educational choices;

5. Changes in background characteristics that determine choices are such that the impact

on aggregate participation change is the same in pilot and control areas; and

6. Unobserved characteristics of the older siblings that determine their educational choices

do not vary systematically between pilot and control areas.

Differences in birth order8 and parental age can be controlled for within the data.

Requirements 1, 4 and 5, however, cannot be adequately taken account of in the methodology

due to lack of data.  Additionally, requirement 6 may not be fulfilled.  Most seriously, the

gender of those siblings who have already left the household (who make up 55 per cent of all

siblings) is not known.9  This is potentially a very serious omission, as educational choices of

males and females tend to be differently determined.  Further information about each

                                                

8 Although notice that youngest siblings will never appear in the older siblings’ dataset.
9 This information will be available for the second cohort.
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sibling’s ability, as measured by GCSE results, is not available to control for possible

differences between pilots and control areas on these characteristics.10  Nevertheless, the

exercise may still be informative and provide a further check of robustness of the results.

Information on the post-16 education decisions of older siblings can be used in two different

ways, each with different underlying assumptions and each generalisable to a different

degree.

1. The first methodology automatically matches those young people with an older sibling

in the pilot areas to the closest young person with an older sibling in the control areas.

This means that each pilot and control area young person is matched to his or her own

older sibling only.  Individuals with more than one older sibling, are matched to the

next youngest sibling.11  The education decisions of young people and their older

siblings in pilot areas can then be compared with those of young people and their older

siblings in control areas.  This methodology has the advantage of controlling for all

household characteristics that affect education decisions and that do not change over

time.  The disadvantage is that the analysis only provides the impact of EMA on those

with older siblings – among whom participation in post-16 education tends to be lower.

2. The second methodology matches all young people to an older sibling who looks most

similar to them on the basis of their characteristics.  This may or may not be their own

biological sibling.  Some of these characteristics will be different between older and

younger siblings – for example, parents’ ages.

4.5 Conclusion

The quantitative evaluation of the impact of EMA involves matching individuals in control

areas with similar individuals in the pilot areas to estimate the impact EMA has had on initial

decisions to remain in full-time education post-16.  Matching is based on the assumption that

all differences relevant to school participation between those in a treatment (pilot) area and

those in a control area can be accounted for by controlling for observable characteristics in

the data.  The participation rate of individuals in a control area with the same set of

                                                

10 The 16-year-old’s GCSE results are used to proxy the GCSE results of the older sibling.
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characteristics as those in the pilot area estimates the participation rate that the respondents in

the pilot area would have had, had they not been subjected to the policy.

In order to examine the incremental effect of EMA on participation and to make detailed

comparisons between variants, it is necessary to place more structure on this simple matching

procedure.  This is done by looking at the determinants of education participation using a

regression model and including estimated EMA entitlement in this model.  The structure of

this model allows the effects of policy changes to be simulated.

For matching to work, it is crucial that no factor (relevant to the outcome variable of interest),

other than the observed characteristics controlled for, varies significantly between the pilot or

the control areas.  If this seems likely not to be true, then a procedure needs to be developed

that can eliminate these unobserved area effects.  This chapter has discussed a number of

ways that could be used to try to difference out these unobserved effects and, hence, check

the robustness of the matching results.  The results of all this quantitative work are discussed

in Chapter 5.

                                                                                                                                                       

11 This reduces the possibility that household characteristics that influence education decisions, such as family
income, will have changed substantially between the two siblings reaching the age of 16.
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5 The Impact of EMA

Box 5.1   Summary
The results from this Chapter suggest that compared to the control areas, EMA has led to a

significant gain in post-16 full-time education participation in pilot areas, among those

eligible for the EMA; this gain is estimated to be between 3 and 11 percentage points.  The

effect is, however, found to vary by both gender and by rural and urban status.

The results which use one-way matching techniques to show the overall impact of EMA on

participation in post-16 full-time education of those eligible for the EMA have found that:

• the estimated impact of EMA is larger in rural areas than in urban areas.  In rural areas,

the gain in participation in post-compulsory education is estimated to be by 9.2

percentage points, compared with an estimated gain of 3.8 percentage points in urban

areas (Table 5.2);

• EMA is estimated to have had a larger effect on young men than on young women in

both the urban and rural areas; this suggests that EMA may go some way towards

closing the gap between males and females in participation in post-16 education

(Tables 5.3 and 5.4); and

• EMA has had a significantly larger effect on young people who are eligible for the full

amount of EMA available, compared to those who are eligible for a partial payment

(although these results vary between urban and rural areas and by gender).  Taking all

areas together, the overall effect of EMA is a gain in participation rates amongst those

eligible for the full EMA by 7 percentage points, compared to 2.9 percentage points for

those on the taper, (Tables 5.5 to 5.7), (Section 5.2).  When a regression model is used

which imposes linearity on the EMA effect, the corresponding estimates are 6.1

percentage points for those on the full EMA and 3.3 percentage points for those on the

taper (Table 5.12), (Section 5.3).

The next set of results use regression analysis to estimate the effects on participation in

education of each extra £1 per week of EMA offered.  Two models are used which provide a

lower and upper bound of the incremental effect of the EMA.
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These models show that:

• Each additional £1 per week of EMA is associated with a 0.36 to 0.42 percentage point

gain in post-16 participation for rural males, and a 0.11 to 0.12 percentage points gain

for rural females.  For urban males this figure is between 0.18 and 0.21 percentage

points, and for urban females between 0.13 and 0.15 percentage points (Tables 5.9, 5.10

and 5.11).

• The estimated impact for the urban variant 3, where EMA is paid directly to the parent,

is not significantly different to the estimated effect in the other urban variants (Tables

5.9 and 5.11).

• If the more generous EMA offered in the urban variant 2 had been made available to all

the urban pilot areas, this would have led to a gain in the overall participation rate by an

additional 1.2 percentage points amongst eligible young people over and above the

participation rate obtained under Variants 1 and 3 (Table 5.12).

• If the more generous EMA bonus offered in urban variant 4 had been made available to

all the urban pilot areas, the gain in the overall participation rate is estimated to be by

an additional 0.3 percentage points (Table 5.12).

The final results test the robustness of these estimates by using several two-way matching

techniques.  These techniques allowed further unobserved differences between pilots and

controls which may affect educational participation (referred to as ‘area specific effects’) to

be taken into account.  Although the results do not provide a clear-cut picture of the size and

direction of possible area specific effects, the overall picture is as follows:

• Most of the estimates suggest that the overall impact of EMA may be somewhat higher

than the results presented above once area specific effects are taken into account.

Estimates of the additional overall impact of EMA range from 1.7 percentage points to

6.6 percentage points once these effects are considered.  It should be noted that these

area effects tend not to be statistically significant (Tables 5.14 and 5.15).

• Considering urban and rural areas separately, it appears that the impact of EMA in

urban areas may be somewhat higher than the main set of estimates suggests, but

somewhat lower in rural areas.  Again, these area effects are not found to be statistically

significant.  This result for the rural areas accords with Careers Services data which

show that school participation was higher in the rural pilot area than in its control areas

before EMA was introduced (Table 5.15), (Sections 5.4 and 5.5).
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5.1 Introduction

The impact of EMA has been measured using a series of techniques that match each pilot

area individual to the individual closest to them in a control area according to a weighted

range of their personal and background characteristics.  As discussed in Chapter 4, the basic

matching approach involved constructing control areas which were as similar to the pilot

areas as possible.  The samples arising from these techniques are considered in Section 5.21

along with a core set of results from this one-way matching.

An important part of the evaluation involves assessing the comparative effectiveness of

different variants of EMA in improving young people’s participation in full-time education

post 16.  This requires more structure to be placed on the evaluation model, and the results of

this are discussed in Section 5.3.  In this section, a regression model is used on both the

unmatched and matched samples and an estimate of EMA entitlement is incorporated in the

model.  This shows by how much participation rates are estimated to increase for every

additional pound of estimated EMA entitlement.  The model also allows a comparison of the

estimated increase in participation under each of the different variants.

The chapter concludes by examining the robustness of results of the basic matching.  If the

EMA has been targeted on LEAs with particularly bad educational outcomes, and these area

effects cannot be controlled for, the basic matching estimators may under-estimate the effect

of EMA.  If this is the case, then two way matching needs to be used to try and eliminate

these possible unobserved area effects.  In Section 5.4, ineligibles in the control and pilot

areas are used to eliminate any possible unobserved area specific effects.  In Section 5.5,

older siblings of individuals in pilots and controls are used instead of ineligibles to difference

out these unobserved area effects.  Findings and conclusions are summarised in Section 5.6.

                                                     
1 Note that for initial descriptive purposes only, the LEAs in each of the urban and rural variants were
originally matched to control area LEAs using another propensity score matching method.  Details of this
matching process have been set out in Chapter 2 and Appendix A2, and are not considered further here, except
when these control groups are presented for comparative purposes.
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5.2 One-way Matching

This section sets out some basic descriptive statistics about the different matched samples

used.  It illustrates how the matching techniques greatly improve the similarity of the

demographic composition of the individuals in our pilot areas with those in our control areas.

This allows us to attribute any differences in rates of participation in post-16 full-time

education between eligible individuals in pilot and control areas to the impact of EMA.

Differences in average participation rates in full-time education after 16 are then considered

for each of the matched samples used.

5.2.1 Sample sizes and characteristics

The first matching estimator was derived by matching each individual in a pilot area to the

individual in a control area whose demographic characteristics were closest to theirs

according to their ‘propensity’ to be in a pilot area.  This involved examining the

characteristics of young persons in the pilot areas and seeing whether they were similar to the

characteristics of young persons in the control areas.  The ‘propensity’ is a weighted index of

all the observable characteristics that are believed to be an important influence on education

decisions.  Information was used on family income; family structure; education; age; labour

market status and occupation of parent(s); ethnicity; early childhood experience; gender;

housing tenure; and whether the young person lived in an urban or rural area.  It was not

possible to match individuals on the type of school attended in year 11 because this question

was only asked of those who continued in post-16 full-time education.2  This exercise was

undertaken only for young people in pilot and control areas who were, or would have been,

eligible for EMA.  The quality of the data meant that only very close matches were accepted.3

Table A5.1 in Appendix A5 assesses the impact of the matching process by comparing

sample sizes and the mean characteristics of individuals in pilot and control areas, both

before and after matching took place.  The population considered contains EMA eligible

individuals only, or those in control areas who would have been eligible.  Males and females

in urban and rural areas are presented separately in accordance with the methodology used.

The first rows of Table A5.1 show the sample sizes in each of these groups.  Consider first

the pilot area population used in the matched and unmatched samples, as shown in the first

                                                     
2 This question will be asked for those interviewed in cohort 2, wave 1, and cohort 1, wave 2.
3 Only those whose propensity score was within 0.005 or less were accepted as a suitable match.
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row of the table.  Individuals who could not be well matched have been dropped during the

matching process, so that the pilot area population used for the analysis for urban males

declined from 1795 in the unmatched sample of urban males to 1752 in the matched sample,

or by 2.4 per cent.  For urban females, the drop in sample size was from 1832 to 1773 or by

3.2 per cent.  The losses to the sample in rural areas were somewhat higher, at 6.5 per cent for

males and 12.2 per cent for females.  The reduction in sample size was necessary to ensure

that valid comparisons were made.  Since the one-way matching retains the majority of the

sample and Table A5.1 in Appendix 5.1 shows that the reduction in sample size does not

change the composition of the pilot group in any important way, these reductions should not

be of concern.

Consider next the control area populations used.  As a result of the experimental design, the

unmatched data contains more pilot area individuals than control area individuals.  As can be

seen in Table A.5.1, almost twice as many interviews were conducted in urban pilot areas

than in urban controls.  However after matching, each individual in a pilot area was directly

linked to his or her closest match in a control, and the numbers compared in pilots and

controls were therefore identical.  Note that this means that many of the control area

individuals were used as matches for more than one pilot area individual.  The maximum

number of times any one control area individual was used as a match is 14, although the

average number of times a control area individual was used in urban areas is approximately

4.1 times, falling to 2.5 times in a rural area (not shown on the Table).  This is because in the

rural sample, the numbers in the pilot and control areas were almost identical (by design).

Some of the characteristics used in the matching process differed between pilots and controls

in the unmatched and matched samples; Table A.5.1 shows this be indicating the mean

characteristics in pilots and controls.  The rows marked ‘difference’ show the difference

between the pilot and control means.  Unless otherwise marked, these will be differences in

proportions, but for family income the difference given is a percentage difference.

Differences marked by a star are significant at the five per cent level.

On many characteristics, the samples were well balanced between pilot and control areas

prior to matching and, for this reason, matching did not alter the mean sample characteristics

significantly.  As would be expected, some of the mean characteristics converged between

pilot and control areas after matching has taken place.  This demonstrates that the education
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decisions of young persons in the pilot areas are being compared to that of genuinely similar

young persons in the control areas.  Most notably, differences in family income were less

pronounced in all of the matched samples compared to the unmatched samples.  Note,

however, that since matching allows differences in characteristics to be traded off against

each other, some characteristics also became slightly more divergent between pilots and

controls after matching.  Examples of this include the proportion of rural females who live in

council or housing association accommodation.

5.2.2 Comparing propensity scores

Comparing the distribution of propensity scores in pilot and control areas in each of the rural

and urban variants before individual matching took place, and again after the individual

matching had been undertaken, provides a clearer illustration of how the one-way matching

between individuals brought the overall distribution of characteristics in the pilot and control

areas closer together.  Figures A4.1 – A4.5 in Appendix A4 compare the distribution of the

propensity scores on which individuals have been matched; the better the match, the closer

the pilot area and control area distributions will appear to each other.

In all instances, the propensity score distributions for the control areas are nearly identical to

the pilot areas after individual matching has taken place.  In contrast, despite the care with

which each of the control area LEAs were chosen to match to each of the EMA Variant pilot

areas, the propensity scores for pilot and control areas differ.  For all these groups, the

propensity to be in a pilot area is noticeably higher for those actually found in pilot areas than

for those in the controls; the individual matching procedure can therefore be expected to

improve estimates of the effect of EMA considerably.

5.2.3 Impact of EMA on participation in full-time education among young people

eligible for EMA: one-way matching results

This section discusses the results of the one-way matching of individuals in the pilot and

control areas.  In the matched samples the difference in average participation rates between

pilot area individuals and their chosen controls may be attributed to the impact of EMA, since

all other relevant observable demographic factors were taken into account by the matching.4

This estimate is calculated for the entire eligible population, regardless of whether young

                                                     
4 The two-way matches which follow provide a robustness check for these results.
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people had actually taken up EMA or not.  Thus the estimate does not assume that everyone

was taking up EMA and when the effect for different groups of individuals is estimated,

different rates of take-up within a group may impact on the estimate.  As Chapter 2 has

shown, there has been considerable variation in take-up across the different variants and

between urban and rural areas. In each case the difference in full-time education participation

from the unmatched sample is shown since it provides information on the importance of

matching, and an indication of the representativeness of the matched sample.

The basic matching approach involved separately matching eligible urban males in pilot areas

with eligible urban males in control areas; eligible urban females in pilot areas with eligible

urban females in control areas; eligible rural females in pilot areas with eligible rural males in

control areas; and eligible rural females in pilot areas with eligible rural females in control

areas.  The discussion in the previous section was based on this matching.  This is necessary

if the differential impact of EMA on these groups is to be estimated (to ensure the

composition of the control group is directly comparable to the pilot group).

Overall results and the importance of matching

This section first examines estimates of the overall impact of EMA.  To obtain the best

estimate of this the closest match among all those in control areas (not distinguishing between

gender and location) is chosen.  The results are shown in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1 Impact of EMA on all Eligible Young People

Per cent

Unmatched
sample

Matched
sample

1.  Young persons in pilot areas in full-time education 71.7 71.5
2.  Young persons in control areas in full-time education 67.8 66.6
EMA effect  (1-2) 3.9 5.0
(Standard Error) (1.1) (1.0)

Observations in pilot 4,716 4,512
Observations in control 2,843 4,512

Note: Bootstrapped standard errors are reported based on 1000 replications.  Figures in bold are significant at
conventional levels.
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Table 5.1 shows that the difference in average participation rates in education between the

pilots and controls is increased during the one-way matching process.  The overall impact of

EMA in our sample is that there is a gain in participation rates amongst eligible young people

by 5.0 percentage points.5  The results indicate that working with a correctly matched sample

may increase the estimated impact of EMA amongst all eligible individuals (though the

estimated increase, over and above that estimated from the unmatched sample, is not

statistically significant).

The EMA effect is then estimated separately for urban and rural areas (Table 5.2).  The

procedure involved the matching only of individuals in urban pilots with individuals in urban

controls, and in rural pilots with rural controls.  Again, the estimated EMA effect is compared

using both matched and unmatched samples.

Table 5.2 Impact of EMA on all Eligibles in Urban and Rural Areas

Per cent

Rural Areas Urban Areas

Unmatched
sample

Matched
sample

Unmatched
sample

Matched
sample

1.  Young persons in pilot areas in
full-time education

81.8 81.7 68.7 68.7

2.  Young persons in control areas
in full-time education

73.9 72.4 64.5 64.9

EMA effect (1-2) 7.9 9.2 4.2 3.8
Standard Error (1.8) (1.8) (1.3) (1.1)

Observations in pilot 1089 987 3,627 3,525
Observations in control 994 987 1,849 3,525

Note: Bootstrapped standard errors are reported based on 1000 replications.  Figures in bold are significant at
conventional levels.

This shows that the estimated EMA impact is larger in rural areas (9.2 percentage points)

than in urban areas (3.8 percentage points).  Matching increases the estimated impact of the

EMA in rural areas and slightly decreases it in urban areas.  Again, none of these changes are

significant at conventional levels.

                                                     
5 Our sample overweights the contribution of rural participants and underweights those of urban participants



120

Having established the basic results, the differential impact of EMA on young men and

young women is now examined and by whether they are receiving the maximum amount of

EMA or a lesser amount on the taper.  In all of this work only results from the preferred

matched samples are reported.

Gender differences

Tables 5.3 and 5.4 describe the impact of EMA by gender and location.  Table A.5.2 in

Appendix 5.2 reports results from both the matched and unmatched samples, which again

show important differences in estimates obtained from the matched and unmatched samples.6

EMA has a larger effect on young men than young women (6.0 percentage points for males

compared to 3.9 percentage points for females).  This difference is only significant at ten per

cent levels.

This finding also holds when the sample is split further by urban and rural areas.  However,

none of these differences are significant at conventional or even ten per cent levels.  It is also

important to remember, however, that young women in the control group have significantly

higher participation rates than young men in the control group (by around eight percentage

points on average).  The results suggest, therefore, that EMA may be playing an important

role in closing this substantial gap between young men and young women’s participation in

post-16 full-time education in the pilot areas.

Focusing more closely on the rural and urban results, for both young men and young women,

the effect of EMA is significantly larger in rural areas (10.9 percentage points for males and

7.4 percentage points for females) compared to urban areas (4.6 percentage points for males

and 2.9 percentage points for females).

                                                                                                                                                                                    
because the evaluation was designed to estimate the effects of rural and urban participants separately.
6 For young men and women in urban areas, the difference in the average participation rate in education
between the pilots and controls (as shown in Table A.5.2) is decreased during the one-way matching process,
although this decrease is small and not significant.  For young men and women in rural areas, the differences are
increased somewhat after matching.  This again indicates that working with a correctly matched sample may
slightly decrease the estimated impact of EMA amongst those in urban pilots, but will increase its impact
amongst those in the rural pilot area.
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Table 5.3 Impact of EMA on Males by Location

Per cent

Males Males in
Rural Areas

Males in
Urban Areas

1.  Young persons in pilot areas in full-time
education

68.7 78.0 66.0

2.  Young persons in control areas in full-
time education

62.7 67.1 61.4

EMA effect (1-2) 6.0 10.9 4.6
(Standard Error) (1.4) (2.7) (1.6)

Observations 2,266 514 1,752

Note: Bootstrapped standard errors are reported based on 1000 replications.  Figures in bold are significant at
conventional levels.

Table 5.4 Impact of EMA on Females by Location

Per cent

Females Females in
Rural Areas

Urban Areas

1.  Young persons in pilot areas in full-time
education

74.4 85.6 71.3

2.  Young persons in control areas in full-time
education

70.5 78.2 68.4

EMA effect (1-2) 3.9 7.4 2.9
(Standard Error) (1.3) (2.2) (1.5)

Observations 2,246 473 1,773

Note: Bootstrapped standard errors are reported based on 1000 replications.  Figures in bold are significant at
conventional levels.

Maximum and other amounts of EMA

In the results so far, the impact of EMA on the whole group of eligible individuals in pilot

areas has been considered.  Yet there may be greater financial incentives for those who

receive the full amount of EMA to undertake full-time education compared to those who only

receive a partial payment.  To look at this in more detail, pilots and controls were split by

whether they were fully or partially eligible for EMA.  Therefore, individuals in pilot areas

were only matched to those living in the same location (rural or urban), of the same gender
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(male or female) and the same estimated eligibility (fully eligible or partially eligible).  The

results are presented in Table 5.5 (eligible males and females), Table 5.6 (eligible males) and

Table 5.7 (eligible females).

This more disaggregated matching further reduces the sample size in pilot areas (and,

therefore, control areas) from 4512 to 4097 – a reduction of 9.2 per cent.7  As a result of the

loss in sample size and the different matching procedure used, the estimated total effect

(which is a weighted average of the constituent effects) is slightly different to that contained

in Table 5.1 (5.4 percentage points versus 5.0 percentage points, though this difference is not

statistically significant).  It should be remembered that the estimate contained in Table 5.1

remains our best estimate of the overall effect.  This is true of all the weighted averages

shown in Tables 5.5, 5.6 and 5.7.

Analysis shows that EMA has a significantly larger effect on the group of individuals who

are eligible for the full EMA payment compared to those who are only eligible for a partial

payment (7.0 percentage points compared to 2.9 percentage points).  This suggests that higher

EMA payments do exert a greater influence on those who are eligible for them.  However, the

results vary by rural and urban areas and by gender.  In particular, in rural areas the effects

for those on the taper are significantly higher than for those who get the full amount.  The

effects are once again bigger for young men than young women, with the biggest difference

on the taper.  There is in fact, no significant effect of EMA on young women who are only

eligible for a partial payment.

                                                     
7 This reduction in sample size made little difference to the average characteristics of those in the pilot areas.
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Table 5.5 Impact of EMA by Eligibility

Per cent

All Rural Urban

1.  Young persons in pilot areas in full-time education 71.0 81.3 68.6
a.  Fully Eligible 68.7 78.3 66.7
b.  Taper 74.8 85.6 72.0

2.  Young persons in control areas in full-time 
education

65.6 72.2 64.0

a.  Fully Eligible 61.7 72.0 59.5
b.  Taper 71.9 72.4 71.7

EMA Effect – Fully Eligible (1a-2a) 7.0 6.3 7.2
(Standard error) (1.3) (2.8) (1.5)
EMA Effect -Taper (1b-2b) 2.9 13.2 0.2
(Standard error) (1.5) (3.2) (1.8)
Weighted Average (1-2) 5.4 9.2 4.6
(Standard error) (1.0) (2.1) (1.2)

Total Observations 4097 765 3332
Fully eligible 2536 446 2090
Taper 1561 319 1242

Note: Bootstrapped standard errors are reported based on 1000 replications.  Figures in bold are significant at
conventional levels.
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Table 5.6 Impact of EMA on Males by Eligibility
Per cent

All Rural Urban

1.  Young persons in pilot areas in full-time education 68.4 79.2 65.8
a.  Fully Eligible 67.9 77.0 66.0
b.  Taper 69.1 82.0 65.7

2.  Young persons in control areas in full-time 
education

61.6 67.6 60.1

a.  Fully Eligible 59.7 68.5 57.9
b.  Taper 64.4 66.5 63.9

EMA Effect – Fully Eligible (1a-2a) 8.2 8.6 8.1
(Standard error) (2.0) (4.3) (2.2)
EMA Effect -Taper 4.7 15.6 1.8
(Standard error) (2.4) (4.9) (2.7)
Weighted Average (1-2) 6.8 11.6 5.7
(Standard error) (1.5) (3.1) (1.7)

Total Observations 2037 389 1648
Fully eligible 1247 222 1025
Taper 790 167 623

Note: Bootstrapped standard errors are reported based on 1000 replications.  Figures in bold are significant at
conventional levels.

Table 5.7 Impact of EMA on Females by Eligibility
Per cent

All Rural Urban

1.  Young persons in pilot areas in full-time education 73.6 83.5 71.4
a.  Fully Eligible 69.4 79.5 67.3
b.  Taper 80.5 89.5 78.4

2.  Young persons in control areas in full-time education 69.5 76.9 67.9
a.  Fully Eligible 63.5 75.4 61.0
b.  Taper 79.5 78.9 79.6

EMA Effect – Fully Eligible (1a-2a) 5.9 4.0 6.3
(Standard error) (1.8) (4.0) (2.0)
EMA Effect -Taper 1.0 10.5 -1.3
(Standard error) (2.0) (4.1) (2.3)
Weighted Average (1-2) 4.1 6.6 3.5
(Standard error) (1.4) (2.8) (1.5)

Total Observations 2060 376 1684
Fully eligible 1289 224 1065
Taper 771 152 619

Note: Bootstrapped standard errors are reported based on 1000 replications.  Figures in bold are significant at
conventional levels.
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5.3 Refinements of the Matching Methodology and Policy Simulation

5.3.1 How does varying the amount of EMA impact on participation?

In the simple matching models presented above, only average stay-on rates in pilot areas

versus the matched controls have been compared in order to estimate the impact of EMA.

While this provides a useful foundation for the evaluation, the approach does not allow an

exploration of the effects of incremental changes in the amount of EMA on post-16 full-time

education participation.  This is of extreme importance to policy makers when considering

the overall design of a programme such as EMA.

Furthermore, the one-way matching approach does not allow easy comparisons across

different variants as it does not enable pure EMA effects to be disentangled from take-up

effects (which appear to vary widely across variants)8 and differences arising from the

varying composition of young people in the different urban pilot areas.

In order to overcome these problems more structure needs to be imposed on the estimation

procedure.  This is done using regression techniques.  The basic model involves estimating

the determinants of education participation including the impact of estimated EMA

entitlement.9  There is an issue about how estimated EMA entitlement is measured.  The

EMA consists of a weekly payment during term time as well as retention and achievement

bonuses.  In all this work it is assumed that the achievement bonus will only impact on results

and not participation.  If the assumption is that an individual’s participation decision is based

purely on the weekly EMA payment they would be entitled to receive, ignoring bonuses, then

all the incremental effect of the EMA will be attributed to this weekly amount.  The retention

bonus is assumed to have no effect on initial participation at all.  Given that the overall EMA

effect is constant, estimates based on such an assumption will provide the upper limit of the

incremental effect of the EMA.  On the other hand, if it is assumed that the EMA retention

bonus has just as much impact on participation decisions as the EMA weekly payment, the

estimated incremental effect will necessarily be lower as more money (the weekly payment

plus the retention bonus) is assumed to be driving the same EMA effect.  Incremental

                                                     
8 As was pointed out in the introduction to Section 5.2.3, the estimation procedure takes place on the whole
eligible sample regardless of whether they haven taken up EMA or not.  The approach, therefore, does not
assume full take-up.
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estimates derived in this way will therefore provide a lower bound of the incremental effect

of the EMA.  In this section both models are used and these estimates provide the likely range

of the incremental effect of EMA.

The EMA entitlement variables are measured in pounds per week.  The weekly EMA

entitlement variable is between £5 and £40 for those in pilot areas and zero for all individuals

in control areas.10  The actual amount of entitlement varies according to where a person lives.

For those in urban variants 1, 3 and 4 and in the rural pilot area the maximum amount is £30

(for those with gross taxable family incomes less than or equal to £13,000) and the minimum

£5 (for those with gross taxable family incomes of £30,000), with a linear taper between

these two amounts.  For those in urban variant 2, the maximum payment is £40 rather than

£30 (again for those with gross taxable family incomes less than or equal to £13,000).  The

minimum payment is the same.  This variant therefore involves a steeper linear taper.

EMA also involves retention and achievement bonus payments.  In variants 1, 2, and 3 the

retention bonus is £50 per term and the achievement bonus £80 payable on successful

completion of the course.  In urban variant 4, the bonuses are more generous with a retention

bonus of £80 per term and an achievement bonus of £140.

In the model where the retention bonus is included in the entitlement variable the bonus is

assumed to cover a period of 12 weeks (the average length of a term).  Hence £4.17 is added

to weekly EMA payments for all individuals in pilot areas in variants 1, 2 and 3 and £6.67 for

those in variant 4.  The retention bonus is the same for all eligible individuals regardless of

their income.  Including the retention bonus in this way assumes that when young people are

making their decision about whether or not to continue in full-time education, they include

the retention bonus in their calculations.  In the modelling, models are used which both

exclude and include this retention bonus in the estimate of EMA entitlement.

Finally, in variant 3 the EMA is paid to the parent rather than the young person.  This may

have a different impact on a young person’s education decision and this is allowed to be the

                                                                                                                                                                                    
9 In all of the work carried out in this section a probit maximum likelihood procedure is used to model the
determinants of full-time education participation.
10 This probit model is only estimated on those in control and pilot areas who are eligible for EMA, hence all
individuals in pilot areas are entitled to some EMA payment if they remain in full-time education.
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case in our model specification.11  From the model, the percentage point increase in full-time

education participation from a £1 increase in the weekly EMA payment can be estimated.

The model can also be used to compute the average effects for different sub-groups of the

eligible population (as with the basic matching estimator).

Once the model estimates are available, predictions can be made about how changes in the

level of EMA entitlement affect full-time education participation decisions.  This allows

estimates of the comparative effects of the different EMA Variants on the whole pilot

population (rather than just those who live in the particular pilot area of interest) to be made.

The model will also allow other policy simulations to be carried out.

First the regression results based on the unmatched sample are examined.  Regression is a

form of matching which ensures that pilot and control areas are appropriately weighted (the

first sources of bias identified in Chapter 4).  Regression techniques do not, however, ensure

that all those in the pilot areas have an obvious match in the control areas, and if there is not

the estimates may be biased (see Chapter 4).

Tables 5.8 and 5.9 show the estimate of the incremental effect of EMA (excluding retention

bonuses) on the probability of staying in post-16 full-time education on the unmatched and

matched samples respectively.  As stated earlier, these estimates will provide upper limits on

the likely incremental effect of EMA.  Models are estimated separately for males and females

in urban and rural areas using the same unmatched and matched sample as in Section 5.2.

Tables report the estimated marginal effects.  The marginal effect gives the percentage point

gain in full-time education participation as a result of a £1 increase in weekly EMA

entitlement.  It is clear from comparing the results in Tables 5.8 and 5.9 that estimated effects

increase in the matched sample for individuals in rural areas and decrease slightly for those in

urban areas.

                                                     
11 This is done by interacting the weekly EMA entitlement variable with a dummy variable identifying those in
Variant 3.
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Table 5.8 The Incremental Effect of the EMA Excluding Bonuses: Whole Sample

Rural Males Rural
Females

Urban Males Urban
Females

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Weekly EMA Entitlement 0.3854 0.1060 0.2427 0.1530
(Standard Error) (0.1036) (0.0802) (0.0705) (0.0646)
Weekly EMA Entitlement ×
Variant 3

0.0849 0.0974

(Standard Error) (0.1047) (0.0968)

Observations 1024 1059 2719 2757

Note.  The marginal effect gives the percentage point increase in the participation rate for very extra pound per
week of EMA allowance.  Coefficients in bold are significant at conventional levels.

Table 5.9 The Incremental Effect of the EMA Excluding Bonuses: Matched Sample

Rural Males Rural
Females

Urban Males Urban
Females

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Weekly EMA Entitlement 0.4159 0.1194 0.2085 0.1495
(Standard Error) (0.1895) (0.1306) (0.0932) (0.0863)
Weekly EMA Entitlement ×
Variant 3

0.0566 0.1020

(Standard Error) (0.1141) (0.1107)

Observations 1028 946 3504 3546

Note: The marginal effect gives the percentage point increase in the participation rate for every extra pound
per week of EMA allowance.  Standard Errors are based on 300 replications.  Coefficients in bold are significant
at 5 per cent levels and coefficients in italics are significant at 10 per cent levels.

Focusing on the estimates in Table 5.9, for rural young men a £1 increase in weekly EMA

entitlement increases participation rates by an average of 0.42 percentage points.  For rural

young women the corresponding average increase is 0.12 percentage points for every
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additional £1 of EMA entitlement, though this effect is not significant.  For urban males in

variants 1, 2, and 4, an additional £1 of EMA entitlement increases average participation rates

by 0.21 percentage points.  The corresponding figure for urban females is 0.15 per cent points

for every additional £1 of EMA entitlement.

The model suggests that, for both males and females, the estimated incremental effect of

EMA on post-16 participation in education is the same regardless of whether it is paid to the

parent or the young person.  The estimates also suggest that education participation increases

with family income, but that a £1 increase in weekly family income has a much smaller effect

on participation than a £1 increase in the weekly EMA payment, even when that EMA

payment is made to the parent.  This finding will need to be explored in more detail in future

research.  Chapter 2 has shown, however, that there is evidence that paying EMA to the

parent rather than the child has differential effects on other outcomes.  These issues will also

be explored in more detail in future work.

The EMA entitlement variable used in these models ignored the possible influence of

retention bonuses.  If the bonus also influences a young persons decision (as would be

expected), then the estimated marginal effects contained in Table 5.8 and 5.9 will overstate

the incremental effect of EMA.  They will be attributing all the effect to the weekly payment

when, in fact, part of the effect is the result of the additional incentives provided by bonuses.

In this model, the level of EMA entitlement has been increased by between £4.17 and £6.67 a

week for all individuals in the pilot areas, with EMA entitlement ranging between £9.17 and

£44.17 per week (available for those who stay in full-time education for the whole term).  For

those on low weekly amounts of EMA, the bonus component forms a relatively large portion

of the payment (in variant 4 it could constitute over 50 per cent of the payment).  As

discussed earlier, the estimates from this model should provide a lower bound on the

incremental effect of an extra pound of EMA on full-time education participation.

The results from including bonuses in the EMA entitlement variable are shown in Tables 5.10

for the rural sample and 5.11 for the urban sample.  The results indicate that the model which
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includes these bonuses performs better in explaining education participation than the one

where they are excluded.12

In this model, an extra £1 of EMA entitlement increases average participation for rural young

men by 0.36 percentage points and for rural young women by 0.11 percentage points.  Again,

this effect is not significant for rural females.  The corresponding urban results are given in

Table 5.11.  Once again there is no significant difference between variant 3 where it is paid to

the parent and the other urban variants where it is paid to the young person (see column 1 for

urban males, column 3 for urban females).  Our preferred estimates do not make a distinction

between payments made to the parent and young person (columns 2 and 4).  On the basis of

these preferred estimates, a one pound increase in EMA entitlement (including the retention

bonus) increases urban male participation by 0.19 percentage points and urban female

participation by 0.15 percentage points.

Table 5.10 The Incremental Effect of the EMA Including Bonuses: Matched Rural

Sample

Rural Males Rural Females

Marginal Effect Marginal Effect

Weekly EMA Entitlement 0.3618 0.1083
(Standard Error) (0.1251) (0.1128)

Observations 1028 946

Note: The marginal effect gives the percentage point increase in the participation rate for every extra pound per
week of EMA allowance.  Standard Errors are based on 300 replications.  Coefficients in bold are significant at
conventional levels.

                                                     
12 In terms of goodness of fit measures. The full set of regression results are available from the authors.
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Table 5.11 The Incremental Effect of the EMA Including Bonuses: Matched Urban

Sample

Urban Males Urban Females

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Marginal
Effect

Weekly EMA Entitlement 0.1769 0.1856 0.1347 0.1497
(Standard Error) (0.0776) (0.0645) (0.0794) (0.0692)
Weekly EMA Entitlement ×
Variant 3

0.0475 0.0869

(Standard Error) (0.0872) (0.0861)

Observations 3504 3504 3546 3546

Note: The marginal effect gives the percentage point increase in the participation rate for every extra pound per
week of EMA allowance.  Standard Errors are based on 300 replications.  Coefficients in bold are significant at
5 per cent levels and coefficients in italics are significant at 10 per cent levels.

These regression models allow estimates of the average effects for different groups of

individuals according to the level of their eligibility, as with the basic matching approach.

Results of this are shown in Table A6.1 in Appendix A6 for the whole unmatched sample; the

matched sample where no bonuses are included in the EMA entitlement variable; and the

matched sample where bonus payments are included in the EMA variable.  Despite imposing

more structure, the estimated overall effect of EMA in both of the models estimated on the

matched sample is 5.0 percentage points, identical to that found from the basic matching

estimator (see Table 5.1).  In both these models, the estimated impact of EMA on each sub-

group of interest is extremely close.  The important difference between the estimates

contained in Table A6.1 in Appendix A6 and those in Tables 5.5, 5.6 and 5.7 is that it is

assumed in the former that EMA entitlement has a linear impact on participation.  This means

that the model imposes a restriction that EMA will have a larger impact on individuals

receiving the full amount compared to those only receiving partial payments.  This

assumption was not made in the estimates contained in Tables 5.5 to 5.7. Reassuringly, the

urban results are very similar to the earlier findings.  For urban males, the estimated overall

effect is slightly lower than that found in the one-way matching procedure.  For urban

females, EMA only significantly impacts on the group of females who are entitled to the full

amount.


