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Report on study of educational experience TN
of children in large families
Introduction

A pilot study in depth of 86 large families, living in London
having been made by Hilary Land, a member of the Easex/L.S.rZ. research
team investigating poverty it was decided that a follow-up study of the
educational experience of the children in these families, still at school,
would complement her report.

To act as a control group seventy one small families were included
in the survey. The large families had been drawn at random from the
Ministry of Social Security's records and in an effort to hold constant
neighbourhood environment the control group of families were located in
the same streets. The definition of a small family to be one having
three or less children, with at least one child at school. As such
families could be embryo large families the parents were asked their
attitudes on family planning. More than 80% of the small family mothers

hgusvtiny 7
declared their families to be complete and the mjority[were using some
form of mechanical birth control, = ~'eb &bo~ O P

Class could not be held constant and the following table shows that

the large families were more heavily welghted towards the lower end of the

social scale,

. Social Class Fathers in survey Males in Gr. London Gen.

Occupl. class
Econ. active males

Reg. General scale Large Small s
% % %
1, Professional 6 2.9 5
2. Managerial 8 10.2 16
3. Skilled Nonmanuel)
e 48 60.0 52
4. Semi-skilled menual 24 16,2 : 18

5. Unskilled " 14 444 9
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The objeot in investigating the educational experience of the
children in these 86 large families was to cast some light on the
patterns of under-achiovement expected of such children. As the
survey would be complementary to a study in depﬁh of the same families
it was hoped that this would be a fruitful piloting. |

Fumerous studies conduocted during recent years have indicated that
the ohild from the large family is at a positive disadvantage compared |
with the child from the smﬁll family., He is more likely to be living
in relative poverty and as was pointed out in The Poor and the Poorest
(4bel-Smith and Townsend 1965) the economic position of large families
vas relatively worse in 1960 then in 1953. The Plowden Report (1967)
found a correlation between the large family, the lowest paid and lower
I.Q. scores (Ch. 5) end suggested that the parents of lavge families have
less time to give their children encouragement and atimniua. That
fathers wvere more likely to be working long hours, night work and shift
vork in the semi-skilled and unskilled manual classes than in other
classes and as these classes have proportionately more large families
both mother and father would be “likely to have less time to take an
interest in their children's progress. Earliexr reports had found
similar correlations. The Newsom Report, Half our Future 1963, had
noted that fhe less successful children tended to come from the large
families. The Robbins Report in the same year showed olearly how the
aizg‘ of family, as well as its social and cultural background affeocts
the education of the ohildren (Appendix 1, para. 34) so that "a child
who is one of two is more than twice as likely to reach higher education
a8 a child from a family of four children and about four times as likely
as a ohild from a family of five or more children, whatever the eduoatidn
of the parents". J. W. B. Douglas who has made a continuing study of
5,000 children born in a eertain week in March 1946 presented evidence
of the éia&dvantageé of the child in a large family. In his repoxrt
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The Home and the School 1964, he found that the large family children seored
leas well in prepared tests, that they are more likely to be placed in low
streams and less likely to be pupils at the academically sucecessful schools
as measured by success in securing ll+ places. Children from families with
more than i‘oﬁr children gained fewer grammar school places than their .
measured ability would lead one to expect. His extensive report suggests
that in all social levels family size has an influence on the measured
intelligence of the children but the influence of family size is less marked
in the middle class than in the manual working class, (Table XII(b)), and
that by the age of eight the size of family has already exerted its effeot
on the child's chances of educational achievement.

Host of the investigations into family size and eduoational achievement
have assumed that the large family child suffers from a relative lack of
available mothering but a very recent study by Waldrop and Bell (Child
researchA branch, National Institute of Mental Health) suggests that children
of large families from birth exhibit partioulsr characteristics end show
different emotional needs. They found that from birth the large family
child tends to be more lethargic and in schoel to seek more contact with
teachex.

There were in the survey 371 children - 285 from large families, 86
from small families, divided into the followling age groupst-

5«8 years 9«11 years 1115 years 15+
% (numbers in brabkets)
Large family 25.6 (73) 33.7 (96) 32.3 (92) 8.4 (24)
Small family 32.2 (28) 29.9 (26) 25.3 (22) 11,5 (10)

It was not possible to follow up all the children of school age besause
in acme cases children were in residential schools and these schoola vere
excluded from the survey and (5%) of the schools declined to co-operate and
a further 6% were unable to make themselves available - the effective response

rate from the schools being 89%.
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Methed
Having located the achools the children attended we wrote for an

interview (copy of the letter inoluded in Appendix) with the head teachers
and elass teachers, having previously obtained permission from the ILEA or
the education officer of the outocounty boroughs, to do so. Vhen an
intorview had been arranged part 1 of the questionnair was posted to the
head teacher. In this section the head was asked to give information as

to the physiocal data of the school, its size, age, defects, numbers on staff,
percentage of immigrant children, the percentage of children gaining grammar
school places or staying beyond 15 or proceeding to full-time further
education depending on the status of the school. Their comments were
invited on their staffing situation and reasons why they had or did not have
a parent teachers association. They were also asked %o olassify the area
from which their children were drawn by social class., At the interview
both head teachers and class teachers were asked for information on the
individual child. The heads, with few exceptions, were willing to give
their time and co-operation to snable us to build up a picture of both the
child and the family as seen by the school. Generally speaking the head
teachers in the infant and junior schools knev more about the childwren and
their family background than secondary achool heads.

Information was requested about the child's attendance and health
records, his standard of work and progress, the reason for any noted
deterioration and whether he or she had any social or welfare problems.

If the school felt it was able to cope with such social /welfare problems
itself or if any outside aid had been sought and if so from whioch
departments. Ve also enquired as to when the head had last been in contact
with one or both parents and finally we invited any general comments on the
child and the family.
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The teaschers were interviowed separately whenever this was poasible
but this was not a aondition which we were able to insist on whioch has
obvious implications for the tenor of the respense. Some heads
preferred to remain present whilet the teacher was intervigwed but most
were kind enough to vacate thelr rooms and replace the teasher in the
olassroom 80 that we oould conduct the interview in peace. Sometimes
it vas necassary to interview the teacher in the classroom whilst the
ehildren were at work. Interviewing during the lunch hour or after
gschool was not easily received by the teachors as a proposal. We were
anxious to have the teacher's own assesament of the child and to find
out how much the teacher knew of the family and any problem the ohild
may have. Teachers, without exeeption, were very willing to co-operate
and to give personal data as to their qualifications, length of time on
the estaff and how long they had taught the child. They were asksd to
aésess the ohild's standard of work, the stream or set the child wes in
and his standard of dress, wvhother they considered they had sufficient
contact wvith the parsnts and if thoy were aware of any welfare probdlems.

Ve d4id not ask to sse the children as we did not wish the child to
be embarrassed by suoch attention, however, on several occasions when the
teacher was interviewsd in the clasercom the child would be pointed cut,

At some schools we ware enguiring about soveral children and thus
able to talk to a number of the staff. This helped us to forma move
comprshensive impression of the sehool and of the general attitude to
education. Did teachers see their role primarily as an agent for
instilling the throe R's or 4id they have a broader conception of the role
of the teacher?

The physieal appearance of many of the schools was dgpraasing in the
extreme but one soon gained the ability to detect, within a few minutes
of entry, the gentle hum of the "well oiled” school. Dreary corridors
woere often enriehed by vivid paintings and fricses and ancient classrooms
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by posters and exhibits of the children's work. One learned not to
judge a school by its external fabric.

The interviews in the schools were carried out in the period
September 1966 through March 1967.

SECTIOR 1

The prime object was to discover how our large family children fared
in sohool. V¥hether in fact they could be distinguished from their
colleagues from small families. Did they make as good progress, was
their atiendance similar or different, were they placed in upper streams
as often, was their health racord distinet and if it was what were the
type of ailments they suffered from. Were they to be found in the older
schools, in the schools with the most physical defects, in schools whose
academie record (judged by suscess at 1l+ or numbers going on to full-time
further education) were leoss promising than the schools our emall family
children attended.

Many features of the schoole were studied and some results will be
given in a separate seotion on the schools but where possible the findings
on the schools have been correlated to the data collected for the children,
in most oases giving comparisons between large and small family children,
Progress

In locking at the assessment of progress, head teachers were asked
to saey if the child's standard of work had improved, remained constant or
deteriorated. Table 1 separates the children into age groups and
compares these groups as between the large and small femily children.

The emall family infants showed strikingly higher improvement than .
mﬂw\\ their large family oohorts. 5&/9% of small femily infants were said to
(ol wanear  pgve dmproved their standard as compared with 15.1% of large family N

infants. This can possibly be linked with the fact that 43.8% of small \\

N

family boys and 50% small family girls are reading normally or above in RN
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this age group (5-8 yeers), whilst only 21.15% large family boys are
reading and 22,9% of large family girls (Table 2). In the age group
9-11 both large family and small family children in our samples showed
similar improvement - around 30% « tut by the time the children are in
the 11-15 age group the small family child is pulling away. 45.5% of
them ware Judged to have improved their standard compared to 2%% of the
large family ohildren. At 15 plus they are closer together, as one might
expect if both sets of children are still at school beyohd statutory
achool leaving age, with 20% small family and 16.7% large family children
making contimmed improvement.

Atten -]

In looking at the attendance record of the children, the childrem
were divided by age groups, sex and family size (Table 3). For both
sexes snd inall age groups the small family children were better attenders
only in the 9«1l age groups did the large family ohildren come anywhere
near the proportion being good attenders and as noted above this was the
age group when both sets of children made similar progress. The poor
attenders were mainly found among the large family children and of these
the boys were, on the whole, the womst offenders. The proportion
increased with age, rising from 21,1% in the infants, dropping slightly
at 9 = 11 and olimbing to 34% in the 11-15 sge group and 45% at 15+.

At this age only 11 large family boys in our sample were still at school |
el gt / but to find isﬁ of them classified as poor attenders was an unhappy finding,

San 5 beyt 1%+ appears to be the age in which both boys and girls among the large
G parasape family children make less effort to attend schooly 61,5% of our laxge
o’(‘ aw\. e VLNV ,
letn H 5o family girls were poor attenders at this age. If one correlates this
G e table vith the table and odmments on school leaving age in Miss Land's
wHuma o (B
dubion “’_ report (p.97) it possibly indicates that rising the school leaving age
bettus s qume
pro (,‘,‘,\;q,;q to 16 would probably only rtise the effective leaving age of these

- bodf , « s>  ohildren to 15.
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For both large and small family children those whose work was said
to have improved were also the goed attenders (Zable 4). 79,4% of the
large family good attenders hed improved and 9{;:—8% of the small family
children, whereas only 8:?8% of the large family poor attenders hed
improved their standard and 6.13% of the small family poor attenders.
Conversely ;eb.l% of the poor attenders from large families had deteriorated.
There was no example in our small sample of small family children to
oconneot poor attendance and deterioration. The emall family poor
attenders were, as noted above, in a very much smaller proportion and of
them 2.5% improved and 6&.5% hed maintained constant progress (Table 4).
It is interesting to correlate the results of this table with our figures
indicating what the head teagher saw as the chief reason for the child's

work deteriorating (table 5). Home oircumstances were seen as the major
Hmw\é-( —_— T AL T ~—

What lui®t determinant. lacking conoentration and absence as secondary., Vhile it

oy is difficult to disentangle all three reasons the head teachers inclined
to place emphasis on the gommea, the children were not even
within the school environment for substantial periods of time. Absentee
rates for the whole elass in the tope of the secondary modern schools was
not infrequently 50% over the whole term.

The echoole were asked to assees the reascn for abasence and of the
four possibilities, illness, minding the family, other responsibilities
or truancy, illness was the major reason for absence in all age groups
among %“he small family children and the major reasson for large family
children with the exception of the 15+ age group. At this age more than
half the large family boys and two thirds large family girls were awey
from school for reasons other than illness.

Iruaney
There were hardly any cases of small family children being away due

to truancy but among the large family children no age group was entirely
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without its truents. The proportion was in most age groups higher for
3o
the boys and truancy increased with age. 1372% large family boys weore
2\ %l 23
considered to be truanting at 9-11, 2076% at 11-15 and 27:3% at 15+, The

Lol e et “large family girls were more often W to be home minding the

R Th) &W

Wowws (e

)
W\’;'\*LA.
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family then the boys and 30s8% were sbsent for this reason and 15.4%

truanting. Our truancy figures, based on the head teacher's assessment,
are considerably higher than either the national figure for truancy among
secondary school children of average or less than average ability or the
reasons mother gave for absence at the home interview (see p.97 Miss Land's
report).

Clothing

An attempt was made to assess whether there was a connection between
teacher's assessment of child's standard of clothing and the stream in
which he or she placed (table 7) and progress (table 8) made.

The categories well dressed, reasonably well dressed and poorly
dressed were correlated with upper, lower or slow learner streams. Only
one small family child in the sample was oconsidered to be poorly dressed
and he was in a lower etream. Of the large family poorly dressed ohildren
10% were in an upper stream, 17% in a lower and é’é;% in the slow learner
group (figures do not add up to 100% because eonsiderable proportign of
children were in unstreesmed schools). The well clad child had a better
chanoe of being in the uppor stream. 2;;; of the well dressed large
family children were in an upper siream as were 45% of the reasonably well A
d;(’e%zed. The proportion is even higher for the small family child,
76+2% of the well dressed small family children were in an upper stream
and é?;:—;; of the reasonably well dressed. Our findings would appear to
emphasise the correlation between dress and maternal cars with streaming
in the primary schools and as table 7 included all schools the

correlation would appear to hold in the sesondary school (see Douglas
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The Home and the School, Ch. XIV). However, as stated above, quite a
number of the children were in unstreamed schools so the correlation
between progress and dress is more comprehensive,. -

Table 8 in fact indicates a similar correlation. 33+8% of the well
dressed and 50% of the reasonably well dressed large family children had
mede progress. gnly 13% of the poorly dressed large family children had
made progress, 1‘-‘;:;% of them maintained a constant standard and 51;;;&0{ them he
had deteriorated. A significant proportion, 40%, of trte reaaonablx); well
dressed large family ohildren had also deteriorated, ;;;‘;;2 and :2?6% of
the well dressed. (A word on teachers' assessment of clothing might be
opportune here. On oold wintry days a child wearing a cotton dress and
oardigan might be assessed by her teacher to be reasonadly well dressed.
Possibly judgement was affected by the general standard of olothing in
the olass rather than by any outside norm.) There was only one poorly
olad small femily ohild and he hed made progress, of the other small
family ohildren the well dressed had made progress in 68.8% cases as had
63% of the reasonably well dressed.

Lend reports that of the mothers she interviewed (large families
only) 11% 4id not know whether their children were making progress in
achool or not and many mothers were more concerned about the children's
behaviour than their academio achievements (p. 96 H. Land report). If
one can associate the poorly dressed ohild with the families most likely
to be living at or below the basic Hational Assistance level the
proportion of parents who did not kmow about their children's progress

rises to 19%. Our poorly oled ohild's lack of progress is thus most

“ likely to be associated with poverty and less aware parents.



Streaping
In looking at streaming, a straight comparison was made between
large and small family children, in the various types of schools.
The infants and junior schools streamed less than the secondaxry schools.
More than half the junior schools did not stream end nearly 70% of the
infants were unstreamed. In those schools that did stream invariably
a lover proportion of large family children were placed in upper streams
compared to small family children. They were randomly distributed in
the comprehensive schools (table 9). y
In the junior schools that streamed 1\\67:1% of the large family
children were in upper streams compared to 15% of small family children.

12 43
At secondary modern schools 12:5% large family compared to 42:9% small
29 %
family., At grammar schoole 38.9% of large family children were in upper
Foo,
streams (or sets) and 7i:4% emall family pupils. In the comprehensive
25"k 24%

schoole 35.3% of large family children in upper streams and 38+:5% of
small family children.

With the exception of the comprehensive schools more of the large
family children were placed in slow learner streams. 1::1% at junior
schools compared with 5% small family children. Similarly :;-;% in slow
learner streams in secondary modern schools compared to 22:2% small
family pupils. The grammar schools did not have a slow learner
- oategory but —;2:;% large family children were in lower streams compared
with ]‘:3:;% of the small family children. In the comprehensive scheols
the positions vere reversed with ;g:;z% of small family children in slow
learner groups compared with g;fz‘%“ large family children. Again the
samll family ohildren were doing better in infants schoels. HNone of
our sample of large family children was in an upper stream of a streamed
infants school whilst J:q—l% of small family children were, but the numbers
involved were very small as so few infants schcols in faot streamed by

ability.
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Teachers were not asked specifically whether children had moved
from one stream to anothér but in the few cases where information wes
volunteered the children who had been moved down were invariably from
the larger families. Some examples of these have been written up
into the osse studies and most of them were said to have taken place
because the child's work had deteriorated due to home elrcumstances
and absences.

It is diffioult to assess the figures for streaming for the Junior
and infants schools ocompared to other reports on streaming and this
table is based on both streamed and unstreamed schools. The general
picture remains that the large family child is more likely to be found .
in & lower or slow learner stream and less likely to be, or remain, in |
en upper stream, If streaming'at junior school is a guide to which
stream he or she is likely to be placed in at seoondary school then the
figures reinforee previous suggestions that streaming tends to make for
a rigid selestive system.
Health

The incidence of some illness is higher among ft.he 13:30 femily
children, with the exception of the age group 1ll-15. Girls aged 5«8
from large families showed a high incidence of illness, 40% and girls
aged 15+ even higher, 53.8%, If this last ocategory of 15+ girls from
large families is excluded there is a general tendency for health %o
improve with age in the large family whilst the small family ohildren
have a lese perceptible pattern. Talcing both groups of children
together 72.4% were oonsidered healthy, the rest to have had some ulneqe.

We tried to establish what type of health defect the ‘ohild in 111
health suffered from (Table 11). A minority of small family ohildren
hed a physical or nervous defeot but no chronie illness. The 15+ girl{z,
from large families were those with most defects. In their case 23.1% \\\T\\
hed some physical defsct, 15.4% some nervous handicap and 15.4% were \‘\

g,w%m&e&.
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considered to suffer from malnutrition. None of the small family
children suffered from melnutrition or were considered undersized
whilst a emall but persistent number of all ages of large family boys
and girls were in these categories. No regular pattern of distinction
could be drawn between lerge and small family children as to ineidence
of physical or nervous haendicaps other than that stated for the 15+
large family girl.

of gchool a ed

The hypothesis was that the academically successful schcols would
teke fewer pupils from large families; that the large family children
would be more likely to be in older schools, in schools with fewer
amenities. Only part of the hypothesis was pr§ved. It was found
that there was little significant difference between the proportion of
large family and small family attending the junior schools with high
11+ success rates, (Teble 12). Around a third of both groups of children
were to be found in Jjunior schools who placed 10-20% of its pupils in
grammar schools, and another third, in both groups, were at schools
having 21~30% success. A small percentage of both groups were in aohool;n'l
having rates in excess of 31%. The only distinotion one can draw fromly
these figures is that more large family children (14 in number) were in
junior schools gaining less than 10% grammar places compared with (2) |
small family children. The majority of both groups of children were in
comprehensive aohooia where more than 50% of pupils stéyed on beyond 15,
but somewhat more emall family children were in comprehensive schools
vhere more than 20% pupils went on to full time further education arnd a
higher proportion of large family cohildren in those where less than 10%
went on to full timé further education. More of the large family
children werse at secondary modern schools but the majority of them at

schools where more than 40% of pupils were staying on beyond school \
\
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leaving age. Those large family children who were in grammar schools
were nearly all in very successful schools where more than 60% went on
to full time further education. In fact a higher proportion of large
family grammar school pupiles were in such schools than swall family
gremmar school pupils.

Another part of the hypothesis was disproved. Only the emall
family infants were in more modern schools than their large family
cohorts. At all the other types of schools there was little difference
to be noted. Two thirds of the junior schools visited were pre~1919
and more than half the secondary schools post 1919. The secondaxy
moderns and comprehensive inevitably had more post 1945 buildings than
any other type of school. But although there was no distinot
difference in the age of school the children attended the emall family -
ehildren tended to be at those schools which had fewest physical defects.
All the schoole had been asked to list defects, such as senitation
outside, substandard site, no warm water supply and so, from the Ministry
of Education's list of recognised defects. The infants were again the
group vhich differed mest. Only one fifth of large family infants
were at schools having none of these defects whereas ovezf,two thirds of
amall fanily infants vere in such schools, One third of the junior
sohoolohildren were in sohools with no defeats but more large family
pupiiea were in junior schools having two or mora. defects:s Only one
gmall family child but 16 large family children were in sshools having
more than three defects. If it oan be presumed that it is the school
with the more thrusting heed teacher and management committee who get
physical defects attended to then it can be suggested that the small
family child is more likely %o be found in these school.s

Teachers
Teachers were asked whether they were qualified, probationers or N\
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unqualified. The very few unqualified teachers were in junior and
infants schools attended by large family children.
Books

An unexpeoted finding was that the large femily children were
very much more likely to be in schoolswhere the teacher expressed
dissatisfaction with the books. Quite what significance can be
attached to this is uncertain, unless perhaps it can be allied with
the defects socale and tlﬁis wag another instance of low amenity (see
table 13).

) welfarg pro

More than a third of all the large family children were known to
have social or welfare problems (105). For the 15+ large family girls
the proportion rose to more than a half. Fow (11 in number) of the
small family children had such problems and there was no ohange of
pattern with age. Head teachers were asked to define the cause of the
problem if they could and whether they considered mother was able to
eope. Poverty and multiple factors were cited as the rhajor reasons and
mother appears to bmh poverty far better than she ocould

vhen problems arose from many cumulative reasons. When there were

9, mltiple problems facing her, more than two thirds of the mothers were

\/\/\/\‘_\-"'
describaed as not being able to manage. There was only one case of a

small family mother facing multiple problems and she was able to deal
with them and her child was at a grammar schools Those large family
children who were at grammar schcol were most likely to come from homes
without problems; if there were problems Mum was more often able to
eope than not, tables 14-«15. The schools appearedito be able to
manage the children's problems when they were at junior schools, but
becoming less effective as the child grew older. It may well be that

in the seoondary school spscialist teaching prevents any one teacher
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having close and maintained contact with a childe Many of our case
studies support this viev. Ahout half the teachers interviewed felt
that the sohool currioulum gave them too little time to learn vhether
a ohild had a problem or not, it was only in the school where a tutor/
housemaster system was n operation was it likely that enough time
could be given to the individual child‘'s problems. The head teacher
had more oontact with the parents (usually mother) in the infants and
junior schools than in secondary modern or comprehensive schools.
Thero was little significant difference between small family and large
family contact with head teachers, only in the infants schools did
small family parents have more contast. This pattern of liaiaon was
carried through to the teasher, The only group of teachers who felt
1iaison with parents to be reasonably adequate were in those infants
schools which our small family ohildren attended. There was a general
feeling among teachers that they had insufficient contact with the home.
Dinngre

Wo enquired as to whether the child had dimmer at school or went
homa, and if he stayed whether he had free dimmers. Very fevw emall
family ohildren had free dinmers and more of them went home. Of the
large family children at grammer school none was having free dinners.
The highest proportion of free dinners was found among the large family
children at special schools, 87?,59@ otherwvise the proporticn for large
family children was somewhat more than a third, Miss Land reported that
11% large family children who were entitled to free dinners did not have
them. A small number of large family children were sald to go home at
lunchtime in order to help mother.
Chthing grepts

Very few 'head teachers vere able to express an opinion as to vheth\'gm
clothing grants were adequate or not. The majority edmitted they :
simply did not kmow, only in the secondary moderns did the numbexr of o~
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heads thinking them adequate rise to 25%. Generally it was considered
that grants or other material aid went to those children who appeared
the most poorly olad. Nearly half the poorly clad secondary school
large family children had received either a grant or material aid.
General informatio the sohools

The majority of the schools were in working-olass neighbourhoods.
More than a third of the schools desoribed the catchment area from
which they drev their pupils as entirely working class, over half as
mainly vorking class with some proportion of middle class and barely
a tenth as mainly middle class. Of the schools in middle~-class areas
the majority were in the outcounty authorities. There were very few
schools with less than 200 pupils but those that were this amall had
twvice as many of our large family children as small family. For the
rest B2 the schools were spread over a range having from 300 to 1,000
pupils, the comprehensive schools, as one could expeect, being in the
majority of those with more than 1,000 pupils. More of the schools
were under-oocupled than overorowded, only 15% were overcrowied and of
these the majority had less than a tenth too many pupils in the space
availeble. Nearly half of all schools had sanitation outside and
large family infants were even less likely to have their lavatories
inside. Once again the infants of the small family fared better, only
a third of them were in schools without indcor sanitation compared to
more than two thirds large family infants.

ility of scho ati

The majority of schools considered their school population to be
relatively stable. One third having lov mibility, one third usual
mobility, one third had to contend with high turnover rates. The
junior schools had the highest mobility rates and the grammar schools
the lowest but there was no distinotion to be found between large family
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and small family children, 40% of both groups were at highly mobile
Junior schools.
Immigrent

A quarter of the junior schools had more than ten per cent immigrant
pupils, another quarter more than 30%. The grammar schools had hardly
any, and the other secondary schools a proportion scmewhere between 103‘
and 30%, Of the immigrant pupile the majority spoke English but for the
children who did not we found that the schools were largely left to cope
with the problem themselves. Half the schools with non-English speaking
immigrants did not make any special arrangements for the children, leaving
them to piok up the language as they went along, the other half arranged
speoial reading classes. In only a very few local authorities did the
borough itself provide speoial reading eessions and in these instances
the children would visit a reading centre for certain periods, as part of
their school currioculum. Many head teachers were perturbed by the lack A
of local authority facilities and would have liked a specially trained
teacher to visit the school to take these children for one or two periods
a week., One headmaster said he and his teachers used mime, which he
demonstrated by jumping onto his desk and acting out a typical performance.
It was impreseive but one wonders if it did more than relieve tension far
the staff and ohildren concerned.
Equipment

Most of the schools were well equipped having both film and still
projectors, radio, T.V., record players and tape recorders, only the
infants schools lacking some of these. Most of the schools had used
their equipment during the preceding month.

The overvhelming majority of schools did not have a P.T.A., only the

gremmar and comprehensive schools having them to any extent at all. MNoat
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head teaghers claimed that a P.T.A. was unnecessary, as there was ample
provision for parents to meet the staff on open days or by appointment.
Nearly a fifth of comprehensive heads were openly opposed to the idea,
their response to the question being "We run the schcol"., Some heads
feared they would be likely to have only the "wrong type of parent” on
such an association and quite a number feared there would be little
i-eaponse even if they proposed forming a P.T.A. The general impression
being that most heads preferred to carry on without a P.T.A. if they
could avoid having one. On the other hand where a P.T.A. was in
existence many heads spoke highly of the, both as liaison links and as
fund-raiding bodies, which drew staff and parents closer together.



toled o8
.:)QU;A AR A

‘Q}cad{b
Lusva .t \—‘\5\-\

chub Hw o dand
LA ‘ﬂ,/:, C
LoUA Dreade™

b
Lo el
claA e

-]l -

In summary this investigation into the educational experience
of children in large families reveals the extent to which they were
at a disadvantage compared to the small family children.

0f our 285 large family children 105 children were said by their
schools to be suffering from some social or welfare problem whilst only
11 of our 86 small family children were in such a situation. In itself
this is enough to bear out the contention of one teacher that "there is
no equality for children". The probelms were rarely attributed to
one specific cause. More than a fifth of children with a social
welfare problem were said to be affected by a complexity of problems.
Poverty, poor housing and underlying problems (i1l health in the family)
but the inability of mother to oopfii_iiha W&g w
was perhaps even more significant. Whilst at junior school the child
could to some extent be bolstered by the stability of school life,
contact between the parents (usually mother) and the head teacher was
closer at primary school and many heads were able to give a comprehensive
picture of the femily and its problems. Heads were aware that the
child's work wes suffering as a result of the home background but radely
felt they were able to counterbalance this influence effectually.
There was no signle instance where a head said this child is intelligent
and despite his problems we will make sure he stays in an upper stream.
Only when mother was felt to mwwrmommxwumuxdiffizuktisx be coping hersel

bo overtowe howe dafbialvea s eah.cwaﬂigﬂ

was it considered that a child could have a ohmcel\b mnki.ng greaa,
despite problems, but this would be the child with a very high I.Q. and
as other studies have suggested the very intelligent child will make
the grade regardless of circumstances. In this study one very
intelligent girl had gained a grammar school place despite a very

adverse home background but had later been xtransferred to a secondary
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modern school and this case is desoribed in our case studies. The
average, or less than average ability child in a problem situation
appears to conform to a pattern. A pattern of the under privileged
childs He or she will be likely to be poorly dressed, be placed in
a lower stream or in the unstreamed school be considered an unlikely
candidate for a grammar school place. A child in such circumstances,
even i1f seen as a voraoious reader and one of potentially high
ability can yet be desoribed by his headmaster as "™unlikely to go to
gremmer school™.

Head teachers in junior scheols were often prepared to be helpful
in so far as this involved providing material aid in the form of
clothing or meking themselves available to mother when thsey would be
willing to pfofer advice. In faot many heads gave the impression of
being positively matriarchal but few felt they had the power or the
resources to give these children additional help to enaile then to
achiove their potential., Yet despite this concern for the child's
asoocial situation, many teachers and some head teachers had no kmowledge
of what possible grants were avallaeble to the children. Vhile
recognising the individual's difficulty there was a gemeral unwillingness
to regard this as poverty requiring resources.

At secondary school the large family child with a problem background
appears to conform to a similar pattern and in addition he or she is lett
more isolated. The jJjunior eschool may not BE have been able tp push
him very far academically but there was some chance for the child to
form a social relationship with the teacher taking him for all subjects.
At secondary school, specialist teaching deprives the deprived child of
this stability. At this age mother finds it inoreasingly hard to
manage the familial problems and exert contxrol over the child., Very
often this results in attendance dropping off and the child's work
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deteriorating, The child may become deviaht and a problem himself.
A goneral pattern appeared in the survey where a child in this situation
had been a fairly regular attender at junior school but became a poor
attender shortly after entering ‘seoondary school. The same child ma;y\
not have been involved in eny personal misdemeanours in or out of school
whilst a junior but begins to be so at secondary sohool. Often in '
those miw=m instances where the large family child was in perscnal
trouble, brought before a court or placed on probation, the school would
blame it on lack of parentel control. In some cases father was known
to be a long distance lorry driver or working night shifts and thmt it
whmExths was left to mother to supervise the children. Yet the tables
show that when the large family child is a member of a family facing
many problems it is even less likely that mether manages. If neither
perent is able to exert effective oontrol it is very unlikely that the
secondary schcol situation will provide an alternative form of control.
A very few schools of those visited had evolved systems especially
intended to help the ohild with problems. As shown in one of the case
studies a school can go to great trouble in an attempt to bolster such
children but even in the extreme case cited the elaborate care of house-
masters and co-operating welfare officers was of 1little effective help.
The school felt powerleas to help a child in a multiple problem
situation but hoped that it could detect a personal problem early enough
to be able to bring in assistance whilet there was still a chance to
prevent the child beocoming deviant. The small family child may have
familial problems but is uhlikely to have a multiplicity of problems.
It is not surprising that the small family child was found %o be pulling
away at secondary level and nearly tvice as likely to be making progress.
It is not only the large family child with a problem who fares

less well at school. The two thirds of the large family ohildren who
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were not lmown to have a speoific social or welfare problem were still

at a disadventage. The large family children who were good attendérs
gtecd a higher chance of malking progress but they were less likely than
the small family ohildren to be the goecd attenders. Illness was
somewhat higher among the large family children, particularly the infant
girle end those aged over 15 and although there was little to distinguish
them from small family children in the number suffering specified
phyeieal or nervous defects they were often said by heads and teachers

to be children necding most attemtion. A head would be unwilling to

gay the child had an actual nervous ﬁefeot but would heaitate to
desoribe him/her as absolutely normal, Teachers would confirm this by
deseribing the child as one demanding a lot of affection. This seems

to reinforce the Waldrup end Bell findings that the large family ohildren
peck more contact and this may be due to both congenital faotors and
lack of maternal aveilability.

Truancy was evident among all ages of large family children reaching
its peak with the boys still at school past 15, when nearly a third were
said to be truanting. Rarely was a small family child thought to be
truanting, in nearly all csaes of absence it was due to bona fide
1llness, Truanoy was often accompanied by a history of psrsonal
misdemcanocur and invariably with a deterioration of school work. Im the
fow cases where a large family ohild had been demoted from an upper to
a lover stream the reason was always said to be due to frequent absences.
If mother was unablo %o cope with home difficulties it was unlikely that
she could prevent the child from truanting, On the other hand a ohild
could truant for perscnal reasons and mother could be the one that |
brought him baock,

The infants stand out as being the most obviously distinot group.
fn J. Douglas'e "The Home and the Child" it was considered that by 8 years



old the size of family had already exerted its influence and this
study bears this out. The small family infant wvas very much more
likely to be in a modern infants school, or if not at least in onme
with fewest physiocal defects. They were nearly three times as likely
to be making good progress as the large family infant. Half of them
vere reading normally oompared to only a fifth of large family infants,.
In a recent resport mfxktx for the National Foundation for educational
research Dr. Joyce Morris stated that "poor readers with the greatest
number of personal handicaps not only come from the least propitious
homes but also have the most unsatisfactory primary schooling®., It
was found that the small family child was very much more likely to be
in schools where teachers expressed satisfaction with the books
available to them. Given that ocur control group of small families
had been carefully chosen to come from similar neighbourhoods it
suggests that the small family mother faced with a choice of loecal
infants schools does not necessarily choose the nearest, as so many

large family mothers indicated they had, but looks for the school



she knows or has been told has both physical and academic advantages.

Thus the small family infant starts his school career, with fewer familial
problems, with a higher chance of adequate mothering and with the likeli-
hood of pulling away from his large family cohort from the word go, The
child that is reading well and making progfess is more likely to be placed
in an upper stream of the Jjunior school and the pattern of advantage over
the large family child is established. The small family infant is also
less likely to be away from school. Large family girls at the infant
stage in particular were more than twice as often away ill as small family
girls,

Given that the small family child commences school at a distinct
advantage over the large family child it is not difficult to see why he is
likely to retain this advantage, Even if the large family child is not
in a "problem" situation various factors reinforce each other which together
act to his detriment and disadvantage. I!He is more likely to be in poverty,
hence more likely to be poorly dressed and the hegative 'halo effect'
or assocation established between assessment of clothing, streaming and
progress suggests that his actual ability may be only a partial determin-

ant of his achievement,

Teachers

The majority of teachers felt that they had insufficient time
to learn of any problems a child may have, Only if a problem was
outstandingly obvious or if the head deliberately brought them into
the picture were they able to know much of the child's backgroumd.

Many teachers felt that they should not probe into the child's home life,
in the belief that this ensured that they would treat the child without
partiality. Some teachers complained that the head preferred to deal
with problems themselves and even if a child had been sent to the child

psychologist they were not given any information such as the diagnosiic



