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ABSTRACT





It is widely recognised that gender, ethnic origin and social background are strongly associated with attainment at 16 and reflect a wide range of influences on pupils.





These factors raise major policy issues. The lower  attainment of boys  relative to girls has become well known and commented upon. Our own research (Drew, 1995, Race, Education and Work: The Statistics of Inequality) has shown that  some ethnic minority young people, particularly those in the Black and Bangladeshi groups, have been less successful than others in examinations at 16. The relative failure of working class children living in poor inner city areas has also become well known. There is a danger, though, that these general findings will generate myths because although they are valid in an overall sense the generalisations do not tell the whole story.  





There is also interest in whether these inequalities are changing over time. For example, whilst ethnic differences in attainment have changed rapidly, social background differences have been much more resistant to change. More research is needed to examine such changes.





The relative influences of home background and school factors are also a live issue and this is reflected in the importance currently being attached to the links between home and school in educational policy and practice. By contrast, recent emphasis on school effectiveness and ‘value added’ approaches run the risk of  focusing almost exclusively on school differences and ignoring the importance of the pupils’  background.





Various problems have beset the analysis of data in this area. These include the problems of small sample sizes (particularly for ethnic minority groups), using data collected at LEA level or on only a small number of schools (from which it is difficult to generalise), poor operationalisation of key variables (particularly ethnicity and socio-economic group) and the absence of data over time (to investigate trends). 





The Youth Cohort Study of England and Wales (YCS) overcomes most of these problems. This DfEE funded study is nationally representative with biannual cohorts of 13,000 or more students. Social class was operationalised in this analysis using both the Registrar General’s and the Goldthorpe schema based upon the employment of both parents (where available). Attainment measures reflected overall achievement (three measures) and attainment in Mathematics and English.





Examination results were analysed for 65,000 pupils in four cohorts. These showed  gender differences in overall educational attainment and these differences were particularly large for the percentage obtaining 5+ A-C GCSE passes. Whilst 43 percent of girls in 1993 reached this threshold only 33 percent of boys did. The gap between boys and girls widened over the period of the study.





For ethnicity it was found that average levels of attainment had increased for all groups but at a slower rate for the Black, Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups resulting in 2 ethnicity attainment clusters. The difference between these groups and the rest was larger in 1993 than ever before. In terms of average GCSE score, the difference between the higher attaining Chinese, Indian and White groups and the lower attaining Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Black groups was 5 GCSE points in 1988 (and in terms of %5+ A-C grades 10 percentage points), by 1993 it was 11 points (and 20%).





The socio-economic differences in attainment were larger than the gender and ethnic differences and these socio-economic  differences have changed relatively little over time. Over 70 per cent of the professional group obtained 5+ A-C passes in 1993 compared with 14 per cent of those in the unskilled manual group. The attainment of those in the professional group was particularly high and that of the manual (working class) groups were lower than the rest. The average GCSE score for the professional group was 46 whilst the average GCSE score for the unskilled manual group was 21 points. The size and persistence of these differences suggests that coming from a working class background is still a large and continuing disadvantage. Such differences warrant attention.





Gender, ethnic and socio-economic group interactions were also analysed. The gender differences in attainment were found to persist throughout the social class groups with girls out performing boys. Gender differences were also found within the ethnic groups but here the patterns were less clear.


 


This analysis is part of a continuing study. In the next stage use will be made of the longitudinal nature of the YCS to study the progress of young people from the age of 16 to the age of 19.





Conclusions. Myths about underachievement persist when generalisations are made from results for averages. 





Whilst it is generally the case that some ethnic minority groups are performing less well than the white group a number of ethnic minority groups have, on average, higher levels of attainment than the white group. 





Whilst it is the case that in Tower Hamlets, Bangladeshi children have now become the highest achievers in the borough, on a national basis this group has the lowest overall attainment levels. 





Whilst school effectiveness research has focused on school differences, social class differences are still the largest differences of all and the children of professional parents have the largest advantage of all.





Whilst it is generally true that levels of attainment are rising overall these improvements have not being spread equally. In some areas there has been no improvement at all. The results for the Black, Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups have shown a  decline relative to the white group. The gap between social groups remains as large as ever.
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Table 1.1:	Sample Size of Subgroups (State School Pupils Only)





�
% (Number)�
1988�
1990�
1991�
1993�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Socio-economic position of household 


(Registrar General)�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
I Professional�
5 (628)�
6 (750)�
6 (1,294)�
7 (1,095)�
�
�
II Managerial�
27 (3,530)�
27 (3,586)�
28 (6,408)�
27 (4,422)�
�
�
III(N) Skilled Non-Manual�
19 (2,489)�
18 (2,462)�
18 (4,179)�
18 (3,035)�
�
�
III(M) Skilled Manual�
24 (3,122)�
23 (3,091)�
23 (5,182)�
21 (3,461)�
�
�
IV Partly Skilled�
9 (1,198)�
8 (1,000)�
9 (1,974)�
9 (1,397)�
�
�
V Unskilled�
2 (282)�
3 (336)�
2 (491)�
2 (366)�
�
�
Unclassed�
14 (1,831)�
16 (2,196)�
15 (3,414)�
17 (2,728)�
�
�
n=�
100 (13,080)�
100 (13,423)�
100 (22,941)�
100 (16,505)�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Gender�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Male�
51 (6,667)�
51 (6,824)�
51 (11,674)�
51 (8,389)�
�
�
Female�
49 (6,413)�
49 (6,599)�
49 (11,267)�
49 (8,116)�
�
�
n=�
100 (13,080)�
100 (13,423)�
100 (22,941)�
100 (16,505)�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Ethnicity�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
White�
93 (12,168)�
93 (12,259)�
93 (20,948)�
90 (14,633)�
�
�
Black�
2 (189)�
1 (172)�
2 (442)�
2 (258)�
�
�
Indian�
2 (190)�
2 (257)�
2 (524)�
3 (436)�
�
�
Pakistani�
1 (101)�
2 (256)�
1 (298)�
2 (380)�
�
�
Bangladeshi�
0 (27)**�
1 (86)*�
1 (169)�
1 (186)�
�
�
Chinese�
0 (47)*�
0 (55)*�
0 (81)*�
0 (72)*�
�
�
Other�
1 (128)�
1 (116)�
1 (189)�
2 (253)�
�
�
n=�
100 (12,849)�
100 (13,200)�
100 (22,651)�
100 (16,218)�
�
�
*  - Numbers below 100


** - Numbers below 30�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Figure 1:	% with 5+ A-C grade GCSEs, Mean GCSE Score 1988-93
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Table 1.2:	Overall GCSE performance 1988-93


 


Year�



% 5 A-C GCSEs�



Mean GCSE Score�
�



1988�



26%�



24�
�
1990�
30%�
27�
�
1991�
33%�
29�
�
1993�
38%�
32�
�
�
Gender Differences in Overall GCSE Attainment





Figure 2.1:	% with 5+ A-C grade GCSEs by Gender
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Figure 2.2:	GCSE Score by Gender, 95% Confidence Interval Errorbars
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Table 2:	GCSE Attainment by Gender





�





Data: Youth Cohort Study, Cohorts 4-7, Sweep 1. (State school pupils only)





Ethnic Differences in Overall GCSE Attainment





Figure 3.1:	% with 5+ A-C grade GCSEs by Ethnicity





�





Figure 3.2:	GCSE Score by Ethnicity, 95% Confidence Interval Errorbars
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Table 3:	GCSE Attainment by Ethnicity





�





Data: Youth Cohort Study, Cohorts 4-7, Sweep 1. (State school sector only)











Socio-economic Differences in Overall GCSE Attainment





Figure 4.1:	% with 5+ A-C grade GCSEs by Socio-economic Position
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Figure 4.2:	GCSE Score by Socio-economic Position, 95% Confidence Interval Errorbars
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Table 4:	GCSE Attainment by Socio-economic Position





�





Data: Youth Cohort Study, Cohorts 4-7, Sweep 1. (State school sector only)
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Appendix I -	Measuring the socio-economic position of a 16 year old.





Details of the employment of each parent is collected and coded as Social Economic Groups (SEGs).  From these an approximation for the social position of the household was created using the Registrar General (RG) classification.  The following table lists the original SEGs and the collapse used to approximate the RG scheme�.


		





S E G s�



RG


�



Examples of Employment�
�



3 - Professional workers (self-employed)


4 - Professional workers (employees)


�






(professional) I�



Judges, Chartered Accountants, Clergy,  Medical Practitioners, Pharmacists Economists, University Academic Staff, Scientists, Engineers, School Inspectors.


�
�



1 - Employers and Managers of large establishments


2 - Employers and Managers of small establishments


5 - Ancillary workers, artists, non-manual supervisors.


13 - Farmers (employers and managers)


14 - Farmers (own account)


�



(managerial / technical) II�



Marketing and Sales Managers, Commercial Artists, Journalists, Pilots, Publicans, Headmasters, Matrons, Chiropodists, Systems Analysts, 


Actors, Musicians, Clothes Designers, Hotel and Restaurant managers, Teachers,  Farmers and Farm Managers.�
�



6 - Junior non-manual


�



(skilled non-manual) IIIN�



Driving Instructors, Shop Sales Assistants, Police, 


Fire-fighters, Receptionists, Estate Agents, Cashiers. 


�
�



8 - Manual supervisors and foremen


9 - Skilled manual workers


12 - Non-professional own account workers


�



(skilled manual) IIIM�



Ambulance Drivers, Fishmongers, Bakers, Goldsmiths, Builders, Bus drivers,  Butchers, Knitters, Cobblers, Radio and TV Mechanics, Joiners, Pottery Decorators.  Chefs, Nursery Nurses, Travel Stewards, Undertakers, Piano Tuners, Hairdressers.�
�



7 - Personal service workers


10 - Semi-skilled manual


15 - Agricultural workers.


�



(partly skilled manual)  IV�



Watering and bar staff, counter hands / assistants, 


Postal Workers, Gardeners, Fishers, Sewers, Hotel and Hospital Porters,  


Farm, Horticultural and Forestry Workers, Agricultural Machinery Driver.�
�



11 - Unskilled manual


�



(unskilled) V�



Cleaners, Labourers, Dockers, Refuse Collectors, Car Park Attendant, Messengers.�
�



16 - Members of the armed forces


�



(Armed Forces) VI�
�
�
�
�
�
�
This was done for both parents (where two where available).  These were then crosstabulated and from this an overall ‘household’ measure created by selecting the employment of the parent in the  higher status occupation according to the RG classification.


� Martin, J. (1997) Social Class, SEG and Goldthorpe classes: how do they classify individual occupations? in Rose,D.& O'Reilly,K. Constructing Classes ESRC/ONS Swindon.
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