




a significant proportion of its workforce commuting there. (See Map 
3 in Appendix 5.)

Winchester
This a small free-standing provincial town in southern England has a 
very good range of facilities because it is an administrative capital and 
centre for an extensive rural hinterland. The district in which the 
schools are situated is very low density and consists of both public and 
private suburban estates. There are few local shopping and leisure 
facilities but the town centre is about three kilometres away and can 
be reached by bus. (See Map 4 in Appendix 5.)

Hook Norton and Chipping Norton, Oxfordshire
The small parish of Hook Norton in which the junior school is located 
has a population of about 2,000. It has grown significantly in the last 
20 years with a large housing estate having been built on the edge of 
the village. The village is poorly served with shops, other facilities 
and public transport. Older children have to travel to schools at least 
seven kilometres away. The city of Oxford is over 10 kilometres 
away. (See Map 5a in Appendix 5.)

The main secondary school serving this area is located in the small 
town of Chipping Norton which has a population of about 5,000. It 
has a broader range of shops and public facilities and a better public 
transport service Unking it to Oxford. (See Map 5b in Appendix 5.)

Response rates from English junior and senior schoolchildren 
and parents
The running of the surveys had been agreed in advance with the local 
education authorities. Thus, with the co-operation of the school Heads 
and class teachers, a class session was incorporated into the school 
timetable. As a result, a 100 per cent response rate was obtained from 
the schoolchildren. Table A 1.2 shows that the response rate from the 
parents of the junior schoolchildren varied from 85 per cent to 100 per 
cent, and from the parents of senior schoolchildren from 52 per cent 
to 93 per cent. The total parental response rate was a rewarding 89 
percent.
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Table A1.2 Numbers of junior and senior schoolchildren and their parents 
responding to the English survey, according to area and 
school class

Islington
Junior
Senior

Nottingham
Junior
Senior

Stevenage
Junior
Senior

Winchester
Junior
Senior

ch

23
24

28
17

25
26

39
28

1 
P

19
17

28
15

25
21

39
28

Class 
2 

ch p ch

24
25

29
20

22
28

26
27

22
14

28
10

22
27

26
27

21
18

28
23

27
24

36
32

3 
P

16
9

26
20

26
17

36
26

ch

19
16

27
18

22
30

39
24

4 
P

17
3

25
17

20
27

38
22

parents 
respond­ 

ing

85%
52%

96%
85%

96%
85%

99%
93%

Hook Norton and Chipping Norton
Junior
Senior

All

29
30

269

29
29

240

30
18

249

30
16

231

23
23

255

23
21

220

27
20

242

27
17

213

100%
91%

904

Parents 
responding 89% 93% 86% 88% 89%

'ch' refers to the children and 'p' to the parents.
All the schools were administered by a local education authority.

The proportion of girls in the survey of both English junior and 
senior schools was 48 per cent of the total number of children 
responding. The mean age of the juniors was 8.9 years and that of the 
seniors was 12.9 years. In view of the strict regulations on the age of 
entry into schools, these averages hardly varied in the five areas. Of 
the responding parents of the juniors and seniors, 46 percent and 39 
per cent respectively were in social classes I and n, and 32 per cent 
and 35 per cent respectively in social class m.2. (See Appendix 3, 
Table44).
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Germany 
Survey method
The survey method employed in Gemany was identical to that used in 
England. The questionnaires were first translated into German by a 
native German and then piloted in a large school in Bochum. Suitably 
revised to take account of German circumstances and 
cultural/linguistic differences, the questionnaire was then run in the 
German schools. The interviewers were students undergoing teacher 
training at the Institut fur Waldorf-PSdagogik in Witten-Annen and 
were German nationals. They had been briefed in English and Geman 
in the presence of translators to ensure clear communication and the 
absence of ambiguity.

The questionnaires used in K6ln Innenstadt were slightly modified 
with the addition of pictograms to assist the large proportion of Turkish 
children who had some difficulty with the German language.

The selection of schools followed the selection of areas and the 
official list of schools in NRW (North Rhine Westphalia) was used as 
the sampling framework. A number of schools were contacted and 
their Heads asked if they would be willing to co-operate. The first 
replies in the target areas were accepted. After discussions with 
teachers, it was decided to go for the middle-range of schools in terms 
of academic orientation and to exclude the German version of the 
English grammar school, the 'Gymnasium' as there is some diversity 
in the German system of secondary education. This produced four 
'Realschule' and one 'Hauptschule*. All schools are well-equipped 
and well-funded by English standards.

In common with the surveys in England, the weather around the 
days when the German ones were carried out was unexceptional.

The five areas in Germany in which the surveys were conducted 
were:

Koln Innenstadt, an inner residential area of Cologne; 
Bochum, an outer suburb of the city; 
Koln Chorweiler, a new town settlement north of Cologne; 
Langenfeld, a district in Wuppertal, and Schwelm, an adjacent

district; 
Witten, a town in a rural area in the south of the Ruhr, with an

adjacent village.
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Description of German survey areas
The German survey areas were selected to correspond with the English 
areas in terms of population density and a range of urban and rural 
environments. In practice, there is some drift away from a close 
correspondence as refusals to co-operate from German schools 
necessitated a search procedure into adjacent areas for willing schools. 
The drift is, however, not great and a comparison of the German and 
English areas in Tables A 1.1 and A 1.3 shows that a good match in 
basic characteristics has been achieved.

The data for the survey areas on population, persons per hectare, 
and percentages of households in owner occupation and rented 
accommodation, and those which are car-owning are set out in Table 
A1.3.

Table AL3 Summary of demographic and socio-economic characteristics 
of German survey areas

pop(ths)

Kolnlnnenstadt)
North (j)
South (s)
District

Bochum
'Ward'

District

Langenfeld
Langenfeld Siid (j)
Schwelm (s)
District
WU

Kdln(Chorweiler)
'Ward'

District

Witten
'Ward'

District

19
29

135

13
401

6
30
23

387

4
73

15
107

persons 
per 

hectare

89
140
93

43
28

8
15
10
22

34
11

6
15

% of households 
owner- 

occupied rented

8
8
8

-
21

35
24
18
20

0.3
8

-
23

92
93
92

.
80

65
76
82
80

97
92

-
77

cars 
per 1000 

population

465
393
413

-
426

432
464
367
380

286
413

560
484

'-' means no data available
j = junior school area and s = senior school area.
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Housing markets and levels of car ownership differ greatly 
between the two countries, as does any measure of social class, and 
these differences must be borne in mind when making inferences from 
tabulations.

All the German areas are in the State of NRW which is Germany's 
largest state (population 16.7 millions in the 1987 census). With its 
state capital in Diisseldorf and an area which includes Bonn and Koln, 
as well as all the Ruhr cities, NRW is the original industrial power 
house of Germany still responsible for over 25 per cent of West 
Germany's pre-unification industrial output. It is a state with a 
remarkable diversity of industrial and agricultural landscape, and a 
wealth of recreational facilities and regenerated industrial areas. It has 
lively, modem town centres and a record of innovation in employment 
generation (eg Emscher Park) and improvements to residential areas. 
There are pockets of urban and economic decline as in Duisburg, but 
none of the areas selected for study here are either pockets of decline 
or areas of above average growth in employment or income.

KSlnlnnenstadt
The centre of K5ln, a city of about 900,000 people, was largely 
reconstructed after extensive wartime bomb damage and still retains 
a very high residential population density in comparison with British 
cities. Most residents are housed in 4/5 storey apartment blocks which 
front onto busy streets and are served by a dense network of 
underground and on-street tram lines. Innenstadt is an inner suburb 
with a population of 135 thousand. In common with other of these 
suburbs, it has a large Turkish population who tend to make more use 
of street space than their German neighbours. Environmental quality 
is generally poor, with high capacity roads very near the residential 
areas. Traffiocalming schemes have improved many residential 
streets and recreational/cultural facilities are well provided. Open 
space does exist, particularly along the Rhine, but it is not easily 
accessible. (See Map 6 in Appendix 5.)

Bochum
Bochum is a traditional Ruhr city. Its population of 400,000 displays 
considerable liveliness, cleanliness and prosperity in spite of the 
decline of coal and steel on which it was founded. Its city centre and 
traffic-calmed areas give an environmental quality that would be
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envied in most English cities of this size. It has extensive green spaces 
easily accessible to the population and an excellent bus and tram 
system. It has a well-developed system of local shopping centres, a 
thriving traditional city centre shopping area and one of the few 
examples of out-of-town shopping areas in Germany (Ruhr Park). It 
is well provided with recreational facilities. The study area also has 
good public transport services linking it to the city centre and other 
points of interest. (See Map 7 in Appendix 5.)

KdlnChorweiler
Chorweiler is a new town settlement with a population of about 
75,000, and is approximately 10 kilometres from the city centre. It 
consists of a mixture of housing types but is dominated by large tower 
blocks which house thousands of its residents. It has a largely working 
class population with one in six of non-German origin. It is 
well-connected to the city centre by public transport and has generous 
open space and lakes for public use as well as local shops and a range 
of social and recreational facilities. It also has a fairly unique 
pedestrian and cycle network incorporated when the new town was 
built. (See Map 8 in Appendix 5.)

LangenfeldlSchwebn
Wuppertal, with a population of over 350,000, is a strung-out valley 
bottom settlement. It has two distinct city centres and a number of 
district shopping centres as in the study area of Langenfeld-Siid which 
has a population of just under six thousand. It is famous for its 
'Schweberbahn' (monorail) which provides high quality public 
transport for the whole urban corridor. It is well provided with bus, 
trolley-bus and S-bahn transport, in addition to the monorail, and is 
well-endowed with green space. For the purposes of the survey, the 
adjacent area of Schwelm, which has a population of 30,000 and is 
administratively independent, is regarded as an extension of the urban 
area. Schwelm has its own shopping centre and is well connected with 
adjacent areas by frequent public transport. It also has generous green 
space provision. (See Map 9 in Appendix 5.)

Witten
Witten is an attractive town with a population of 106,000. It lies in 
the south of the Ruhr area very close to the River Ruhr and has
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exceptionally large areas of woodland, recreational areas and green 
space. It has an attractive town centre and a good tram and bus system 
connecting it to adjacent centres including Bochum. One of the 
schools selected in this area (the secondary one) is very near the town 
centre, and the other (the junior one) is in a rural area on the other side 
of the River Ruhr. The setting of the junior school is in a small village 
with approximately three thousand inhabitants, a frequent bus service 
to Witten centre, but it has only very basic shopping facilities (See 
Map 10 in Appendix 5.)

Response rates from German junior and senior schoolchildren 
and parents

As with the surveys in the English schools, the co-operation of the 
local education authorities, school Heads and class teachers enabled 
the running of the surveys to be incorporated into the school timetable 
so that again a 100 per cent response rate was obtained from the 
schoolchildren. As can be seen in Table A1.4, the response from the 
parents of the classes of junior schoolchildren varied from 82 per cent 
to 98 per cent, and from the parents of the classes of senior 
schoolchildren from 79 per cent to 95 per cent. The total parental 
response rate was encouragingly high at 91 per cent.

The proportion of girls in the German junior and senior schools was 
49 and 52 per cent respectively of the total number of children 
responding. The mean age of the juniors was 8.3 years and that of the 
seniors 12.6 years. Of the responding parents of juniors and seniors, 
10 per cent and 12 per cent respectively were classified as SelbstMndige 
(self-employed), 28 per cent and 30 per cent respectively were classi­ 
fied as Angestellte (state employees without tenure), and 44 per cent 
and 46 per cent were classified as Arbeiter (blue collar workers). (See 
Appendix 3, Table 44).
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Table A1.4 Numbers of junior and senior schoolchildren and their parents 
responding to the German survey, according to area and 
school class

1 
ch P ch

Class 
2 

p ch
3 

P ch
4 

P
parents 
respond­ 

ing

Kolnlnnenstadt
Junior
Senior

Bochum
Junior
Senior

19
23

23
29

15
23

22
29

15
27

17
29

14
19

17
28

*
19

26
25

*
14

25
24

13
27

16
29

12
24

16
26

87%
83%

98%
95%

Koln Chorweiler
Junior
Senior

22
23

18
19

19
27

18
25

20
22**

15
22

16
24

12
19

82%
79%

LangenfeldJSchwelm
Junior
Senior

All
Parents
responding

16
24

234

16
23

216

16
28

227

92%

16
27

208

92%

22
29

200

21
27

184

91%

19
20

208

18
19

187

90%

98%
95%

795

91%

'ch' refers to the children and 'p' to the parents.
All the schools were administered by a local education authority.
* This class was not interviewed owing to severe time constraints in a school with 
a large Turkish community.
**Three of these returns were lost.
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ppendixl HOW YOU GET ABOUT
A questionnaire for schoolchildren from 7 to 15 years

Please answer each question by putting a tick in die box like this 

or where asked write in a number, like this

How did you get to school this morning?
(lick only one box)

Z a) Did you travel with someone else?

b) If YES, who was that?
(lick only one box)

BUfow are you going home?
(tick only one box)

walked all iheWsy Plaf
:: .<::;i;5^7r ' >

parentj[ I Pi'^;. .'"$:'
another adult ] 12 . ] ••.

older child I J3 : •••. ',
child of same age or younger [ [4 :

walk all the way; i_J
cycleO 2 

bus or train I_1^'•:•:/":: . -6sti4>.-"

Vill you travel home with someone else?

|} If YES, who will that be? 
(tick only one box)

far do you live from school?

another adult [ 12

older child Q 3

child of same age or younger;[ 14

up to half a kni | 19!

half to one km [ 12

one to two kms | 13

more than two kms | 14

I Do you have a bicycle?

|») If YES, arc you allowed to cycle on main roads?

vcs
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•c) If NO, would you like to be allowed to?

*d) Write in the box how old you were when you were first 
allowed to cycle on main roads.

7 a) Are you allowed to cross main roads by yourself?

yes

age

no |~~|ll 
iyes

*t>) It NO, would you like to be allowed to?

*c) If YES, write in the box how old you were when yon were 
first allowed to do so.

S Do you go on buses by yourself?

EBE2BE11*

*9 Write in the box the number of friends you can visit on your own.
(answer only if you are allowed to do soon your own)

•10 Which, if any, of these activities did you do, yesterday or on Saturday: 
(tick in the first column if you did these things on your own) 
(tick in the second column if you were taken by an adult on the journey)

pa* or playing f||ot;:::QS|lQ6

swimming :|~]:p»P~|S

played outside your hoine'?i| ['; .,;[ [t

went for a walk | | [~~|u

cycled around | | [~~]v

Sunday school | | [ |w

I«i
visited your own Mll^

cinema 

fooiball match

11 Write in ttic box your age.

12 Tick in the box if you are:

wriic down any other places you went to on own taken
D D*>

....................................................................... D n-

....:...................................;.............................. n a*
age | | ah

girl boyn n-
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HOW YOUR CHILD GETS ABOUT
questionnaire for the parent of schoolchildren from 7 to 15 years

Please answer each question by pulling a tick in the box like this \\J[

or where asked write in a number, like this |^- J

THE FOLLOWING QUKSTIONS ARE A1KHJT YOUK CHILD

|| Is your child usually allowed to come home from .school alone? no [ |a1

yes

b) If NO, write in the box the number or days a week your child is collected. number j jb

^ What is the main reason for not allowing your child to go alone? - _ _ 
(lick only one reason) i »raffic danger |_|c1

child unreliable or too young [ )2 •"

fear of assault or molestation by aduli [ |3

school too far away | |4

fearof bullying by other chidren I |5

d) Write in the box the age at which you are likely to allow your child to go alone. age |

If YES, write down the age when your child was first allowed to go alone. age | |e

0 What was the main reason for not allowing your child to go alone at an
<ar'ieraSc? iraffic danger [-|»
(tick only one box) '—'

• : child unreliable or too young | 12

fearof assault or molestation by adult | |3

school .too far away | |4

fear of bullying by oiher chidren | [5

g) How worried are you about the risk of your child being injured in a road accident, vcrX |_|9' 
when crossing the road? q u i,e I 12

not very j |3 

not at all | 14

h) How long (in in in lies) woukl it take you to walk to the sclimtl. lime lakcn | |h

:i) When your child goes to places other than school that arc within walking distance,
is he/she allowed to go alone, or is he/she taken? taken | |i1

alone
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h) If taken, what is the main reason for not allowing your child to go alone?
(tick only in one Itox) trafnc danger | [jl

c\\\W unreliable or loo young \ \2

fear of assault or molcstntion by adult [ |3

fcarof bullying by oihcrchidrcn [ |4

c) Write in the box the approximate number of found trips made each week 
for the purpose of accompanying your child -excluding school trips.

d) What is the method of travel most frequently used?
(tick only one box or if Other' write in space provided)

3 a) Is your child usually allowed to cross main roads alone?

b) If NO, write in the box the age at which your child will be allowed.

c) If YES, write in the box the age your child was first allowed.

4 a) Is you child usually allowed to go out alone after dark?

number | [k 

walk all the way | [ll

cycle ;Q2 ;
bus or train [ 1 3

carQ4 :

no [~~| ml

age | |o 

no Qp1

yes 1

b) If NO, what is the main reason?
(tick one box only)

5 a) Is your child usually allowed to travel on buses alone?

traffic danger'|_]q1

child unreliable or too young I J2

fear of assault or molestation by adult.] |3

fear of bullying by other chidren |"~| 4

yes

b) If NO, write in the box the age at which your child witl he allowed.

c) If YKS, write in the age at which your child was first allowed.

TUK FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARK ABOUT YOURSELF

I I s

age

6 When you were a child, hmv did yml (ravel 1o school at Hie age of 
about i> or V years? 
(tick only one box or if'Other' write in sfxtcc provided) walked all Uic way I lyj

7 Write in the box the number of people in your household, including 
yourself, with a full driving licence.

went by bus or train I | 3 

number L___J V



8 Does your household have (he use ofacar? no I |w1 *""

yes. I car Q2 O 

yes, 2 or more cars | |3
O

9 Do you .think you had more i>r fewer opportunities for going out on your own ^_
compared with your child today? far more [_Jx1

more | [ 2

Ihe same | J3

fewer j [4

far fewer | [5
10 Write in each box the number of people living in your home apart

from yourself. _
child(rcn) aged 10 years or less [_jy

child(rcn) aged 11 or 15 years | \l 
spouse/panncr and other adults | |aa

It Does your family own your home or is it rented?

to What is your age?

13 Please tick box.

own home | |3bl 

rented home | |2

under 30 [~|ad 

301044 Q2 

45 and over | |3

female | jadl 

male [~|2

14 a) Are you in paid work?
parent/guardian 

male female:
yes, full-time | [ | |je 

yes, part-lime [~^a(

b) If paid work, do you work at home or elsewhere? home [~]ahl 

elsewhere | |2

15 What is the name or title of the job of the main earner in your home 
{please write in)

16 If Ihe main earner works for an em ployer, what is mnde or done at 
the place of work? 
(please write in)

Please seal this completed questionnaire in llic envelope and give it to your child to lake hack 
to the school tomorrow or the following day at the latest

Thank you very much for your help \
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Appendix 3

Tables of findings of English and German surveys footnoted In the text

ALL FIGORES CONTAINED IN THE TABLES ARE EXPRESSED AS PEBCENTAGES

In referring to their contents, the following points should be noted:

(I) where percentages In Tables do not total 100, this Is because not all 
variables are listed; in a few cases, where the total nunbar of responses 
to a particular pre-code Is less than 15, the percentages are bracketed;

(II) rows ej and es In the Tables contain the findings from the English 
junior and senior schools, and rows gj and gs fron the German junior and 
senior schools, respectively;

(ill) abbreviations used In the Tables analysed by area are as follows:

the first row refers to the English schools In Isl, the London Borough 
of Islington; Not, the outer suburb of the City of Nottingham; Ste, 
the post-war new town of Stevenage; Win, the county town of 
Winchester; and Oxf, which Includes Hook Norton parish for the junior 
schoolchlldren, and the snail rural town of Chipping Norton for the 
senior schoolchlldren, both In Oxfordshire;

the second row refers to the German schools In KOI, Innenstadt, an 
Inner suburb of Koln; Boc, the outer suburb of Bochum; Cho, the new 
town of Chorweller near Koln; Lan, the district of Langenfeld In 
Wuppertal and the adjacent district of Schwelm; and Hit, the rural 
environs of the town of Wltten;

(•lv) where there are comparable data with the surveys carried out in the 
same English junior schools In 1971, these figures are given In rows with 
the date 1971 adjacent to It, and the date 1990 adjacent to the next row 
and for pursuant rows;

(v) In the Tables analysed by the schoolchlldren's age, the overlap of 
figures for 11 years is explained by the fact that there were 11-year olds 
In both junior and senior schools;

<vl> In the Tables analysed by social class for the English sanple, the 
standard classification Is used but with 9 for households where the head 13 
unemployed;

in the Tables analysed by social class for the German sample, the 
classification is as follows: Sel (SelbstHndlge - self-employed); Bea 
(Beamte - civil servants with permanent tenure); Ang (Angestellte - state 
employees without tenure); Arb (Arbelter - blue collar workers); and 
And (Andere - others).

(vil) In the Tables analysed according to type of accompaniment, the term 
'alone* covers children travelling either on their own or with another 
child of about their own age or younger;

(vill) In the Tables on travel method, 'bus' includes school bus and some 
rail.
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Table 1. Variables of children's 'licence-holding' according to age

age in years
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ 

Children alloued independently/alone to:
all

cross roads
1971 ej

1990 ej
•a

gJ
gs

leisure alon
1971 ej

1990 ej
es

Si
gs

from school
ej
es

81.
gs

use buses
1971 ej

1990 ej
es

. S3
gs

go out after
ej
es

gJ
gs

cycle owners
1971 ej

1990 ej
es

gJ
gs

cycle owners
1990 ej

es

gJ
gs

46

22

56

e
47

20

61

alone
11

85

16

5

10

dark
0

4

75

92

81

allowed
17

35

65

26

71

50

29

73

25

96

32

5

19

1

8

63

92

92

on roads
17

27

70

52

89

68

37

73

33

89

53

8

34

1

0

64

89

99

21

33

^~95

76

90

/-^—
79

43

80

51

96

79

32

58

2

9

/• — •-
61

88

87

31

46

"•>

96
93 93

100
94 94
— v

67
78 76

79
88 87

67
93 84

93
99 98
—— x

43
66 76

81
78 89

6
6 10

8
13 30

— ̂

89
87 76

80
89 95

53
59 74

50
67 81

72

51
97 100 100 97

75
98 98 100 96

63

37
86 88 98 84

70
97 95 100 92

35
97 SS 85 87

91
99 100 94 99

48

15
89 95 93 84

31
90 93 85 87

2
31 36 49 24

5
43 60 64 37

65

90
81 73 62 76

86
90 86 87 88

25
77 77 98 77

34
81 97 100 81
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age In years
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15i 

Reporting of permission to cross roads alone:

ej and es 
child 22 26 
parent 8 12

52 76 95 93 
21 30 73 82

97 
92

100 100 
96 100

Reporting of permission to use buses:

chi Id 55 
parent 1 1

8 32 56 76 
5*8 37 49

Table 2. Children's attitudes to restrictions on 
according to age

7 8 
child minds about restriction

ej 54 65

gj 34 25 
child minds about restriction

ej 48 66 
es

gj 45 55 
gs

89 
72

their

age In years 
9 10 11 12 13 
on crossing roads:

50 39 (0)

32 (40) (33) 
on cycling:

58 65 68 
46 39

53 49 (22) 
63 58

59

40

Table 3. Children's attitudes to restrictions on their 
according to area

area 
I si Hot Ste Win 
KOI Boc Cho Lan 

child minds about restriction on crossing roads:

ej

si
child minds about restriction

ej 
es

SJ 
8s

26 43 47

40 76 87 
on cycling:

25 34 41 
41 12 59

53 62 46 
59 43 54

60

63

95 94 
84 95

Independence,

It 15+

(50) (67)

32 (13)

independence,

Oxf 
Ult

50

69

all

52

31

~60~~ 

48

49 
50

46 56 
(60) 80

40 
35

67 
45
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Tabla 4. Travel Bathed and level of accOBpanleent to school, according to

age in years 
Travel method 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 It 15+ all

walk

cycle

bus

car

ej
es

Si
gs

ej
es

Si
gs

ej
es

S3
Ss

ej
es

gj
8s

49

85

0

0

3

2

47

12

57

87

0

0

3

4

39

9

61

80

1

0

4

8

34

12

77

75

2

3

3

8

19

14

70
55

88
38

0
0

0
6

2
35

0
44

28
9

13
12

63
48 51 50 56 51

83
31 38 39 36 37

1
33202

1
63 4 10 5

3
43 41 38 29 38

5
53 53 51 45 49

33
8 5 11 15 9

11
10 6 6 10 9

Accompaniment:

parent

other

older

l '
'•

alone
1971

1990

?,

ej
es

S3
gs

adult
ej
es

Si
8s

child
ej
es

SJ
gs

ej

ej
es

Si
8s

71

16

13

9

9

23

72

7

52

71

12

9

3

9

13

87

11

71

58

8

8

5

8

7

88

27

81

36

13

5

3

3

1

, —— *-' 94

55

83

35
6

6
8

7
3

0
3

4
28

O
18

—— \

54
64

94
70

56
6 4 8 13 6

12
75356

8
12001

5
31122

7
27 26 23 16 24

11
11 11 4 10 12

*

86

29
65 67 78 71 69

72
78 83 91 83 79
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Table 5. Travel method and level of accoapanlnent fro« school, according 
to age

age In years 
Travel method: 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ all

walk ej
es

SJ
S«

cycle ej
es

83
gs

bus ej
es

8i
8s

car ej
es

Si
gs

Accoapan loan t ;

parent ej
•s

81
8s

54 64

89 90

0 0

0 0

3 2

3 4

43 34

8 5

76 68

10 6

66 76 75
57

84 84 94
36

1 2 0
0

020
6

332
38

760
44

31 19 23
5

10 10 6
14

53 33 30
6

757
7

48 52

33 40

3 3

6 3

43 41

57 53

7 3

4 4

6 2

3 3

56 65

40 36

2 0

4 10

36 27

52 52

6 7

4 2

4 8

0 3

67
54

87
38

1
2

1
5

3
38

5
51

30
6

8
6

53
4

11
3

other adult/older child
ej
es

SJ
gs

alone ej
es

SJ
8s

19 20

23 12

5 11

68 83

16 7 13
20

16 3 0
18

32 60 57
75

77 92 93
85

28 28

16 18

66 70

81 80

27 11

8 8

69 81

92 90

15
24

12
15

32
72

77
81
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Table 6. Type of accompaniment and travel method on the journey from school

Accompaniment: ualk cycle bus car

parent

other adult

older child

alone/same age

table 7. Distance

Junior school ej 
gj

senior school es 
gs

ej 
es

8J 
gs

ej
es

SJ 
gs

ej 
es

SJ
gs

ej
es

g-< 
gs

to junior

39 
0

4 
0

6

1 
0

11 
11

10 
13

44 
83

35 
87

and

C*

49 
62

22 
12

< 0) 
( 0)

(50) 
0

( 0)
< 0)

< 0) 
0

( 0) 
(11)

( 0) 
22

(100) 
(89)

(50) 
78

senior

dlstanc, 
H<1

32
33

21 
23

(50) 
1

0 
0

(21 )
1

0 
0

< 7.) 
46

50 
16

(21) 
52

50 
84

schools

e In kms 
1<2

8
4

14 
25

89 
89

88 
76

11
11

12 
14

0 
0

0
0

0
0

0 
0

2+

10 
1

43 
40
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Table 8. Umber of unaccompanied and accoBpanled weekend activities, 
according to age

age In years 
7 6 9 W 11 12 13 If 15+

on ownejTTiiTTs?1.52 2.is 2.55
es 3.18 3.13 3.81 3.62 3.96

gj 0.78 2.11 2.03 2.02 3.50
gs 3.02 3.04 3.29 3.54 3.18

taken ej 2.28 1.62 1.79 1.51 1.47
es 1.58 1.12 0.91 0.68 0.41

gj 1.26 1.73 2.24 1.89 1.81
gs 1.19 1.22 0.57 0.48 0.26

total ej 3.56 2.99 3.41 3.65 4.12
es 4.76 4.24 4.71 4.30 4.37

Si 2.04 3.84 4.27 3.91 5.31
gs 4.21 4.26 3.86 4.02 3.44

Table 9. Number of accessible friends according to age

age In years 
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ all

ej 3.10 3.75 4.37 5.75 6.96 4.59 
es 6.47 7.61 8.33 8.38 8.61 7.91

gj 3.40 4.71 5.88 6.82 7.50 5.16 
gs 7.89 8.72 8.77 8.90 9.00 8.57

Table 10. Parents' reasons for not allowing junior schoolchildren to cone 
hone from school alone, according to age

age In years 
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ all

danger ej 32 46 39 35 33 43
gj 33 (0) (31) <20) (100) 15

molestation ej 12 18 20 30 7 21
gj 13 (40) (31) (40) <0> 10

too far ej 10 9 14 13 33 14
gj 20 (20) (31) (40) (0) 10

unreliable ej 29 18 16 13 7 21
gj 13 0 8 0 0 4
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Table 11. Parents' reasons for not allowing children to travel alone for 
leisure, according to age

	 age in years
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ all

danger ej 33 45 39 33 1943™
es 32 8 25 (10) 33 15

! gj 63 57 45 (27) (60) 62
gs 59 53 (100) U4> <0> 25

molestation ej 21 32 27 46 38 36
es 42 50 56 54 67 38

gj 13 32 20 (64) <20) 27
gs 24 40 (0) (33) (0) 17

unreliable ej 30 17 19 10 13 21
es 11 15 6 (0) (0) 7

gj 10 4 20 <0> (20) 11
gs 12 0 (0) (22) (0) 6

Table 12. Parents' reasons for not allowing children to go out after dark, 
according to age

age in years 
7 5 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ all

danger ej 1 1
es

81 22
gs

12 10 6 6
2

16 14 17 8
8

4

13

2

9

0

3

5

(0)

11
3

18
8

molestation ej 37 49 56 65 63 61
M 75 70 77 89 76 86

gj 45 61 62 68 58 63
gs 81 80 81 79 (100) 84

unreliable ej 40 28 20 20 15 28
es 14 7 14 0 10 10

gj 20 14 14 11 (25) 17
gs 7 6 7 9 (0> 7

137



Table 13. Parents' concern about road safety, according to child's age

	 age in years 
Uorry 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 11 15+ all

very ej 63 50 52 52 42 52
es 30 30 3+ 30 40 32

gj 52 48 47 43 64 49
gs 38 50 35 43 39 42

quite ej 30 38 40 37 42 37
es 51 46 36 32 43 41

gj 28 31 21 39 27 31
gs 32 22 32 22 27 27

not very ej 7 11 7 10 12 9
es 19 23 27 33 13 24

gj 13 17 27 15 9 18
gs 22 26 29 28 24 26

not at all ej 0 0 1 2 4 1
es 022452

gj 6 3 4 4 <0> 4
gs 724795
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Table 14. Huaber of escort round trips per ueek, other than for school, 
according to travel mode and to age

age in years 
Escort round trips 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+

~~. ejiToiTisTitTsiTi
es 4.1 3.7 3.6 2.5 6.3!

gj 3.6 3.5 5.3 3.7 3.0
gs 3.8 2.8 2.3 2.8 7.5 

Travel method

walk ej36 44 Ii 42 28
es 23 15 21 19 <0>

gj 31 63 37 33 (67)
gs 24 18 29 47 <50)

bus ej 2 2 1 1 5
es 12 12 29 31 (13)

gj 13 044 (0)
gs 34 32 18 20 25

car ej 61 53 66 53 62
es 12 71 50 44 (88)

gj 47 2fl 52 46 (33)
gs 21 46 18 27 25
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Table 15. Parents' concern about road safety, according to nueber of 
escorting round trips per weak

Uorry round trips

very ej 5.57 
es 4.26

quite

Si

ej
es

3.95 
3.16

3.97 
3.29

gj 4. 14 
gs 3.20

not very ej 3.22
es 3.47

gj 3.50
gs 3.86

not at all ej 3.80
es 2.50

gj 3.00
gs 4.00
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Table 16. Variables of children's 'licence-holding', according to gender

Children allowed to: girls boys

cross roads

leisure alone

from school alone

use buses

go out after dark

cycle owners 1971

1990

cycle owners allowed

ej
as

el
8s

ej 
es

el
gs

ej
as

BJ 
gs

ej
es

S3 
8s

ej 
es

BJ
S*

ej

ej 
es

el g*
on roads 
ej 
es

81 
gs

42
97

73 
95

30 
81

73 
92

26 
83

91 
98

10 
84-

34 
87

0 
19

3 
25

60

91 
69

84 
88

12 
72

30 
76

60 
96

77 
97

43 
B6

69 
92

44
90

92 
99

20 
84

29 
87

3 
29

7 
50

70

91 
84

93 
93

37 
80

40 
88
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Table 17. Children's attitudes to restrictions on their independence, 
according to gender

girls boys all 
child olnds about restriction on crossing roads:

ej 36 

gj 61 

child minds about restriction on cycling:

27
43

gJ 
gs

44
46

57

72

56
62

60
54

46

67

40
52

52
50



Table 18. Parents' reasons for restricting children fro* coming hcne from 
school alone, according to gender

girls boys

danger

Boles tat Ion

too far

unreliable

el 
es

si
gs

ej 
es

Si 
«s

ej 
es

S3 
SS

ej
es

8i 
S3

Table 19. Parents' reasons for 
for leisure, according to gender

danger

molestation

unreliable

6J

es

si
8=

ej
as

SJ 
gs

ej
es

gJ
8s

35 
4

45
(10)

23 
31

20 
(40)

11 
46

10 
<30)

18 
31

5 
(20)

42 
6

18
(0)

13 
6

27
<100)

14 
78

36 
(0)

19
6

9 
(0)

restricting children froB going out alone

girls

29 
10

47 
42

36
63

32 
38

21 
12

6
15

boys

46 
32

63
61

26
35

15 
26

16 
6

15 
9
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Table 20. Parents' reasons for restricting children fro« going out after 
dark, according to gender

girls boys

danger

nolestatlon

unreliable

Table 21. Parents'

Worry

very

quite

not very

not at all

e) 
es

Si 
gs

»}
•s

Si 
gs

»J 
es

81 
gs

concern about

ej 
es

Si 
gs

ej 
es

Si 
gs

ej 
es

SJ 
gs

ej 
es

gJ 
gs

7 
1

10
5

57 
63

68 
85

26
7

13 
8

road safety.

girls

52 
28

53 
44

38
40

24
26

10
27

17 
27

0 
4

6 
3

12 
4

23 
14

51 
70

49
74

24
10

18 
6

according to gender

boys

53 
36

44
40

37 
42

35 
28

8 
22

19 
25

2
1

2 
7
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Table 22. Number of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend actlvltlc 
according to gender

girls boys all

on own

taken

total

ej
es

BJs»
•J
as

SJs*
•j
es

ei
S«

1.51 
3.22

1.65 
2.65

1.82 
0.91

1.67 
0.88

3.34 
4. 14

3.33 
3.52

1.90 
3.80

1.85 
3.79

1.65 
1.00

1.79 
0.82

3.55 
4.80

3.64
4.61

1.72 
3.52

1.75 
3.20

1.73 
0.96

1.73 
0.85

3.45 
4.48

3.48 
4.05

Table 23. Number of accessible friends according to gender

girls boys all

aj
as

SJ 
gs

4.24 
8.00

4.97 
8.49

4.91 
7.83

5.33 
8.67

4.59 
7.91

5.13 
8.58
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Table 24. Travel Method and level of accoapanlBent from school, according 
to gender

Travel method

walk

cycle

bus

car

Accompaniment

parent

other adult

older child

alone

el 
es

Si
gs

ej 
es

gs

ej
es

Si

ej 
es

Si

ej 
es

gJ 
gs

es

Si 
gs

ej 
es

gJ 
gs

ej 
es

gJ 
gs

girls

65 
53

86 
36

0

I 
4

3 
42

4 
54

33 
5

10 
6

65
4

11 
3

8 
2

3 
2

7 
20

13 
15

21 
73

74 
80

boys

69 
55

89 
40

1 
3

1
7

3 
35

5 
48

28 
6

6
5

43 
5

5 
3

7

1

9 
26

9 
14

40 
68

84 
82
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Table 25. Number of escort trips per week other than for school, according 
to gender

girls boys 
Tj————————————————

as 3.2 +.4

gl 3.7 4.0 
gs 3.4 3.3
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Table 26. Schoolchildren's travel by Method and journey purpose, according 
to age group and gender.

boys
7-8

school
shop*
leisure

girls
7-8

school
shop*
leisure

boys
9-10

school
shop*
leisure

gjrls
9-10

school
shop*
leisure

boys
11-12

school
shopf
leisure

girls
11-12

school
shopf
leisure

boys
13-U

school
shop*
leisure

girls
13-U

school
shop*
leisure

journeys 
per week

7.7
3.8
1.7
2.2

7.7
3.8
1.6
2.3

8.3
3.9
1.7
2.7

8.6
4.0
1.9
2.7

8.7
4.5
1.9
2.4

9.9
4.2
2.7
3.0

9.4
4.4
2.O
3.0

11.1
4.4
3.2
3.5

walk

50
65
47
27

54
70
46
33

52
68
51
30

56
72
48
38

52
61
50
36

52
58
55
42

49
51
SS
43

S3
54
57
49

public 
car transport

40
23
46
65

36
19
46
58

34
16
38
58

33
15
42
52

22
a

31
42

29
14
31
47

19
8

26
32

21
9

24
33

5
5
6
4

6
6
6
5

6
7
7
6

5
5
6
5

14
18
12
9

11
17
8
6

16
22
12
11

18
24
15
13

private 
bus

3
6
0
2

3
4
-
2

4
7
0
3

4
7
-
3

6
. 10

-
4

4
9
-
2

5
10
-
3

4
9
0
1

cycle

1
-
2
2

1
1
2
2

4
2
5
2

2
1
4
2

7
3
7

to

4
3
5
4

10
9
7

14

4
4
4
3

* Includes personal business
Source: special tabulation fro* the National Travel Survey, 1985/86.
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Table 27. Travel Method and level of accoapanlMnt from school, according 
to 'licence' to cross roads alone

licenced to cross roads
Travel aethod

walk

cycle

bus

car

Accompaniment

parent

other adult/older child

alone

«J
es

Si 
8'

«J
•s

SJgs
ej 
es

gJ 
gs

ej
es

gJ 
gs

ej 
es

gJ 
8«

ej 
es

gJ 
gs

ej
es

gJ
gs

no

59 
63

78 
63

0

1 
0

2 
31

5 
32

39 
6

16 
5

69 
13

22 
6

17 
33

18
11

U 
54

60 
83

yes

7* 
54

89 
37

1 
2

5

3 
39

4 
52

22 
6

6 
6

40 
4

4 
3

12 
24

11 
16

48 
72

85
81
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Table 28. Parents' restriction on Independent travel and 'licence* to 
cross roads

licenced to cross roads 
yes no

taken places other than school ej
es

gj
8*

not allowed home from school alone ej 
es

Si
85

45
14

28
7

50 
13

5
1

80
<64>

31
(19)

80 
21

14
6

Table 29. Dumber of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend activities, 
according to 'licence* to cross roads alone

11cenced to cross roads 
no yes all

on own

taken

total

ej 
es

el
B»

•J
es

ei
8s

es 
es

Si 
BS

1.07 
2.50

1.01 
2.05

1.97 
2.06

1.42 
1.58

3.04 
4.56

2.43 
3.63

2.34 
3.57

2.05 
3.28

1.52 
0.91

1.88 
0.84

3.86 
4.49

3.93 
4.12

1.72 
3.54

1.79 
3.23

1.74 
0.95

1.77 
0.87

3.46 
4.49

3.56 
4. 10
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Table 30. Umber of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend activities, 
according to 'licence' to cycle on roads

cycle owners allowed to cycle 
no yes

on own

taken

'.'•

total

ej
as

Si 
8*

•J
es

Sis»
•J
as

Si
B«

1.50 
3.37

1.60 
2.72

1.86 
1.34

1.81 
1.35

3.36 
4.71

3.il
4.07

2.47 
3.61

2.28 
3.36

1.48 
0.94

1.62 
1.80

3.94 
4.55

3.91 
4. 16

Table 31. Nuaber of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend activities, 
according to 'licence' to go to leisure places alone

allowed to go to leisure places alone 
no yes

on own

taken

total

•i

Si

•i
as

Si 
8s

ej
es

Si

1.49 
2.63

1.37 
2.69

1.68 
1.61

1.48 
1.33

3.37 
4.24

2.85 
4.03

1.97 
3.71

1.91 
3.17

1.65 
0.90

1.68 
0.79

3.62 
4.61

3.59 
3.96
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Table 32. Umber of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend activities, 
according to 'licence' to use buses

on own

taken

total

ej
es

8=

es

gJ

ej
es

gJ 
gs

no

1.49 
3.00

1.49 
2.77

1.82 
1.56

1.71 
0.98

3.31 
4.56

3.20 
3.75

use buses 
yes

3.06 
3.63

2.79 
3.28

1.27 
0.84

2.02 
0.83

4.33 
4.47

4.81 
4. 11

all

1.73 
3.53

1.90 
3.20

1.74 
0.96

1.81 
0.85

3.47 
4.49

3.70 
4.06

Table 33. Number of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend activities, 
according to 'licence* to go out after dark

allowed to go out after dark 
no yes all

on own

taken

total

es

S3 
gs

es

gJ 
gs

ej 
es

Si 
gs

1.62 
3.25

1.67 
2.82

1.81 
1.13

1.66 
0.92

3.44 
4.38

3.34 
3.75

3.25 
4.53

2.53 
3.64

0.50 
0.69

1. 18 
0.68

3.75 
5.21

3.71 
4.33

1.65 
3.55

1.71 
3. 12

1.79 
1.02

1.65 
0.84

3.44 
4.58

3.36 
3.96
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Table 3i. Variables of children's 'licence-holding', according to 
household car ownership

household car ownership 
0 I 2+

cross roads

use buses

go after dark

cycle owners

cycle owners
allowed on roads

ej
es

gJ
5s

ej
es

8J
5S

ej
es

Si
Ss

si
es

EJ
8s

ej
es

Si
8s

52
93

84
95

28
82

26
83

4
25

3
39

33
67

81
79

32
69

32
81

50
98

76
96

14
81

34
89

1
23

6
33

90
84

90
91

17
75

40
82

52
95

75
98

11
86

28
84

1
25

3
44

95
85

97
38

35
82

38
83
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Table 35. Travel method and level of occonpanlnent from school, according 
to household car ownership

household car ownership
Travel method

walk

cycle

bus

car

Accoapan I men t

parent

other adult/
oiderchild

alone

es

Si
3s

ej
es

gj
5s

«J
es

SJ
8s

ej
es

SJ
6s

ej
es

ei

»i
es

gj
8=

ej
es

gj
RS

0

89 
72

97
44

1
2

0
3

4
24

2
51

6
2

2
1

46
0

4
0

18
9

9
10

36
91

88
90

1

73 
54

89
40

0
3

1
6

2
37

3
49

25
5

7
5

54
5

8
3

14
27

11
17

32
68

81
80

2+

51 
43

69
29

1
1

0
4

3
49

12
54

46
7

19
13

59
8

15
6

15
33

16
16

26
59

69
77
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Table 36. Number of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend activities, 
according to household car ownership

household car ownership 
0 1 2+ all

on own

taken

total

ej
es

gJ
5s

ej
as

SJ
6s

ej
es

SJ
gs

2
3,

2.
3.

1.
0.

1.
0.

3.
4.

3.
4.

.34

.79

24
46

53
62

68
56

87
41

92
03

1.67
3,

1.
2.

1.

.39

56
19

78
0.91

1.
0.

63
86

3.44
4.

3.
4.

31

19
04

1,
3,

1.
2.

1.
1.

1.
0.

3.
4.

3.
3.

.41
,63

64
83

92
32

68
99

34
95

31
82

1,
3

1.
3.

1.
1.

1.
0.

3.
4.

3.
3.

.66

.54

71
15

80
01

65
84

46
56

36
99

Table 37. Household car ownership according to the social class of the 
head of household

English sample social class
1 2 3/1 3/2 4*5 uneopl.

£ In 0 car

Z in 1 car

K In 2+ cars

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

0
6

31
32

69
61

3
7

44
45

53
48

18
23

61
50

21
27

17
12

57
55

26
32

17
20

46
56

37
24

55
48

41
39

5
13

German sample Sel Bea Ang Arb And

X

X

£

In

In

In

0 car

1 car

2+ cars

s)
ss
gj
gs

gj
gs

3
2

35
29

61
69

0
0

61
77

39
14

7
7

62
66

31
26

23
18

66
69

11
12

50
53

50
35

13
12

See first page of this Appendix for description of the social classes

155



Table 38. Travel aethod and level of accoapanlBent from school, according 
to social class

English saaple
Travel method

walk

cycle

bus

car

Accoapanled:
parent

other adult

older child

alone

German saaple

walk

cycle

bus

car

Accompanied:
parent

other adult

older child

alone

social class

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

gJ
gs

81
gs

gJ
gs

gJ
gs

gj
gs

gj
gs

gj
gs

Si
gs

1

50
42

0
0

6
42

44
16

59
17

6
7

11
40

24
36

Sel

73
33

0
10

17
45

10
12

4
6

11
4

26
10

60
79

2

61
45

1
3

2
48

37
4

58
5

10
0

6
30

24
65

Bea

82
32

0
5

5
55

14
9

9
5

4
0

4
23

73
73

3/1

61
52

0
4

11
30

29
13

62
5

8
5

8
23

23
68

Ang

79
34

0
6

6
52

15
8

14
3

1
1

8
15

77
81

3/2

73
60

0
1

1
35

26
4

52
4

8
2

7
19

33
76

Arb

91
37

2
4

2
55

5
4

8
3

0
1

10
17

82
80

4A5

85
60

0
0

5
40

10
0

47
0

5
0

0
23

47
77

And

100
53

0
5

0
42

0
0

5
0

0
0

10
5

85
95

unempl.

72
60

4
3

4
37

20
0

54
0

8
8

13
11

25
88
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Table 39. Average number of escort round trips other than for school per 
week and travel mode, according to social class

English sample social class
Escort round trips 1 2 3/1 3/2 4*5 uneapl.

ej
es

Travel method:

walk ej
es

bus ej
es

car ej
es

German sample
Escort round trips

. gj
gS

Travel method: sample

4.2
2.5

26
17

0
8

74
67

Sel

4.4
1.0

size

Table 40. Parents' reasons

4.6 5.3
3.5 4.7

23 33
3 (14)

1 6
16 14

75 61
77 71

Bea Ang

6.8 4.3
3.8 1.7

5.2
3.8

46
14

1
17

49
69

Arb

3.0
4.9

4.6
3.0

50
(11)

0
(44)

46
(44)

And

3.8
1.0

6.9
7.8

55
(55)

9
(19)

32
(18)

too small for analysis

for restricting
coming home from school alone, according to

English sample

danger ej

molestation ej

too far ej

unreliable ej

German sample too sma

junior
social

schoolchl Idren from
class

social class
1

51

16

14

11

11 for

2 3/1

26 30

15 35

19 0

30 10

analysis

3/2

46

18

5

16

445

65

4

22

9

unempl .

31

31

25

0
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Table 41. Parents' reasons for restricting children fro« going out alone 
for leisure, according to social class

English suple social class
1 2 3/1 3/2 4*5 uaempl.

danger

Molestation

unreliable

German saaple

ej 
es

ej 
es

ej 
es

too s

Table 42. Parents* 
dark, according to

English saaple

danger

molestation

unreliable

German sample

danger

molestation

unreliable

ej 
es

ej 
es

ej 
es

Si 
gs

gJ 
gs

SJ 
gs

58 
33

26 
56

13 
11

•all for

32 
24

26 
52

31 
5

analysis

18

47

0

reasons for restricting 
social class

1

13 
0

48 
84

20 
8

Sel

37 
11

53 
81

7 
7

42
15

27 
50

17 
15

children

social class 
2 3/1 3/2

8 
I

47
84

35 
6

Bea

5 
0

77 
88

9 
6

4 
0

81 
68

0
11

Ang

15 
6

60 
84

19 
6

12
6

56 
69

21 
12

Arb

15 
11

52 
76

18 
8

42 32

38 37 
45

15 5 
0

from going out after

4t5 unempl .

10 4 
0 0

54 57 
78 73

31 13 
6 14

And

17 
(9)

56 
(82)

22 
(0)

158



Table 43. Parents' concern about road safety, according to social da

English sample
Worry

very

quite

not very

not at all

German sample
Ubrry

very

quite

not very

not at all

social class

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

ej
es

el
gs
si
gs

si
8s

si
gs

Table 44. Social clw

English sample

% 1 and 2

Z 3/2

ej
es

ej
es

1

28
23

59
52

11
26

2
0

Sel

61
24

19
33

19
35

0
6

3S Of

2

47
28

44
41

9
29

1
3

Bea

30
32

43
41

22
27

4
0

head of

Isl

16
30

29
19

3/1

61
43

32
39

7
9

0
9

Ang

41
39

39
30

19
25

1
5

household

Not

27
31

49
43

3/2

60
35

29
39

9
24

2
2

Arb

51
48

28
22

14
26

7
4

according

area
Ste

26
36

46
36

4*5

70
36

18
40

10
24

3
0

And

48
37

24
32

29
21

0
11

to area

Vin

69
58

19
26

uneapl .

54
38

29
42

17
19

0
0

Oxf

72
29

IS
48

All

46
39

32
35
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German sample

K

%

X

SelbstSndlge gj
«s

Angestellte gj
gs

Arbelter gj
gs

6
18

6
31

58
43

10
10

29
31

45
51

area 
Cho

6
8

12
17

62
54

Lan

11
12

35
32

37
41

Utt

14
11

39
37

29
41

All

10
12

28
30

44
46

Table 45. Adult licence-holding according to household car ownership

household car ownership 
Licence-holding: 012+ All

% with none ej 65 1 0 8 
es 51 0 0 7

gj 300- 
gs 26 0 0 3

% with 2+ ej 5 57 89 68 
es 22 50 99 64

gj 46 65 97 70 
gs 22 65 100 68
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Table 46. Household car ounership according to area

% 0 car

t 0 car

^ 1 car

1971 ej

1990 ej 
es

gJ

es

sJ

% 2+ cars ej 
es

Table 47

% within 
0.5 km.

* within 
1.0 km.

Si

Distance

gJ

ej 
es

Si

«i

55

33 
48

36
25

56 
43

58 
57

10 
10

6 
18

Hot
Hoc

41

8 
18

16 
15

62 
46

65 
66

30 
37

19 
19

to school according

1st

55 
82

91 
37

96 
41

Not 
Hoc

57 
61

95
94

100 
12

area 
Ste Vln 
Cho Lan

23

31 
17

34 
23

47 
44

59 
66

23 
38

7 
11

12

7 
6

19 
11

46 
49

58 
55

46 
45

24
34

Oxf 
VI t

16

1 
7

1
7

28 
55

51 
62

71 
37

48
39

All 
All

31

14 
16

19 
16

47 
48

58 
61

39
36

22 
23

to area

area 
Ste Vin 
Cho Lan

34 
89

55 
38

100 
72

41 
29

86 
27

94 
32

Oxf
VI t

61 
64

80 
32

83 
25

All 
All

49 
62

82 
43

95 
35
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Table 4fl. Variables of children's 'licence-holding', according to area

cross roads 1971

1990

leisure atone 1971

1990

from school alone

use buses 1971

1990

go after dark

cycle owners 1971

1990

cycle owners 
allowed on roads

ej

ej 
es

gJ
8s

ej

ej 
es

gJ 
gs

ej 
es

SJ 
gs

ej

ej 
es

Si 
gs

ej 
es

81 
gs

ej

ej 
es

gJ 
gs

ej 
es

gJ
gS

Isl 
KtSl

48

54
95

46
84

71

36 
79

66 
94

26
93

73 
99

30

20 
79

16 
86

1 
17

13 
34

50

79 
43

58 
83

9 
32

35 
76

Not 
Hoc

86

38 
96

86 
100

77

27 
91

79 
92

43 
96

99 
99

57

20 
88

34 
96

2 
32

5 
31

51

91 
77

94
96

10 
71

68 
85

area 
Ste 
Cho

79

51 
98

91 
98

68

38 
81

57 
96

41
87

94 
98

58

21 
93

32 
80

1 
26

0 
44

66

95 
82

86
76

18 
86

14 
76

Win 
Lan

61

48 
96

69 
98

47

35 
82

73 
86

34
89

97 
99

58

13 
93

41 
85

1 
22

8 
42

80

91 
87

94 
96

38 
85

24 
78

Oxf
VI t

83

66 
97

64 
98

48

49 
84 ;

71 
91

36 
73

85 ';
99

32

5 
62

25 
85

2 
20

1 
30

77

100 
86

99 
97

38 
83

27 
84
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Table 49. Travel Method and level of accoapanlaent to and from school, 
according to area

area
Isl Not Ste Uln Oxf 

Travel method KOI Boc Cho Lan Uit

to school:
walk 1971 ej

1990 ej
es

gJ
gs

cycle 1971 ej

1990 ej
es

Si
. gs

bus 1971 ej

1990 ej
63

Si
gs

car 1971 ej

1990 ej
. . es

gJ
gs

89

76
55

96
26

0

0
0

0
2

6

3
39

4
71

6

21
6

0
1

95

71
86

90
15

0

0
4

0
5

3

2
4

0
65

3

27
6

10
14

95

76
57

96
79

2

2
3

3
11

2

0
22

0
9

1

22
18

1
0

74

44
32

79
41

1

1
2

0
2

1

1
59

3
39

23

54
8

18
18

50

57
33

59
29

1

0
1

0
4

39

9
63

18
58

10

34
3

23
9
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Oxf 
Wit

from school:
walk ej 74 70 81 57 57 

es 61 87 66 33 32

gj 95 94 97 89 59 
gs 25 19 78 44 29

cycle ej 00210 
es 04321

Isl 
KS1

74
61

95
25

0
0

0
2

3
37

5
72

22
2

0
1

Not 
Boc

70
87

94
19

0
4

1
5

2
4

0
67

28
5

5
9

area 
Ste 
Cho

81
66

97
78

2
3

1
10

0
20

0
11

17
11

1
0

VI n 
Lan

57
33

89
44

1
2

0
2

1
61

1
40

41
4

10
14

gj 01100 
gs 2 5 10 2 5

bus ej
63

gj 5 0 0 1 21 
gs 72 67 11 40 61

ej 22 28 17 41 36 
es 2 5 11 4 4

gj 0 5 1 10 21 
gs 1 9 0 14 5
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Table SO. Travel act hod and 
to distance to school

level of accoapanlaent from school, according

distance to school in Iras.
Travel method

walk

cycle

bus

car

Accompaniment

parent

other adult

older child

alone

ej
es

SJ
BS

•J
es

SJ
BS

•J
es

SJ
gs

ej
es

SJ
gs

ej
es

SJ
BS

ej
es

SJ
BS

ej
es

SJ
BS

ej
es

gj
gs

<U

82
96

93
93

-
2

0
3

0
1

1
3

17
1

6
0

44
0

6
0

7
1

1
0

8
12

8
10

41
87

85
90

»<1

60
90

87
80

0
1

2
3

1
5

3
13

40
4

9
4

63
4

11
3

5
1

2
0

10
9

11
15

22
86

76
83

1<2

43
53

(15)
29

2
5

0
14

10
34

77
50

45
8

8
7

54
6

(0)
3

12
0

(0)
2

2
22

(46)
15

31
73

(54)
81

2+

31
15

(50)
1

2
2

0
2

16
76

(0)
89

51
8

(50)
8

71
7

(33)
4

13
2

(33)
2

6
37

(0)
16

10
53

(33)
78
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Table 51. Umber of unaccompanied and accompanied weekend activities, 
according to area

area
Isl Not Ste Win Oxf All 
KOI Boc Cho Lan VI t AH

on own ej 2.09 1.86 2.32 1.40 1.12 1.71 
es 3.80 3.58 3.29 3.19 3.97 3.53

gj 2.53 1.72 1.97 1.6+ 1.26 1.77 
gs 3.10 3.00 +.86 2.73 2.3+ 3.19

taken ej 1.+5 1.82 1.35 2.19 1.65 1.7+ 
es 0.8+ 0.83 0.86 1.23 0.95 0.96

gj 1.63 1,78 2.53 0.85 2.03 1.73 
gs 0.6+ 0.7+ 0.36 1.60 0.92 0.85

total ej 3.5+ 3.68 3.6S 3.59 2.78 3.56 
es +.6+ +.+1 +.15 +.+1 +.91 +.+9

gj +.16 3.50 +.51 2.+9 3.29 3.50 
gs 3.7* 3.7+ 5.23 +.33 3.26 +.0+

Table 52. Number of escort round trips other than for school per week and 
travel mode, according to area

Escort round trips

Travel method

walk

bus

car

ej
es

gJ
gs

ej
es

gJ
gs

ej
es

gJ
gs

ej
es

gJ
gs

Isl
KOI

6.0
5.0

2.8
2.8

57
+3

s:
38

5
36

11
33

3+
7

0
1 +

Not
Bos

5.5
3.6

+ .2
+ .2

+9
6+

38
5

1
7

8
53

+6
29

+6
37

area
Ste
Cho

+ .3
+ .8

3.3
2.8

40
16

73
61

3
12

0
7

52
72

9
7

Win
Lan

5. 1
3.+

3.3
2.9

20
0

18
12

0
7

11
2+

79
93

68
53

Oxf
VI t

3.8
3.0

+ .8
3.3

27
0

7
16

0
32

+
32

73
6+

86
+7 .

All
All

+.9
3.8

3.9
3.3

37
18

++
30

2
19

6
28

59
61

+ 1
29
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Table 53. Parents' concern about road safety, according to area

Worry

very

quite

not very

not at all

«J
as

SJs»
•1
as

SJ
8s

•J
as

ei
8s

aj
as

ei
gs

Isl 
KOI

67
44

51
48

26
39

23
26

7
17

11
21

0
0

14
4

Not 
Boc

68
45

51
43

21
42

25
32

9
13

18
23

2
0

5
2

area 
Ste 
Cho

54
42

63
56

33
31

17
16

13
24

19
13

0
2

2
16

Uln 
Lan

51
23

46
26

41
46

35
25

7
29

17
47

0
2

1
2

Oxf 
VI t

27
16

35
39

59
46

42
32

10
33

20
26

4
6

3
3

Table 54. Parents' opportunities for going out alone when children 
compared with children today

1 : far far 
more more same fewer fewer

ej 36 41 13 8 3 
. es 24 35 12 20 9

'•?"•;•'• gj 17 28 35 15 5 
gs 12 19 37 22 10

Table 55. Parents' Method of travel to school when they were juniors

walk
ej 87

:•:. •••-.•': ." • es 81

'?* : : ' ' : '• ' g] 97'
gs 95

cycle
3
4

1
3

bus
9

14

2
2

car
1
1

1
-
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Appendix 4
The Economics of Escorting in Britain
During 1990, 1356 million hours per year were spent in Britain 
escorting children. The economic resource cost of this escorting using 
Department of Transport methods of valuation is estimated in this 
Appendix at between £10 billion and £20 billion annually.

Derivation of estimate of adults' time spent escorting
Tables 3.3 and 8.2 of the report of the findings of the National Travel 
Survey for 1985/86 records 0.6 educational escort journeys per person 
per week With a population in Britain of 55.5 million, this translates 
to 33.3 million of these journeys made every week in 1985/86.

A comparison of the escorting reported in the PEP survey of 1971 
and our 1990 surveys show that there has been a four and a half-fold 
increase in escorting junior schoolchildren to school since 1971. In 
1971 14 per cent were accompanied by their parents; by 1990 mis 
figure had reached 64 per cent, an annual compound rate of increase 
over the 19 years between the two surveys of 8.3 per cent. If this rate 
prevailed for the years since the 1985/86 National Travel Survey, by 
mid-1990 the amount of escorting will have increased by 49 per cent, 
bringing the total number of school escort journeys per week to 50 
million.

The average parent of a junior schoolchild in our surveys in 
English schools made 9.8 escort journeys every week for 
non-educational purposes, in addition to the 12.8 made for school 
escort purposes, giving a total of 22.6 escort journeys per week. Thus 
for every 10 school escort journeys made there were another7.66 made 
for non-educational purposes. Increasing the 50 million educational 
escort journeys a week estimated above by the same proportion - 76.6 
per cent - brings the total to 88 million child escort journeys per week 
for all purposes. The average time taken on each of these journeys is 
11.85 minutes, giving a total of 904 million hours spent escorting 
children during 1990.

The economic value of escort time
When estimating the value of motorists' time savings attributable to 
new road schemes, the Department of Transport places a value of 
£2.56 an hour on 'non-working time'.
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£2.07 1.05 1.178 = £2.56 in 1990 prices7.
This is the value that it would place upon most escorts' time 

because, with the exception of a few professional nannies, most of the 
escorts are not being paid for the job. At this rate, the value of the time 
spent escorting children in 1990 would be £2.3 billion.

However, applying the principles employed by the Department 
when assessing road schemes, there is a strong case for valuing escort 
time at the higher 'working time' rates. The job is not only largely 
involuntary, but is seen as necessary because of problems related to 
transport. This can be deduced from the reasons that parents give for 
escorting their children and for restricting their freedom to travel on 
their own. While some parents may enjoy accompanying their 
children to and from school every day, this is unlikely to account for 
the substantial increase in numbers doing so since 1971. Between 
1973 and 1987 the proportion of women in full-time employment 
whose youngest child was aged 5 to 9 decreased from 18 to 14 per 
cent, while the proportion in part-time employment increased from 42 
per cent to 48 per cent. 10 This shift from full-time to part-time 
employment could in part reflect the increase in a perceived need to 
escort children from school. Certainly the increase in escorting will 
have increased the number of conflicts between the travel schedules 
of children and those of their full-time working parents. The demands 
of the escortee's timetable dictate a form of employment which is 
effectively limited to a 9.30 am to 3.00 pm wo±ing day. The actual 
time required for escorting is a relatively trivial part of the problem. 
The principal difficulty is that the time-budget of the escort is 
determined by the schedules of the children who need escorting.

When valuing the time that a road scheme might save motorists, 
the Department estimates the fraction of the time savings that consist 
of working time. According to the COB A Manual:

'Working time is valued at its cost to the employer of the travelling 
employee, on the ground that the value of the output produced in 
working time must be at least equal to the cost to the employer of 
hiring labour for that time. This assumes that all savings in working 
time can be used for the production of output by the employee, and 
that the value of this output is measured by the gross wage of the 
employee. This is the resource value of the time savings used in COBA9.' 11

In the Manual, working time is considered to be between three and 
four times more valuable than non-working time. Working time lost
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through congestion is deemed an irretrievable loss to the economy. 
Because escorting children is largely a job imposed by the nature of 
the country's transport system, and one which often precludes paid 
employment, it is reasonable to value escort time on the same 
'opportunity cost' basis as congestion losses; that is, to treat it as time 
that, but for the deficiencies of the transport system, could be put to 
productive use. If the time of escorts were to be valued at the same 
rate as that of a professional nanny (£5.00 per hour) the value of the 
escort time calculated above would be £4.5 billion. But many escorts, 
if free to take full-time employment, would earn more than this. If 
their time were valued at the rate for lorry drivers (£7.70 per hour), 
the lowest working time rate given in COB A, the value of their escort 
time would be increased to £7 billion; if valued at the same rate as that 
for drivers of'working cars' (£10.51 per hour) it would be worth £9.5 
billion.

Congestion costs
According to the National Travel Survey, during the morning rush 
hour (7.30 am - 8.59 am), on days when schools are in session, 11.7 
percentof carjourneys are for school escort purposes. These journeys 
are considerably shorter than the average commuting journey (on 
average 9.4 minutes compared to 19.5 minutes for all other 
journeys). Based on time spent in traffic, school escort journeys 
account for 6.4 per cent of rush hour traffic. These percentages may 
seem small, but their effects can be large.

Where a road network is operating close to its capacity, the 
addition of small amounts of extra traffic can cause major traffic jams. 
Conversely the subtraction of small amounts of traffic can virtually 
eliminate congestion. Figure A4.1 from a Transport and Road 
Research manual for optimising the settings of traffic signals shows 
why. In this example an increase in flow, from 95 to 100 per cent of 
a link's capacity results in a 42 per cent increase in delay; a further 5 
per cent increase in flow results in an additional 57 per cent increase 
in delay. In complex, pervasively congested networks in which traffic 
jams interact with each other, such effects can be amplified.
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Figure A4.1 The effects of increases in traffic flow on congestion
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Source: Redrawn from Transport and Road Research Laboratory, User Guide to 
Transvt (Version 8}. LR 838.
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The Confederation of British Industry has estimated the annual 
cost to the British economy every year of congestion to be £15 
billion Escorting children to school by car is a major cause of 
congestion. This can easily be seen in the marked reduction in 
congestion that occurs during school half-term breaks. If, 
conservatively, 10 per cent of congestion is attributable to school 
escort trips, this would add £1.5 billion pounds annually to the three 
hourly rates used in determining the economic costs of escorting, 
estimated above, bringing the totals to £6 billion, £8.5 billion, and£11 
billion.

However, the CBI's estimate of the costs of congestion goes far 
beyond the value of the time spent by people and vehicles dealayed in 
traffic jams. It includes the extra margin of time that must be allowed, 
given the uncertainty of congestion, to meet guaranteed delivery and 
business schedules. It adds the cost of the extra vehicles and drivers, 
warehouses and stocks, that are required to maintain a congestion-free 
standard of service. It adds the costs of the extra fuel and maintenance 
and road repairs associated with the extra congestion generated by 
congestion. Beyond that it adds health costs and absence from work 
losses associated with stress-induced illness, and decreases in 
productivity caused by stressful working conditions.

Similar additions can be made to the costs of escorting:
a) the resource and pollution costs of all this extra travel,
b) the loss of the productive capacity of those who, but for the need 

to escort, would be in full-time work,
c) the disruption to efficient working practices caused by the need to 

defer to children's travel timetables,
d) the extra time that must be allowed to be sure of arriving at the 

school gate on time,
e) the time spent hanging around if lessons over-run,
f) the 'organisation time' spent rounding up one's own and other's 

children and equipment,
g) the stress associated with juggling work and escort schedules, and 

the fears and guilt that result if work commitments are allowed to 
over-ride the perceived need to escort.
If these additional cost were to add only 50 per cent to the costs 

already estimated, the cost of escorting would rise to between £9 and 
£16.5 billion per year.

172



Estimates of the costs of both escorting and congestion are 
impossible to make with precision; both are based on 'heroic' 
assumptions. But data from the National Travel Survey, along with 
methods of estimation employed by the Confederation of British 
Industry and values used by the Department of Transport, suggest that 
the 'resource cost' of escorting the nation's children, in round but 
conservative numbers, is probably between £10 and £20 billion each 
year - 2 per cent to 4 per cent of GDP. This can be compared with the 
Department's present road building programme which is valued at £17 
billion spread over the next 10 years.

The main justification that the Department offers for building new 
roads is the saving of motorists' time. There is no evidence that it 
actually achieves this. Certainly any time that might be saved on 
particular journeys is being more than offset by additional time spent 
travelling. According to the National Travel Surveys of 1975/76 and 
1985/68, the amount of time that the average Briton spent travelling 
every year increased over the ten-year period by 16 per cent - from 
340 to 396 minutes per week. 16

Building new roads to relieve congestion generates traffic; it 
liberates what traffic engineers refer to as 'suppressed demand' and, 
therefore, as a means of relieving congestion, it is largely 
self-defeating. Worse still, as traffic increases, the streets become 
more dangerous for children, and parents respond by increasing the 
amount of escorting that they do. The extra time spent escorting, and 
the extra congestion it generates, almost certainly outweigh any time 
that motorists might be saved by the building of new roads.

Conclusion
The above exercise in conjuring with numbers is based on methods 
and money values commonly used in support of road building and in 
wider debates about transport policy. The methods and values assume 
that Gross Domestic Product is a meaningful measure of welfare and 
progress. We doubt this. But, for those who do subscribe to such 
measures, they indicate that the threat of traffic to children imposes a 
heavy economic burden on the nation.

Notes
1. Department of Transport, Report - Part 1, An Analysis of Personal 

Travel, HMSO, 1988.
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2. See Appendix 3, Table 4.
3. This assumes a constant rate of increase over the period 1971 to 

1990. It is in the nature of such growth processes that they begin 
slowly, pick up speed and then slow down again as saturation is 
approached. Since 64 per cent is still some distance from 
saturation, using the average rate for the last five years is a crude, 
but probably fair, assumption.

4. On average, there were 4.9 escorted round trips for other purposes 
per week - see Appendix 3, Table 25 - and each round trip counts 
as two journeys. Regular escorting to school involves two round 
trips or four one-way trips a day, that is 20 per week. In our 
surveys in the English schools, 64 per cent of the juniors were 
escorted by an adult - see Appendex 3, Table 4. Thus, 64 per cent 
of 20 = 12.8 trips a week.

5. From special tabulations (Tables 1765 and 1766) supplied by the 
Department of Transport,

6. The COBA Manual gives a value of £2.07 in 1988 prices. This 
has been multiplied by 1.05 to allow for increased real earnings, 
and by 1.178 to allow for inflation to 1990.

7. Adjustments made in consultation with J. Knowles of APM 
Division, Department of Transport, 5 September, 1990.

8. Even in 1971, fear of traffic was the main reason give by parents 
for accompanying their children to school (see Mayer Hillman, 
Irwin Henderson and Anne Whalley, Transport Realities and 
Planning Policy, Political and Economic Planning [now Policy 
Studies Institute], 1976, Table VI. 8.

9. Over this period, educational practices have changed and there is 
now more encouragement for parents to meet teachers and become 
involved in school activities. But such involvment is unlikely to 
account for more than a small fraction of routine twice-daily 
escorting.

10. Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, General Household 
Survey 1987, HMSO, Table 9.11.

11. COB A 9, Assessment, Policy and Method Division of the 
Department of Transport (the manual that guides the cost-benefit 
analysis of proposed road schemes).

12. From special tabulations supplied by the Department of Transport.
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13. This percentage will have increased since the 1985/86 National 
Travel Survey. Other sources indicate much higher levels of 
escorting than we found in our surveys or in the NTS:
a) The 1981 Greater London Travel Survey reports that 

educational escort trips accounted for 8.95 per cent of vehicle 
mileage in Greater London between 7.00 am and 10.00 am (see 
K. Buchan and S. Plowden, Potential Benefits from Traffic 
Restraint in London, a report by the Metropolitan Transport 
Research Unit, fornine London Boroughs, August 1990). The 
same study estimated that escort journeys for all purposes, 
including work, formed 21.5 per cent of morning traffic 
between 7.00 am and 10.00 am. These figures also will have 
increased since 1981.

b) The total primary school population of Inner London in 1988 
was estimated by the London Residuary Body to be 166,000. 
The British Road Federation has estimated that '80,000 
children [48 per cent] of those attending primary school in 
Inner London arrived by car' (BRF Press Release, 17 October 
1988). Our survey in a part of Islington with low household 
car ownership yielded an estimate of 21 per cent.

14. Trade Routes to the Future, Confederation of British Industry, 
1989.

15. The British Road Federation estimates the direct costs of urban 
congetion at £3 billion a year. All the extra costs associated with 
congestion - extra inventories, loss of productivity, stress and 
absenteeism, etc. - bring the total annual cost, according to the 
CBI, to £15 billion, or an additional 400 per cent. Our addition of 
50 per cent is fairly rough and ready, but very conservative by CBI 
standards.

16. Stephen Potter and Peter Hughes, Vital Travel Statistics, Energy 
and Environment Research Unit, The Open University and 
Transport 2000,1990, Table 5.
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Map 1 Islington, London
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Map 3 Stevenage New Town, Hertfordshire
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Map 3 Stevenage New Town, Hertfordshire
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Map 4 Winchester, Hampshire
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Map 5b Chipping Norton, Oxfordshire
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Map 6 Kdln Innenstadt
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Map 8 K6ln Chorweiler (New Town)
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Map 9 Langenfeld/Schwelm
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