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SUMMARY

Systematiobservations by 33 psycholog@bservers of 228 lessons in 28 UK secondary

schools were included this study. A newnethod: the Mixed Interval Classroom
Observation (MICRO) schedule was used to col
types of verbal feedback anthkea s soci ati ons with the proporti
academic classes that thexgre followingt e a ¢ h ecrtsiéo ndsi raeft h sweér. e O o0n

I
0

Key findings from 27 UK secondary schools inc
taskdéd than students in UK primary schools; se
of positive verbal feedback direct towards academic work and behaviour and much

hi gher frequencies of critical comments direc
comments directed towards behaviour were significantly associated with lessons where

students were less compliant withite her s 6 directi ons; and teacher
frequencies of positive comments directed towards academic work and social behaviour

were not associated with | essons where studen
number of teachers who did not useg/ gositive comments about social behaviour was high

compared to the findings of previous researchers. Teachers who used verbal feedback were

more likely to use more with the lower year groups. Unlike primary students, no evidence

was found that secondasyudents were more engaged with academic work when taught by

teachers who used higher levels of verbal teaching behaviour: teachers who talked more.

A number of contextual factors were also exam
compliance withtemh er s di recti ons. Findings included:
experienced were more likely to be teaching students who followed their directions.

Subsequently, every teacher in one particular secondary school that had been placed in
O6speci al oveng anuOfseedgsirdspettionl was observed twice, A.M. and P.M.,

using the MICRO schedule, and the results were statistically compared with the UK dataset
of 27 secondary schools described above. Initial findings of this exercise were shared with

t h e sscdniordebdérship team (SLT) and their discussion was recorded, transcribed
and analysed using the oO0lterative Learning Co
method (Apter, 2014). Findings revealed that the SLT believed that the exercise of exploring
the statistical comparison was of significant utility in strategic planning. The results

provided evidence for their beliefs as to why the maths department had been found to have
serious weaknesses during the inspection, and that the way that teachersrbaéd

feedback throughout the school required further monitoring and improvement.

Conclusions are drawn about the nature of tea
and how Banduraés (1977) Soci al Learani ng Theo
robust psychologically explanatory model (mseethan a behavioural stimuluesponse

model) as to how theJdiirectional interaction of teachefieedback and student behaviour

works to indicate the conduciveness of the samiabtional climate for leaing in a school.

1 Email: apterchapter@gmx.com
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

T The role and attributed i mportance of teac
secondary school classrooms

1 The importance of systemat classroom observation in the applied psychology
of Educational Psychologists

1.1 The role and attributed i mportance of tea
secondary school classrooms

Whilst Boyle (2009) notediThe great thing about primary educatisnhe positivity and
praise that kids ge{p.33), teacheifeedback is attributed to be a significant component of
teaching and learning tmoth primary and secondaschools Hattie (2009) does not
differentiate between primary and secondary wiegrorting the effect sizes of a range of
interventions from more than 800 metaalyses teacheifeedback was 10in a league

table of 138 intervention effect sizes (d= 037 8xtrapolating a league talbé exclusively

teachereffects, feedbackwa$’3 6 No. 16 was o6éproviding formati
which might also be classed as feedback by a classopobns e r ver ; and no. 2: Or
teachingd (d= 0.88), which is where | essons a
teachers.

Curiously, Hattie qualified his judgement of teackeedback, thugiProgrammed
instruction, praise, punishment and intrinsic rewards were the least effective forms of

feedback for enhancing achievemerip.174)

This marked a departure from much of the receiveatiebral wisdom as it had been
researched and applied in schools over the | a
learningbehaviour would increase the frequency with which it occurs and thus improve
learningoutcomes, providing that the praisiagnment was constructed with specificity:

explicitly describing the desirdokehaviour and identifying the student by name who was

using the desiretiehaviour Assertive DisciplineCanter and Canter, 1976).

1.2 The Sutton Trustonstructed a metanalysis: he Teaching and Learning Toolkit
(Higgins, Katsipataki, Kokotsaki, Coleman, Major, and Coe, 2014) which identified which

teaching interventions worked best. Comprised of comparisons of interveffeotiveness

36 Aaffect size of d= 1.0 indicates an increase of one standard deviation on the outicothis

case the outcome is improving schachievement. A one standard deviatiocrease is typically
associated with advanci ng cyeard[a]impnoving theeratehof e ve ment b
| ear ni n dHatiey 20890p%6M)



and costbenefit analysis, impact measuremeas tabulated in terms of how many
additional months of progress an average student would make if a specified intervention
were invested in by a school. Feedback to students by teachers was reported to be an
inexpensive investment for a school and arative way of positively enhancing
educational outcomes with updop t8u smo machievendent gain the maximum gain
registered in the league table.

1.3t is also worth notingdigginse t  €2014)@ualification for what constitutes the most
effective teacher feedbaaccording to th&utton Trust

Providing effective feedback is challenging. Research suggests that it should be

specific, accurate and clear (e.g. Alt was
ficorrect o) ; ¢ omp a rright volw with what tHeyehavedoaer i s doi ng
wrong before (e.g. Al can see you were focu

t han | ast t i meandsuppdtdurther effont and bergiaeg sparingly so
that it is meaningful; provide specific guidancelww to improve and not just tell
students when they are wrong; and be supported with effective professional

development for teacherSutton Trustvebsite)

1.4 Neither Hattie (2009) nor Higgiret al.(2014 differentiated between how verbal

feedback nght be received in different ways by different @geups. The likelyresponses

of modern 6,11,and 16yearl ds i n the UK to being told that
would be quite different. An 11 yeaid or a 16 yeaold might consider this patronising
whereasab6yearl d woul d probably enjoy such attentio
(Apter, Arnold and Swinson)2010) agreed with previous UK researchers (Merrett and

Wheldall, 1987Harrop and Swinson, 2000) that positive feedback directed at

acackmically-oriented behaviours was an effective device iimaryphase students and

that it was assoeiaatkedd twint€he cument nesesastoendsesd 0 n

to different conclusions in respect of how feedback works with secoptiasestudents

(Chapters 4 and 5).

4 Hattie also uses the teronrtaskt 0 r ef er t o Opractising6 and O6practi
employed by the current research @nelvious research(heldall,et al.,1985; Apte, et al.,2010

wherndg asck 6 means: the student is observed to be bet
teacher 6s tvalsitch nmitghutcthaowme been: o6Sit still, and |



1.5 Carol Dweck (1986, 1999), a North American psychologist who has been concerned

with how North American parents, teachers, lecturersand sp@mta c hes use O6pr ai se
chil dren and young people that they are 6cl ev
6i ndustrious6 and O6persistento6é, has written v
is that positive encouragement directed at effort and particularly persistence works much

bett er Tha3®edetio RaisinggSmartkids ( Dweck, 2015) .

Theresacultural i ngui stic specificity to the content
effectiveness in North American educational institutions that is outside the scope of the

current UK research presented here. Whilst not wishing to ignore wigngon pesonality

theories, this research and its literature review cannot do justice to a proper examination of
motivational research, or indeed, incorporate popular metacognitive theories about what
characterises the most ef fericatNoneteelesspr ai sed st a

Dweckbés research is briefly returned to in th

1.6 This research examines predictive associations between the time that students spend
following directions that teachers give them in academic lessdiK secondary schools
(thet d0N%d dependent var i abifeedpaclkatmegaredgivédnf er ent t

using systematic quantitative classroom observation.

The current research also attempts to examine a number of correlations, for example:

bet ween following teacherd directions; the te
experiencéby quantitativelyexploring these associations using the observatibadasge

sample of lessons observed from across the UK by psychologists; and by using a second
comprehensiveample whereby every teacher in a single UK secondary school was

observed teaching and giving feedback to students iwacee in the morning armehce in

the afternoon. The two datasets were then used as comparators with each other in order to

enrich and support or criticise and defeat a range of hypotheses being tested; and assist in

answering research questions posed.

1.7 The importance of systenatic classroom observation in the applied psychology of
Educational Psychologists

The psychological systematic observation of classrooms to examine and enhance the way in
which teachers teach and learners learn in school lessons is arguably one @ihab or

persistent and pervasive themes that ensured the timely birth in Europe and North America

1C



of the domain of applied psygholdoy (Tlomgiket hat i s c
1903) at the end of the nineteenth century (Chapter 2). The othénevasting and

measurement of childrends ment al abilities (T
Terman, 1916; Burt, 1917) in order that specialised or segregated provision could be

decided upon f or -Norfmal-MiH ddu coart iSoeokad7B)yr ing Wb r n

order that learners could be designatpdr e post er ous | y iy nteaddixcyathd edHt a
(Segal, 1968).

It is not intended to imply thatchootbased educational psychology that uses systematic
classroom observation is the most sigrafit development of educational psychology, but
whilstit is alimitation upon scope imposed by the design of the current research and the
research standpoint, it is possibly not a limitation on its more general relevance to applied
psychology, and to edational research; for example: as it applies to child and adolescent

development; to child and adolescent behaviour; and to learning and behaviour in school.

1.8 Various ways in which Educational Psycholodisiisd other educational researchers

have tred to develop valid and reliable methods for systematically observing classrooms for
the purpose of examining and evaluating teaching and learning are described in Chapter 2.
This review of the research literature serves to justify and predicate thet casggrch. It

also serves to show the linkage between tffis bf research and behaviourig¢wiatson,

1913)but also its disconnection; and @snnection instead with a sociagnitive

consideration ofhe social emotional climate for learning in scholssrooms (Bandura,

1986). Chapter 3 describes epistemological and methodological considerations of the
current research and the quantitativielgd method that has been used. Chapter 4 and
Chapter 5 are reports of the results of the current researapteClé is a discussion of

findings in respect of the research questions and hypotheses being examined with reference
to current education and educational psychology contexts in the UK. Chapter 7 is a brief set

of conclusions and future directions.

1.9What is new in this study? The range and depth of the themed retieaatire review
(Chapter 2) of systematic classroom observation is more comprehensive than has been
attempted previously in order to contextualise and predicate the current research. The

research uses a new method,MHERO observational tool (Chapter 3, Appendixa

y (
5The UK6s Health Care and Professionals Counci l H (

protected title. For this reason it is capitalised where it occurs.

SThorndi ke coined the t erbooktildndlao8at i onal Psychol og
(
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development of a number of previous different tisaenpling approaches cited in the
literature (Chapter 2) to assist observers in collecting data from their observabibns
secondary schools lessons. The research examines a larger sample of 28 UK secondary
schools than has previously been schieved with approximately 238 lessons being observed
in total. The range of statistical measures used to examine and compare Hse® desed

in the study: UK27 observational data about 106 academic lessons from 27 different UK
secondary schools; and UKlobservational data about 122 academic lessons from one UK
secondary school, was more robust and critically appraised thangrapriegiously

attempted (Chapters 4, 5 and 6). The quantitative findings of the research were critically
examined using a new qualitative approadfoucauldian Iterative Learning Conversations
(Apter, 2014; Chapters 3 and 5) with the senior leadership ééshe UK1 secondary

school.

110l n terms of introducing this research it
professional and theoretical standpoint. The author qualified as a teacher in 1979 and
specialised in teaching and working with young peagie had committed serious criminal
offences. Since 1996, the author has been a professionally qualified Educational
Psychologist who for many years worked in UK local authority schools using a range of
psychological paradigms and approaches in his woak agpplied psychologist and
specialist in challenging behaviour, including: psychotherapeutic (Winnicott, 1976) ;
humancentred (Rogers , 1951) and critigelychological (Foucault, 1969) approaches; but
the dominant and recurring psychological academit@ofessional theme has been Social
Cognitive and Social Learning Theory; and saciagnitive and behavioural applied
psychology (Bandura, 1977; 1986).
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Chapter 27 Review of research literature, research questions and hypotheses

1 Five strandedhistorical thematic review of systemati¢ classroom observation

T The early beginnings of educational ©psycho
College, Columbia University, and a psychological approach to studying the
interaction between teaching and learning

1 The North American psychologicatlempiricist strand: experiments attempting
to measure the effect of verbal praise and reproof used by teachers in
classrooms

1 The transatlantic pedagogic strand: realtime observation methods of teaching
and learning using caling tables to tally classroom interactions in order to
promote the socialemotional climate of classrooms and appraise teachers

1 The North American (and New Zealand) observational (norempirical)
educational psychology strand

I The UK observational (nonempirical) educational psychology strand: real
ti me o6nat uisanplingsnmethorHto recordhaassroom interactions

1 Research questions and hypotheses

2.01Five stranded historical thematic review of systematic classroom observation

Presented here isSastrandedeview ofpsychologicallyinformed classroom observation;
particularly:previous researdat has usesystematic quantitative observatimof whole
classroomgo examinenaturally occurring verbal behaviour of teacs,their use of
approval and disapproval, and associations made by researchers libisvapdthe

learning behaviour of schostudents.

This is notan exhaustive systematic revidw terms of search strategy and what has been
included and what has beegitlout, aarchaeologicaharrative approach (Foucault, 1969)
has been used to producdescriptivediscourse Khoo, Na and Jaidka, 2011). Tain is to
involve the reader in key developments byvinling ahistoricatpsychological context of
researh tha is discussedJnlike anintegrativereview (ibid.), more detail is provided about
the process of each study rather thameclusive focus uporesults.The procesbkas been
selective and has focussed primarilyBnitish and North American researeindits

history?.

"In the research literature, the terragstematic observation, structdrebservatiorandinteraction

analysisar e not functionally differentiated (ObLeary,
used here as it is the most frequently used of the 3 terms in the cited literature.

8 A number of search engines have besediincluding: ERIC, PsycINFO, PsycArticles and Google

Scholar. Original sources have usually been procured in the case of books published prior to 1960.
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2.02 The early beginnings of educational psyc
College, Columbia University, and a psychological approach to studying the
interaction between teaching and learning

2.03The history of recording and using systematic classroom observations to measure the
effect of different types of verbal behaviour used by teachers and students, and the effect
that teacher verbal behaviour eslon student learning, extends back moanth00 years

(Wr agg, 1999) . It is probable that a | ess sys:
and its association with studentsd | earning b
founding of the first schools (e.g. Chengdu Shishi school, Chigd44 B.C.; and in

Europe, the Kingds School, Canttcenuy(ey., 597 A.

University of Bologna, Italy, 1088) as the relationship between teaching and learning began

to be examined when teachers were traidedes, 124; Monroe, 1928)Earlier still, Plato

and Xenophon (c. 46850 BCE) describe Socrates verbal behaviour as a teacher with much
admiration and anal ysi s. I n their wriitten des
typically theApology(c. BCE 399390) by Plato andMemorabiliaby Zenophon (cBCE

371-365)-t hey depict Socrates and the O6Socraticb n
train of enquiry and learning. These accounts were arguably the first examples of

observations of a teacher and tesdhlk, albeit that the classroowas an Athenian forum

or street corner.

2.04From 1840 onwards, in England, Scotland and Wales, largely unregulated schools
intended to educate the childrenfroma u per s 6 h o meaaughttoanarragedhd we | |
scriptures and perform simple arithmetic multiplied (Sturt, 19@8achers were trained

through unregulated supervision and apprenticeship (Pal@@8; Jones, 1924; Rich,

1933),the wellmeaning agency of Teacher Pupil Centeeslthe homilies oNational

Schml Societyds school sbd inspectors.

There was little evidence of the observation of teaching being used for a training purpose

until the establishment of one of the earliest teacher training colleges in Scotland: the

Normal Schoaglconceived and developég David Stow in 1836 under the auspices of the

Glasgow Educational Society. Scripted model lessons were enacted and observed by
trainees who were indoctrinated with the prin
1967). Stowbds met hnoepts weredubsequangly iniporied fromthey ¢ o

Normal School into England by Sir James Kgtyuttleworth- notably in the establishment

of St Markds College, Chelsea, in 1841. It wa
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teacher: i Ob sler obgeevatipn, wrikeagdureat andiracord of observations,
which must be submitted weekly to the rector

How observations were conducted and what the desirable features of modelessims
unclear. Whilst obsrvationsinformed teachetraining in the colleges and training schools,
thereis noevidence that teachers, or their trainers, were trained in obserskilien

205The potenti al benefits of a teacherds use o
disapproval appears to have been unconsidered as a psychological variable until Binet and
Vaschidebs (1897) experiment al conjecture tha

physiol ogical performance by improving 6ément a

In one of a series @xperiments in France using primage boys as subjects and a device:
adynamometerfor measuring their physical effort when performing a simple task with
each hand, Bi net and his colleague observed t
Head Tacher) encouraged greater effort from his pugsisg a series of exhortations:

Allez! Nous avons vingting kilogramme., main droite. Allons hardi! Virgtun,

main gauche. Vingtois, encore main droite. Allons tu peux faire mieux que ¢a toi.

Vingt-etun, gauche. Co0est cet tsx?Nousiawnsginge nous al

huit! Vingt-tois, gauche. Allons donc! Vingois, encore, droite. Allons, allons!

Vingt-quatre, gauche. Allons, marche, Viraiq droite; il est arrivé tout la meme.

Hardi la, rardi; vingtetun gauché.(p.34)

Binet and Vaschide commett that they thoughihatthe school Director was attemptiag
excitati on @rfdebg wsiogencewaggment, iroayglsarcasmThis was
probably the first example in theymhological research literatuo a psychologist noticing

a relationship between a pupilds effort and a

2.061t is unsurprising that in 18%he two psychometricians wenet more interested
howeverWat sonds ( BPIsy)c htorl omagtyi saes: t hieforBeslbyavi or i st
Pavlovds conditi oni n padeoxyetdeen wnideindeged, thesTodes, 201

9 Translated: Come on! We have 25 kg., right hand. Be bold! 21, left hand. Yet 23, with the right
hand Come on you can do better. 2, left. This is the time we get to 26? We have 28! 2, left hand.
Come on! 23, more with the right. Come on, come on! 24 left. Come on, right hand, 25; it happened
all the same. Come on there, be bold; 21 left hand.
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concept ofeinforcementvas not to be fully developed for another 40 y@atse work of
Skinner (1938) on the log¢r side of the Atlantic.

2.07Edward Thorndikevas alecturerat he Teacher 6s Col.Hege from 18
early research into the learning of animals at Columbia Univemitgrndike, 1898jvas
identified by Pavlov (1928) as seminal:

I must acknowledge that the honour of having made the first steps along this path

belongs to E.L.Thorndike. By two or three years his experiments preceded ours and

his book] Thorndike 1911 must be considered a classic, both for its bold outlook on

an immense task and for the accuracy of its res(ltgroduction)

Thorndike distanced himself fromWatdos r adi c al,wriirgthavi our i s m
consciousness and conscious thought in humans was indisputable (Thorndike, 1911).
Thorndi ke publiydkdI(180yhddp@posed that | Ps

The work of education i s: 1. To supply the

remove physiological impediments to it. 2. To provide stimuli to desirable mental

variations and to withhold stimuli from the undesile. 3. To make the outcome of

desirable activities pleasurable and to inhibit their opposites by disco(piGa)

Thorndike generalised theaw of Effecfroma ni mal experi ment,s to chil d
reportingthe results frontwo small exgrimentswith schootage childrer{Thorndike,

1927) Thorndi keés connectionist | aw proposed th
feedback (ateacheasy i ng @ Ri g ht ihcteasedrthetfeigthal angw 0 )

connection in the brain, thus ensurfmtureaccuracyof newbehaviour Thor ndi keds Lawv
of Effect was | ess 06bl ack b oaxpbecooi@upreacursoour i st (
t o Kandel 6 s findiegofrhowsleamirgrodcurdin acinwld b (Kandelnasd

Tauc, 1965).

2.08The psychometrician, James Catfdbncich, 1968)was also a member of staff at

T e a c ICellegd, £olumbia Universityntil 1917;anduntil 193Q so was John Dewey, the

functionalst psychologist and philosopher (Dewey, 18%ignificantly, the firsb t i me and
motioné psychologist, Lillian Gilegereth studi e
between 1900 and 190R.h or nd i k e 6 s identirf herwerkwitlehusband Frank

promoting manufacturing i€iency(Gi | br et h, 191 7) .predicatedheGi | br et h 6 s
subsequent development of classroom observation being used for teacher appraisal and

learning efficiencypb ut it was T haodrerpdrim&negi@ysholagyipl i e d
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educational settings arls commitment to hiprofessorial role ahe colegeuntil his
retirement in 1939 thatontributed tgp s y ¢ h oinfleegcg dndassroom researdhom
that time Joncich, 1968Brooke, Tsuei, and Malinov2003)

209Pr of essor Ramiett Stevens bmuUnvdrsitpadthimt Teache
time. Stevenss credited in a number of reviews (e.g. Hoetker and Ahlbrand, 1968; Wragg,

1994) as having been the first researcher to have made systearescriptions of

naturallyoccurring classroom verbal behaviour. Stevens quantifeedettords shmadein

terms of the number of questions asked by teachers, the type and quality of the questions,

the way in which questions were used to provo
responses provided evidence that questions were helpful forghgiiig.

Stevensd study was di st i ngheresntithddseaarcHfof om ot her
the 1960decause itvas not experimentalt employed a systematic observational method

that attempted to capture the naturalbcurring verbal behaviou of t eachers and p

responses.

For her doctoral studyStevens (1912) transcrib&drbal behaviours of teachers angpibs
from 100 lessons shabserved in primary and secondary schools in New York. 8¢eve
(ibid., p.22) noted that the amount spol®y teachers and students welaitively64% and
369%1°.

210t was not Stevensd purpose toogdtevwersr mi ne how
counted the number of words used by teachers compared to those used by pupils in 20 of

her transcriptionto measurgroportionality (Stevens, 1912, table 3, p.22). Aead of

Stevensod tr anwatchréevgals sibeivinexaatly that pupils worked in

silence for long periods of observed lessons. Stevens estimated that the amount of time

takenup i n |l essons by questions and answers was

tenths of school time is occupied with quest:

There is no evidence provided by Stevérl 2)to support this observation and it seems
unlikely that Stevensould vouchsafaccurate measurement. It is also interesting to note
that Stevensdé transcriptions ar ephasingoi d of pa

This suggests that Stevens corrected or modified her own tran$dngtsaw éta- before

10 Misinterpretedby Wragg(1994)as if they were proportions of the observed tipegiodd | t  wa s
found that teachers talked for abo(p8Whd) per cent o
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analysing them. Stevens wiaserested in the type of questions teachers used and whether
questiont ype was a variable that supported or i mpi
of transcript veracity Stevens adopted was prhybsidficientfor this purpose
The large number of questions [used by teachers] suggests that we are coming, more
and more, to make the classroom the place for displaying knowledge instead of a
| aboratory for getting and usingan té éThe |
almost total absence, in the practice of our class rooms of any psychological principles
underlying aims or method&.2526)

2.11The role ofapprovalandl i sappr oval in Steveoninented1912) tr
upon and rarely appeared to be usetelghers. Iertranscripts, there atbree examples
of approval recorded:

Pupil: They had high ideals; they were true to them and were great.

Teacher: A better answer still. (p.60)

Pupil: Selfconfident.
Teacher: That is just what | wantédelf-confident.(p.84)

Teacher: You consid&alph De Wilten the hero?

Pupil: Yes.

Teacher: You think it was the times rather than the man himself?
Pupil: Yes.

Teacher: That is perfectly trug.91)

There is onexample of disapproval:
Pupil: ébut before that he knew that Ral ph
Teacher: That is not very clear; anyone clear that up! Edjau&B)

It might be that teachers in New Englaindl912 neither used praise rdisapprovato any
significant extent in their classroom discourse. Intuitively, it seems unlikely that the latter

has ever been absent from teacher discourse.
2.12St e v e n s Onspires sisequent hesearchénsNorth America to uselassroom

observation as a reseatdol in the early part of the 20th centdoyrepeatedly examine the

structure oteachemuestions and tlirerelationshipwith pedagogy (Colvin, 1919; Monroe
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and Carter, 1923; Barr, 1929; Colvin, 1931; Bagley and MacDonald, 1932; Briggs,1935;
Dale and Rths, 1945)Questions and answers were considered the main device of teaching.

2.13 The North American psychologicakmpiricist strand: experiments attempting to
measure the effect of verbal praise and reproof used by teachers in classrooms

2.14Gilchrist (1916) used an experimental methodology rather nlaguralisticobservation
to investigate the effect @praisdanddeproobused by teachers. gudent on a post
graduate experimentgkychology course at Cornell Universityilchristwas pobablythe

first psychologist to attempt such an experiment.

Two groups of educationgisychology students were given an English language tiest
Courtia English Test 4BDOn completion students in Group A were told that they had
performed badly and were rampd to resit the test to see whether they could do better.
Students in Group B were told they had performed well but that were requiresittthes
test to see whether they might improve their scores. Gilchrist summarised the results:
1. The group thawvas praised improved the group score by seveintg percent in the
second test.
2. The group that was reproved made a lower group score in the second test than it had
made in the first test.
3. In the second group those who had done well in the fitsdittaot do so well in
the second test, whereas those who had not done well in the first test improved their
scores in the second test.
4. The percentage of loss and gain express presumably, the effect of the expressions of
praise and reproof.
5. A teachemay find in the results a means of testing her [Sic.] own tendency to
overestimate or to underestimate the effect of praise and reproof. For the extent to
which she finds the results to be greater or less than she expected them to be ought to

be some indation of her tendency to misjudge the effect of criticiqoB74)

Gilchrist assumed transferability of his hypothesis to school situations and younger subjects,
as was evident i Theextesttotwhidh praise anfd reproofsaffectap or t :

pupi | 6FBhe geoeraksability oBilchrist 6 s f i nlichitedhy hecanaesience of

his subjectpool.
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2.15Subsequently, Kirby (1913tTeac her 6s Col |l ege, Col umbi a, so
practice effects upon the schadtainments of Grade&hd 4 children. The

acknowl edgment at the beginning of Kirbyodés pa
Kirby andhad suggested the subject détresearch

Kirby was latereferenced by Hurlock (1928nd as a result, subsequent investigasoich
as Johannesson (1968,s having explored the effect of O&6en
evidenceof this.Kirby writesthat childrerappearednspired to do betternjbcomparing

currentwith previous performances as they practised.

2.16Chapman and Feder9q17) of the Western Reserve University in Cleveland reported

an experiment concluding that o6éincentivesd si
children. Their subjects, divided into 2 grouexperimental condition and a control

group- were 36fifth grade boys and girls. The incentives used wgeaphs of performance

publicly celebrated in the clasBhe authorseported sigricantly increased the quantity of

written outputand improved accurad§ewer mistakesgompared witlthe experimental

group.

2.17ElizabethHurlock, apsychologylecturerat Columbia, completed research (1924,

1925) into the effectiveness of praise and reproof used by teachers in schools. Hurlock

obtained results from her contigioup designshat supprtedGi | chr i st fthsitiuhypot hes
in school Hurlock (1925) reported hat bot h prai se and reproof wo
results in the short ternin the longer term praise wasore effective in producing increased

outputand improved accuracy. iHock reported gender differencésrys seemed more

affected by reproof than girls; and girls more affected by praise than boys. She noted no

significant effectsize differences by age.

Hurlock (1931)published a review gisychological research fro890 to 1930 concerned
with the psychology of incentives andncluded that praise, rewards and encouragement
appeared to be more effective than reproof, sarcasm and punishment in increasing output

and improving behaviour across the agrges in schools, debes, prisons and industry.

2.18Brenner (1934)working under the auspices of Teachers College, Columbia
University, criticised previous experimental research investigating the efficacy of praise and
reproof noting methodological faults including: small number of subjects; inadequate

specification of veables, e.g. verbal comments; inadequate statistical analysis; and
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unwarranted generalisation. Brengencluded that it had not been provkatpraisewas
more effective thaneproof.

Brenner 6s own research wutil i mrel-droupdesgnr e sophi s’
with nineteerthird gradechildren as subjects and reported that immediate praise was more
effective than delayed praise.

2.19In 1941,Schmidtpublished annclusive review of the literature in respect of praise
and reproof. Schmidbfind that the 28 experimental designs used in the research cited were

inadequate for purpose. Schmidt excepted Brenner.

Schmi dt us ed toBevaop meexpérimentalaesign he used. Neither Scmidt
nor Brenner questioneshether an experimentabntrolgroup design was the best way to
research the effectiveness of praise and reproof used in the classroom. At thistheint in
history of psychology, whetihe aspiration to establish psychology as a sciease
ascendanthere appears to have beereluctance to consider alternatives to experimental

designs.

Schmi dt 6ds e x p eorairive atra efintivetpasitiom bnethe relative merits of
praise and reproof by using a matclyedups experimental design and correlation statistics.
Schmid arrived at the conclusion that there was no significant difference in the effect size
between blame and reproof in different classroom settings. He concluded that biggest
differentials in output and accuracy are caused by different experimenters amiiffireint
approaches to working with the subjects to set up the experiment.

2.20In a laterreview, Kennedy and Willcut (1964) considered 33 research reports from
between 1897 and 1964. They repotteat by 1940 the dominant conclusion when
experimental designs were employed was that praiselant(reproof) were equally

effective as incentives.

Kennedy and Willcut note that there was less research interest in the field between 1940 and
1950becaiseof the 29 World War. They identified only 3 reports of any methodological
substance and no new revelatidRsviewing7 experimental reports published between

1950 and 196Ghey concluded that there was no revidence to contradict the established

view at that time that there wae difference betweethe effecs of praise and blame upon

school age children.
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Kennedydominatedan albeit sparse and dwindling experimental field attthre in respect

of research about praise and blafidennedy Turne and Lindner,1962; Tiber and

Kennedy, 1964; Kennedy and Willcut, 1964; Kennedy and Vega, 1965; Kennedy and

Willcut, 1969. K e n n erdsgadtcgroupconcentratedn subsets of the school population

such as: particular agends; the race of teachers;differences 6 ment al def ecti ve
blind children, and their respective performanaesnechanicalests &. sorting task

when praise or blame was used as an incentive. Apart from one experiment that used an I1Q

test as theéask(Tiber and Kennedy, 1964praise was consistently identified as a more

effective incentive than blame.

2.21Johannessofl967),r evi ewi ng work in the area includin
there was substantialZidence that

- Repeated praise improvedu pi | sd achi evement in mechanical
complex problem tests;

- Repeated praise improvedu pi | sd achi evement on mechanical
- Repeated blame inhibitguérformance on mechanical tests;

- Intellectually demandingest outcomes are kifluenced by either praise or blame;

- Pupils with limited achievements are stimulated to improve their performance by praise

but not by blame;

- Pupils with high achievements are stimulated to improve their performance by both praise

and blame;

-Anxious pupil sdé6 performance i mproved with prais

2.22 The transatlantic pedagogic strand: reatime observation methods of teaching
and learning using coding tables to tally classroom interactions in order to promote

the sociatemaional climate of classrooms and appraise teachers
2.23Apart from Stevens (1912) seminal work that employed a systematic method of real
classroom observation, subsequent research concerning teacher student interactions used an

empirical method and wasualy completed by behavioural psychologists.

A distinguishing feature of the pedagogic stranithésabsence ddiehavioural neologisms

such asreinforcemeniused to dscribe the effect of praise btame upon pupils.
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In the wake of Lewinds developing work on the
academidnterest from educationatsearchers ithe Gsociatemotional climate for learnirdy

in classrooms. Anderson and Breweati(M®&@5ando4
6i ntegrat i v e 6pud mtpractonss heydéveldpedacoding schemfor

guantifying observations of teachaupil verbalinteractionan the natural teaching

environment The schemaategorise@6 teachebehaviours and 29 childehaviours that

couldbe separately observéd complex task for an observer

2.25Withall (1949) developed meaktime systematic classroom observation methsidga
7 categonschemasimplifiedf r om Ander son and Brewer ds wor k:
1. Learnessupportivestatements that have the intent of reassuring or commending the
pupil.
2. Acceptant and clarifying statements having an intent to convey to the pupil the
feeling that he was understood and help him elucidate his ideas and feelings.
3. Problersstructuring tatements or questions which proffer information or raise
guestions about the problem in an objective
problem solving.
4. Neutral statements which comprise polite formalities, administrative comments,
verbatim reptition of something that has already been said. No intent inferable.
5. Directive or hortative statements with intent to have pupil follow a recommended
course of action.
6. Reproving or deprecating remarks intended to deter pupil from continued
indulgene i n present fAunacceptabled behavior.
7.Teacherseupporting remar ks intended to sustai
or course of actior(p. 349

The scale wasased to cod&ranscripts of sound recangjs of classes. Intabserver and
test retest reliability werevouchsafed by WithalLike Andersonand BrewerWithall
intendedhe scale tde used to measure and improve the saoiabtional climate for

learning in the classroom.

2.260bservatioal coding systems multiplied over the nexty#ars in pedgogic research.
Typicallly, Flanders (1964) developed thlanders Interaction Analysis Syst¢RAC)
which was critically favourety Galton (1978) and by Wrad$999).To use FIAC, an

observesitsin a claseoom and every 3 seconds entemsumerical coden a 10 x 10 grid:
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1. Accepts feeling: accepts and clarifies the feelings of the stud
in a nonthreatening manner. Feelings may be positive or negat
Predicting and recalling feelings are inahad

2. Praises or encourages: praises or encourages student actior
behaviour. Jokes that release tension, not at the expense of an
individual, nodding head or saying 'uh huh?' or 'go on' are inclu
3. Accepts or uses ideas of student: clarifying, building, or
developing ideas or suggestions by a student. As teacher bring
of his own ideas into play, shift to category five.

4. Asks questions: asking a question about content or procedur
the intent that a student may answer.

5. Lectures: giving facts or opinions about content or procedureg
expressing his own ideas; asking rhetorical questions.

6. Gives directions: directions, commands, or orders with which
Direct student is expected to comply.

Influence| 7. Criticises or justifies authority: statements, intended to chang
student behaviour from neacceptable to acceptable pattern,
bawling someone out; stating why the teacher is doing what he
doing, extreme selfeference.

Indirect
Influence

Teacher
Talk

8. Student talk responses: talk by students in response to teach
Teacher initiates the contact or solicits student statement.

9. Student talk initiation: talk by students which they initiate. If
‘calling on' student is only to indicate who may talk next, obsery
Student Talk must decide whether student wanted to talk. If he did, use this
category.

10. Silence or confusion: pauses, siperiods of silence and perio
of confusion in which communication cannot be understood by
observer.

Table 1- Flanders (1964) Interactional Analysis Gategories(FIAC)

2.27Galton (1978) reviewed 4duantitative and qualitativebservational systenis use in
the UK at that timeln place of the evaluation of the soedhotional climate of the
classroom, Galton proposed a new managerial purpose for systematic classroom
observatiori teacher appraisafil he use of observationdata either to identify or to

validate teaching styles is a small but important developmépt113)

228Rutter, Maughan, Mo r t i istudy,of ti@elvesitnerhondon d S mi t h
Education Authority (IIEA) secondary schoolpublished in bookdrm as the frequently

cited and much criticised (e.g. Simpson, 1980; Steller, 1980; Burgess,Fifi8an

Thousand Hours: Secondary Schools and their Effects on Chiattempteda

comprehensivanalysis of factorthatwerd ndi cat i ve sechoola 6ésuccessful ¢
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Heath and Clifford (1980) published a fiercgtique They argud thatconclusions drawn

by Rutter and colleagues were decontextuaksettierived using poorly formulated
statisticalanalyses; and that findingsd beemnjustifiablygeneralisd asapplyingto all

UK secondary schools. Thegid that this was flawed reseatbhthad unmeriteéfluence

on both sides of the Atlantand thaR u t t e r uSisn: tlkabauaderperforming school
shouldbe exempted from a requirement for significectiool improvemenwhatever its
context and history; and that it was simply a matter of leadership and good management,

was simplistic

Rut t er 6 studyusedl systématiclassroom observatidor the purpose of measuring

thesocial climate ofhe 12secondargchools and their conduciveness for learningotal

402 lessonsvere observed for 5 minutes at a time, using 5 rahgdsatected pupils in each

to establish a measure of whald a s-ts a ® b A nteanon 81.5%0 otna girketwvas

extrapoléedfort he 12 schools. Teachersé verbal behavi
of approval and disapprovadtositive teacher feedback commentse infrequently used

with 3 or 4 instances being recorded for each lesson, but higher rates of praise were

correlated withbetter behaviour

2.29Wragg (1999)modified FIAC (Flanders, 1964) to develbjs own interactional

appraisal tool: th&xeter Schedulehich was used in the Leverhulme Primary Project

(Wragg, 1993 whi ch concludeddowiaohm taecddcber ofi m muespd
classroom interaction required their management. Wragg (1999) judged the purpose of

systematic classroom observation to be teaappraisal and the improvement of teaching:
ASkilfully done, c¢| aauabledonlforimpoviegrthe qualiyofn can be
teaching; badly handled, it can be a menace. 0

2.30In a constructivelgritical review,Leary (2014) raised a number of concerns about the
objecti fi cat iteeusimdystematia dabseooobs@rvagionegc by Ofsted,
commenting thabeing able to determirtee purposef such observations is a critical factor

in determininghe validity and reliabilityof findings

2.310fsted regularly publish (e.g. 2015) new guidelines about how schidbbe
inspected and how classroom observations should be conducted:
The key objectives of lesson observations are to inform the evaluation of the overall

guality of teaching over time and its contribution to learning and achievement, and to
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assess theehaviour and safety of pupils and the impact of leadership and
management in the classroom. (p.15)

Theguidance about how lesson observations will be condigteat detailedlt is left up

to 6professional judgement 6:
Lead inspectors should use their professional judgement to plan appropriate
observations. For example, inspectors may engage in:
9 short visits to a number of lessons,
1 spending a few minutes in each short observations of small group teaching, for
example éphonics lesson,
9 observations of more than 25 minutes, during which they may observe activities
and talk with pupils about their work tracking a class or specific group of pupils to
assess their experience of a school day or part of a school day
1 trackinga class or specific group of pupils to assess their experience of a school day
or part of a school dayinspectors may identify a class or classes that contain one or
more pupils from the specific groups identified in theiipgpection analysis. In this
way, the experience, progress and learning of these pupils can be judged within the
context of othegplé)pupil sd experience.

232The similarity of pur psudiean theenanwfackiimg 6t i me and
industry (Gilbreth, 1917; Price, 1989)dathe classroom observateounsed by Ofsted for
teachermndschool appraisal is evident. They share a common angestry Thor ndi kebds wo

at Teachers College, Columbia University (Joncich, 1968)

With time and motion studidéa the manufacturing industand mass productiothe
optimisation of efficient productivity was the primary géRbethlisberger anBickson
1939) With the early examples cited of systematic classrobservation, optimisation or
improvement of the soci@motional climatef the dassroom washe goal Anderson and
Brewer, 1946; Withall, 1949; Flanders, 1964). A positive semmabtional climate for
learning was viewed priori as being a conducive and contributtagtor for teaching and

learning.

The aim of teacher observationdaappraisal according to Ofsted (2015) is ostensibly
6school i rMpig isomeasaredrexclésively by increase in educational
productivity andefficiency, e.g. more AC grades at GCSE. It is no longer the dase

improving the sociaémotional climate im school could beonsideredhhumaned g ci-d
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i t s el ftivingfar bytsthool leadership teariisie work ofAnderson and Brewer
(1946), Witall (1949) and Flanders (1964) has become redundant.

2.33 TheNorth American (and New Zealand) observational (norempirical)
educational psychology strand: reat i me 6 n at u4isanplingsntethadHto t i me

record classroom interactions

2.340Ison (1929) of the University of Michigan is credited (Galton, 1978; Ski®89)

with inventing the observational method of ths@mpling epeating behaviourfor

examplet hee dv o u s(p.1) af & Imallss@mple of children i nc ticsad ng: 6
grimaces, nospicking, pulling hair, scratching, sucking thumb rubbing eyes genital
manipulatiod® Olsonused a schedule @# x 10 minutebservation®ver 8 school days

with observerdilling in a tally sheet

In a subsequent study, Olson (1931) recorded the frequency of whispering behaviours in an
elementary and a hightsaol using a similar metho@lIson reported findings thus
A group of students in a course in the psychology of personality collected data on the
occurrence of whispering in elementary and high school children by the use of a time
sampling technique. Eacliudent made ten consecutive fiminute observations. The
reliability coefficients for the average of two unpractised observers varied between .33
and .88 in the room studied. No significant sex difference appeared in the mean
whisper scores. The amourftwehispering present in the various grades appeared to
be a function of the situation rather than a reflection of a developmental trend. The
evidence suggested that the more intelligent and scholarly whispered somewhat less
than other children. & (p. 454)

Olsonwas concerned about samypépresentativeness but was less concerned about inter

observer reliability and specifying confounding contextual variables

2.35Florence Goodenough (1928, 1930) of the University of Minnesetisocredited
(Od6Connel | ,,Dangbarg and \Rerticekme2f12) withinventingthe
observation method of tirgampling Goodenough used 5 sets of observers to metsire
frequency of 5 specified behaviours for dhgeriodson succeeding days. Goodeigh
(1930) commented

In a small number of instances it was necessary to make two observations of a child

on the same day in order to make up for losses due to absentees. When this was done,
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the two observations were always separated by as great a emaliats possible. As
a rule, one was taken in the morning, the other in the afternoon. In this respect, the
procedure differed from that used by W.C. Olson. (p. 29)

SubsequentlyGoodenough (1937) criticisdter owna n d O bbservationatime-
samplirg method in favour ofnexperimentamethodology Goodenouglconcluded that it
had been impossible to isolate the effect of confounding variables subbarsereffects

and environmental factors withatassroom settirg

2.36Neither Goodenough (1928pr Olson (1929) were informed sufficiently to
differentiate between alternative timampling methods and tendencies towards bias that

different nethods risked

Previously, herehad been two types tifne-based behaviour reating scheduleasedin
time and motion studies in the manufacturing indu@nce, 1989) These schedulakd
notemploy periodideinterval timesampling
1. Frequencycounting- how many times does a specified behaviour or event occur
within an observed piod, e.g. a lesson;

2. Duration- how long does a specified behaviour persist for.

These two methods appedto work welkenough for reporting simple idiographic data but
are less amenable to more complex comparisons of behaviours, correlations of bghaviou
or whenmaking generalisations about behaviours in order to support or challenge a

psychological hypothesis.

2.37Threemain types of intervalecording timesampling protocolareidentified by Skiba
(1989):
1. Momentary tmesampling (MTS) e.g. every2 seconds observing subject
momentarily to see whether they are scratching head (or not);
2. Whole intervaltime-sampling (WITS)ge.g.2 second observation every 60 seconds
I if scratchinghead f or whol e of 2 seconds, tick Oyes
3. Partial inerval timesamplng (PITS),e.g. at least one instance of a facial tic within

a 2 seconds timslice, every60 seconds.

Additionally, Bart Fligner and Notz(1998) describe@eriodicinterval Event Sampling
(PIES), e.g. each day at a set time for 2 minutes, tally how tiraes the dog barks.
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2.38Extrapolating gercentag®ccurrence of a specified behaviour iloag time-period,

it can be predicted that PIT&dWITS might overestimate thérequency. Millar and

Hawkins (1976) reported that PITo&en overestimatedfiequencyby between 49% and

89%.Powell, Martindale, Kulp, Martindale, and Bauman. ()9ddnhcluded in favour of the

accuracy oMTS. Steffen (1985) concluded similarly:
In summary: the momentary tirsampling recording method always gave closer
estimatiors to the session [total] response duration than the whole and the patrtial
interval recording methods. The accuracy of all three methods to measure the session
response duration were enhanced when short and frequent recording intervals were
used. p. 32)

St effends esupporleduby Skiddas vwao mpr e h 1989 ve revi ew

2.39Professor Mary White of the Teachers College, Colupgbimd Di rect or of t he
for Behavioral Analysis of Schoo¥fU®arningdo i
with completing the first study (White, 1975) of the association between tegpreval
and disapprovabndthe behaviour of a class of students, usitighne-sampling method.
White organisedL6 classrom observations in 16 schools; Grad®e Grade 12. Inter
observer reliability was t est dhhypathdsisthaapor t ed.
teachers used less appaband more disapproval as grade increased

1. Pupils received more total teacher disapproval than total teacher amweval

grade;

2. for instructional behaviour alone, teacher approval rate was higher than teacher

disapproval rate, a discrepancy that was particularly marked in the primary grades;

3. for managerial behavior alone, teacher disapproval far outweighed tappharal.

Teacher approval for managerial behavior was almost nonexistent. Pupils almost

never heard a teacher say such things as: i

you are sittingo, AYou are behaving so wel/l

White used théanguageo f behavi our al psychol ogy: AHow do
reinforcement operate to maintain or increase

11 A time-sampling study by Madseet al. (1968)utilised a simple 10 second tirstice unit to observe and
categorise the behaviour of 2 kimgdarten students iB classroomsfter a behavioural intervention had been
used with them bubi research was not intended as a systematic wkadsroom obseation.
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Whit ed&i netr muetetred tw stedénbbehaviolvat was identified as academic
i n pur g e rrefaraddostudent behaviour that was social, asucial or
organisational in purpose.

White (1975) suggestete following directions for future research
1. Teachers find immediate disapproval of a managerial behavior more reinforcing for
them as teachers than ignoring the behavior, or approving an alternate behavior.
2. A Law of Personal Effectiveness may be operating that would explain hypothesis
one above, namely: teachers (and others) are highly rewarded by those behaviors of
their own hat have an immediate effect upon the environment.
3. Rates of approval and disapproval received by teachers from the school
environment influence their emitted rates of approval and disapproval.
4. The slower the rate of demonstrated pupil learningotlierl will be the rate of
teacher approval; the faster the rate of demonstrated pupil learning, the higher the rate
of teacher approval.
5. Increasing the rates of teacher approval for instructional and for managerial
behaviors in junior and senior high schwill increase the rate of learning and of
appropriate behaviors in such students.
6. At the highschool level, student learning rates for social behaviors exceed the rates
for academic behaviors. This is due to the higher rates of approval emittedrsy p
for social behaviors, as compared to the lower rates of teacher approval for

instructional behaviorgp.371)

2.40Wh i t e @ semiva udyit was the firsthat timesamplechatural frequencies of

teachempproval and disapprovad the classroom. It algarovidedinspiration for astream

of British educational psychology research (Merrett and Whelt286; Wheldall,

Houghton and Merrett., 1989; McNamara and Jolly, 1990; Harroasrison, 2000;

Swinson, 2005; etc.)ncludingt h e a préviows (Apter, et al, 2010) and current

research. As noted by Swinson and Harrop (201

unchallenged during thE980s, in North Americandin theUK.

2.41White (1975) designed thBeacher Approval and Digpgroval Observation Record
(TAD). Thisschedulds ocussed t he o0bse?20wseondiiedpetiodennt i on du
a t eacher 6sr, tvaascribiagltheibappnoaing icamments and their disapproving

commentsThe observer also described the studaiaviour that had elicited the response.
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White detailed what was meant &gproval and disapproval:
Teacher approval was defined as a verbal praise or encouragement, and teacher
disapproval as a verbal criticism, reproach or a statement that indicatelde

student6s behavior should change from what

teacheré éTeacher verbal responses that
categories were regarded as neutral and were not recorded. (p.368)

Evident nethodologial problems were:

1. Posthoc descrifion of behaviouassociated with the verbal response of the teacher is
open to observanterpretation error

2.20 second time allowance for recordimgans that fast subsequerthangeare lost
whilst the observer recordisst interaction.

3. Using a timeslice unit of 20 seconds with a multiplier to produce an estimation of total
approval / disapproval for the observation penuast haveproduced oveestimations of
both (as predicttby Milar and Hawkins, 1976)

di d

4.There was no device in the desigaskébéraddt er mi

6off dskdé6 behaviour occurred during a particul ar

2.42A year lateronthe West Coast dflorth America, Persons, Brassel dallins. (1976)

devel oped: AA practical observation procedure
classroom management. 0 The four behaviors wer
A.at eacherds use of Opositive eventsé, includi

privileges, positive physical contact and consumables / tokens (rewards);

B.at eacherés use of dénegative eventsd, includi

withdrawing privileges, isolation, aversive physical contactu c h as: O0spankingé,

0sl|l appakigmgd 6asmd o6grabbingd;

C. student disruption, including: talking, out of seat without permission, generating loud
noises, disturbing other students verbally or physically, or by interfering with their
possessions;

D. student attention: studetitne, attenthg to a teachedirected task in seconds.

The repeating observational sequence of 15 minutes entailed the observer first focussing on
the eacher for 5 minutes order to record tallies of itences of A. and B. behaviours.

They then switched their attion toa third of the class at a time, spending 5 minutes
recording C. as a tally of separate disruptive incidents, followed by 5 minutes recording D.

attentive behaviour. The attentiveness of each student was observed for 20 seconds until
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each studentithe observatiogroup had been observed. Attentiveness was graded as
60i nvolbsecdndsoff @s k), 06 me di-16 seconds offask)wre d 6 ( 6
6uni nv o-ROsecdnds offatkh

During the next repetition the observer concentrated on theémekof the class, and on

the final repetition, on the last thirlhreerepetitions of the sequence took 45 minutes in

total, during which the teacher would have been observed for th&Sirstnutes of the

lesson. This waunlikely to be representaticef t he t eacher 6s verbal beh

last 15 minutes of the lesson.

2.431t was intended that a correlated association could be made between teacher verbal
behaviour and student learning behaviour. The results using Péasorpr oduct moment

coefficientswere tabulated thus:

Teacher behavior Student behavior
Behavior Observed Positive events Negative events  Disruption Attention
Teacher positive events - .33 .39 .66~
Teacher negative event .28 - 48" 22
Student disruption 45 .60" - 61"
Student attention 58" .33 76" -

Note: *p < .05; **p < .01. Coefficients in the upper right hand section are based on observations
made in September; coefficients in the lower left hand section are based on observations made in
April and Mayb

Table 21 Inter -correlations of student and teacher behavior (Persons, et al. 1976, p.70)

Persongt al. comment:
At Dboth the beginning and the end of the sc
events is related to student disruption in a negalireetion and to student attention in
a positive direction. On the other hand, th
correlated positively with disruptive student behavior. The direction of these

correlations conforms with common sense expectationg)(p.7
2.44The method that Persons and colleagie&loped anthe results that they obtained

was arguably more influential with Ukesearcher@Vheldall, Merrett and Borg, 1985;
Merrett and Wheldall1987 Wheldall,et al, 1989)than White (1975).
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Persos.et al6 ebservation schedulél976) was similartdler r et t , Whel dal | and
(1985) observation schedule: O6Class Teacher |/

Themethod could be describedmscedinterval: a combination opartial-interval
observa i ons of a sampl e of s tpartaéimdarvaltallybfehavi our s,
specfied teacher verbal behaviours.

Unlike Wheldall and his Birmingham (UK) colleagu@grsonst al.(1976) appearetb
distance their study from the behavioural paradégm did not use behaviourist

terminology such as 6éreinforcementd

2.45In New Zealand, Te&lynn and colleagug§homas Presland, Grant and Glynn,

1978) conducted a small scale study using a-tamapleschedule to record the approval
and disapproval rates of 10 teachers in 3 intermediate (jbighr/ middle) schools and
associ at i-toamsk dvitdahdkodp ais.d heaschédole used was a modification
of Whiteds éndr@ndanlyidentibed 10 ahildren in each class be observed,
who wouldbe statistically represéative of the class. Theadopteda partialinterval time
samplingprotocol:if a parfcular studentvasé o-ff & atkaldduring a 10 secorioined

period t hey wer e mdralseilfatidtaovabei ng o6 of f

During the sameeriod the observer wadirected to mark dowimstances of teacher verbal

approval and disapprovlariable figur es f ask6ohehaviour were obta
43% and 90%. It was presumably difficult to manageaccurate observation of the

teacher 6s v.@hemathod oaldhadse be expectedvere s t | mat taes kédo f f
(Steffen, 1985).

2.46Nafpaktius, Meyer and Butterworiti985;California State Universijydeveloped an
observati on met hfindihgs{1978)tand attemnpted to dddress sodesof the
methodobgical problems. They noted thasearchers such as Thometsal. (1978)who

had adheredtoWi t e 6 shank trhowtd succeeded in reporting Ot
rates of teacher approval and disapproval. Sthdy was ambitiougith 29 schools taking

part and teachers being observed in each sé¢htiimles to determineatesof approval and

disapprovah s soci at-& d déhdviodr. 6 on

A randomlyselected sample of 6 students in each slase observation fatO seconds
each to establish whet;d®maehkho i asTheddthed6t was 0 a;
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studentavere observed in 3 different academic lessons with the same teatloaty the
last observation was included in the results (to reduce any observer effects).

After each of the 6 students had been observed for 10 seconds and their behaviour recorded
on the record sheeta further 5 seconds was allowed for this for each studé observer
then changed the focus of their observation to the teacher.

For the next 5 minutes, the teacherodés verbal
recorded. Teachdis ver b al behaviour was categorised as
6di sapproval 8 or Oinappropriate approval é. An

categories was ignored and not recorded.

2.47 As with Personst al.(1976) it was irrelevant to theurpose of Nafpaktitugt al6 s

observational method which student the teacher was interacting with: one of the chosen 6

students or any other student in the class. Two important experimental issamgre

beingmadethat: he 6 o0 b s er vaedrwere inditativetofshizverbgadhc | a s s

behavi ouhatdessowith thattgacher;and he snapshot of the teact
was i ndicat i vusualgerbal behaviouwith éhat cldse dudng that lesson

Each one of the 3 clasdbservations involving a particular teacher lasted 30 minutes in
total, of which 15 minutes was teactiecussed and 15 studeioicussed in alternating 5

minute segments.

The researchers fourfibid.):

1. Higher rates ohappropriatea p pr o v atak @ f b & lod Vassociatedvith wee
ratest @ask®olbmehaviour

2. The lowest rates of teacher disapproval were associated with the highest rates of student
6othaskd behaviour

3. Mean rates of teacher approval were found to exceed rates of digdppro

Like Person®t al (1976) report, Nafpaktitust al.(1985) distanced their findings from the
behavioural paradigm using Oassociated with¢ébéd
6reinforcedd. The emergence of Ad ndyrhaemi c i nte
feedback system of the classroom, studemsimmaally influence teacher behavior and vice

versa.o (p. 366)
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Extrapolating from the tabul atedas&®ults (Tab
behaviour recorded during this study was 71.7% (+2or 5%) . The aut hors comm
conclusion, our iterpretation of the data suggests that to achieve an acceptable level of on

task behavior, say approximately 80% or better, teachers must provide high rates of

appropriate approval combined with both low rates of inappropriate approval and

di sappr.3®al . 0 (p

2.48 The UK observational (norempirical) educational psychology strand: reatime

6nat ur al -samplingan@thods tawecord classroom interactions

2.49Kevin Wheldalland colleaguesf t he Uni versity of Birmingham
psychology professional training course published research (Wheldall, Merrett and Borg,

1985) using th€lass Teacher / Pupil Observation Sched@&P2) to evaluate the

Behavioural Approach To Teaching PackdB&TPACK) that they had developed. The

CTP2 wa used to evaluate classroom behaviour before and after the BATPACK

intervention had been employed in two primary schools.

The CTP2 was developed further by Frank Merre
Pupils and Teacher g OPTC, (@drretitsarsd Wheddalls1886)s c hed ul e
Merrett and Whel dall proposed that: iBecause
taking place in a classroom, it is impossible to achieve an objective description of the

totality of what 7)) s happening there. o (p. 5

Citedby Merrett and Wheldall, the point is expanded in a corollary by Mcintyre (1980):
Only by recognising that he [sic] must ignore much that is happening and by focussing
on carefully selected and predefined facets of classroom activity can theeatisope
to avoid a subjectivity, of which he cannot himself be aware, and to provide
descriptive evidence in which he and others can place some confidence. It is, then, a
tradition which aspires to objectivity of observation. It seeks to achieve thiggth
abstracting from the complexity of classroom life aspects of it which are hypothesised
to be of particular significance in relation to some given question, and through the
selective observation and categorisation of these relevant aspects acapeding t

predetermined set of rulgg.3)
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2.50As with North Americarprotocols (White, 1975; Persoasal.,1976), OPTIC

(Merrett and Wheldall, 1986equired an observer to complete observational cycles using

alternating procedures, focussimgurn onteacher belviour and pupil behaviour, thus

A. Observation of teachefhere was to bthree minutebservation®n five
occasions, interspersed with the observations of students (see B. below). Events
were categorised as verbal praise, or criticism. The gbseecor@dwhether the
verbal comment is directed towards the academic or social behaviour of a student.
Criticism also included: fAGestur al respons
contact involving shaking or smacking; withdrawal of privilegesasoh from the
rest of the group, and so orfp.68)
The OPTIC schedule also required the observer to annotate their record as to
whet her they judged the O6eventd: appropria
used as an exemplar to the rest of the class; or the contingency explained and noted
to the chss, e.giiWell done! That was very neat work(p.69)
B. Observation of student&The observer should divide the class by eye into three

convenient and approximately equal groups and pay attention to each in turn for
one minute. During the first minute tbeserver should look at each pupil in the
first group, in turn, for four seconds and decide for the whole of that period he / she
is ontask. To be rated etask the child must be attending, i.e. in-epatact with
the teacher or the task or otherwisé¢ fadwi ng t he teacherés instru
include listening to the teacher or to some apparatus operated by the teacher or to
another child asked by the teacher to Epe@m69)

Each classroom observatiosually took 40 minutes. Wheimings wee adhered to, lte

teacher would have been observed for fifteen minutes in total.

2.51There were a number of methodological problems with OPAIE.c e pt i ng Mc |l nt yr €
(1980) corollary, it imonetheless debatalds to whether theariables that OPTIC
restriceditself to measuringvereprecisely andobustlydefined.There were also

vagueness about the descriptors ofthedeh er 6 s ver bal lwummtleev i our and

observer6s | udvaséampemrmrtopad attelwhatonti ngent 6.

Potential criticismswerp ar t | y addr e s s eidter-bbgervereeBabiltyn g OPTI C6 s

Using a pecentageagreement rubri@ t experieredobserver§eachobserved five
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teachers using an OPTIC schedule and achieved 93% agreement for teacher behaviour and
94% for gaskdebehdwvnour

The observation of students followed a PTI protocol.dftau d e n t Oveas iatdrrupged t i o n
momentarilyduringa 4 second observatiptihhey wouldbe recorded as beirgo-f 4 s k6 f or
thatwholedseconp er i od. Thi s meamas k d abh e laprebbliyde nWwd s | o
beunderestimated Steffen, 1985)

2.52The similarity overall of OPTIC with the method of Persehal.(1976),developed
some 10 years previousig also worth considering in respect of the differences and

whet her Merrett andwewhngplowkmdnts 6s devel opment s

Persongtalbegan each round of observatidns by obse
but for five minutes in contrast to ORT bthkree. This was followelly a five minute
observation of one of three approximately equ
then an observation of each student in each group for twenty seconds each.eRal€biss

observers made theirommd ge ment as t o wheguentieHawoursvasudent 6 s 1
(6baskbétaskédf during a twenty second observat
Whel dal | 0 stim®imtérvalf jydgement whirh a four second observation.

Merrett and Wheldallids pensed with a separate observation
seems sensible as Persehald s met hod depended considerably o

judgement as to what was o6disruptive behaviou

2.53Merrett and Wheldal1986)cited White (1975)and Personst al.(1976) in describing

the development of OPTIC; butdid not &3¢ y n n 6 s e al.,h938)irnevation,
subsequenthadoptedby Nafpaktituset al, (1985) of only observing a proportioaf

randomly selected students iclassas a representatieea mp|l e. Whel dal | and Me
methodological decision to observe every student for four seeaatismeant thaéaches

wereonly obsered for fifteen minutesluringa 40 minute observatio®PTICwas thus

less focusedpon,and less accurate abdute ac her 6 s ver bal behaviour .

121t is not stated that théwo experienced observémsere notMerrett and Wheldall themselves
however
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2.54A year later, Merrett and Wheldall (1987) published a study of 128 primary and middle
school teachers wusing the OPTIC schedule. The
research report is psyclogical and behavioural rather than pedagogical. They describe
teacheraising:fisocial reinforcemet(p.95),fivery lean intermittent reinforcement

scheduleg (p.95) anditending to emit lower rates of approval and disapproval than their

American counterp#so (p.96) when describing teachers verbally approving or disapproving

of pupilsé work or behaviour .

2.55Each teacher was observed for eitloerr 9or 15 minutes sessions. Because these

wereprimary and middle schoglthe same &eher and class weobserved working

together. Dependingn when the observatiamtcurred in the 4 observed lessang,

during the first or last 1Ehinutesof the lessondifferent teacher and pupil behaviours

would be expectedhe firstpartof an academic lesson in a pang school is usually

char act er i s e dvertimlyexpasitian aral tasdeting dPsipilsbehave in a way that

is particular to this type of teacher behaviour duringttiis. If all 15 minute observations

of the 128 teachers were conducted atthée begni ng of | essons, we might
talk and pupilsdé | istening ttimesw@winghessars.ur ed at
Thiswouldb e predicted to significahabikdbabhdcdHobdbbse

taskd behaviour.

256Merr ettt and Whel dhgwab téaxherdssaed andré approwal thain n d
disapproval, but mainlglirected aacademidehaviourln contrast, children were more

often criticised forsocialbehaviour than praised eRults were expressed in the following

table:
Behaviour Approval Disapproval Total
Academic 50% 16% 66%
Social 6% 28% 34%
Total 56% 44% 100%
Table3iPri mary and middl e school teachersd use o

(Merrett and Wheldall, 1987, p.97)

That teachers used 3 times mapproval for academic behaviour and 3 times more

disapproval for social behaviour became an estadd research findingeplicated by
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Wheldalland Birmingham colleagues, others in the (0Kheldall,et al, 1989; Md&Namara
and Jolly, 1992; Merrett and Wldall, 1992; Swinson and Harrup, 2001; Ap&tral.2010)
and internationally (AkirLittle, Eckert, Lovett and Little., 20Q046azak Pinar andi@®er
Yildiz, 2013; Giner Yildiz and Sazak Pinar, 2014

Merrett and Wheldal1987)ruled out the effect of aumber ofcontextualariables: the

sex, age of teachers and age of [syy claiming thaeffecs hadbalanced out in the

sample, e.g., equal numbers of male and female teachers andrptiglsamplebut they
write thatteachers of the youngest agghorts were entirely female. From the 5 yelar
grouping upvards, there were progressivehpre positive comments used by teachers up to
the 12 yeapld age grouping. Merrett and Wheldadported thathis finding wasdependent
upon pupilageand notteacher gender.

Whilsttherewas i gni fi cant variabilitytaskbdéeaotiedof ts)|
taskd6 behaviour, Merrett and -tWieadPecandt | reporte
a. 6s (1976) finding that Bbeaobémrs@dpwsit hi Y@ nc
behaviour: AiwWe found very | itt¥faefongagki dence f or

behaviour was a negative correlation with dis

2.57Following their primary studyVheldall, Houghtn and Merrett, (1989) used OPTIC
to observe 130 secondary school teaclmeone lesson eaclElass size varied between 8
and 32, included all secondary agg@ups and noracademic classes were excluded from

the study. Théindings are shown in thi@llowing table:

Behaviour Approval Disapproval Total
Academic 45% 15% 60%
Social 10% 30% 40%
Total 55% 45% 100%
Table4di Secondary teachers6é use of approval and d

and Merrett, 1989, p.42)

B The wording suggesthat if teachers verbally managed behaviour more, pupils would stay on

task, but a cor r elsé&Baduleyn20id)o Ehs causal vectar mighe appeératetinithet h i
opposited i r ectdit askoo60Orehavi our of students might cause
comments directed at student behaviour.
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Again, 3:1 academiapproval tadisapproval and 1:3 socibehaviour approval to

disapproval ratios were revealédssons of teachers who used more approval in respect of
academic behaviour and social behaviour and less disapproval of social behaviour were
associated with higher levetdsf -tbasnk 6 behavi our .wasthatfeadle i t i onal
teachers disapproved of social behaviour significantly more frequently than male colleagues

(p < 0.02).

The mean -traghkd of e HWNI(SOuL5.5)Raes vaiged betvéen 17%

and 9%:
The highest mean level of @ask behaviour was recorded in the first year [Y7]
classes where pupils were getting on with their work for approximately 88.7% of the
time. From year one, however, levels oftask behaviour fell sharply reaching 74.6%
in year three [Y9] before rising again to over 80% in years four and five [Y11 and
Y12]. (p.44)

Wheldallet al. (1989)reported associated differences between rates of approval,
di sapprosalskdndedh@rwi our, by mtebf§8é6%tor, recordin

maths and the lowest (excepting a miscellaneous category) of 76.3% for modern languages.

In a follow-up secondary phase study (Houghton, Wheldall, Jukes and Sharpe, 1990) using
OPTI C, Whel dall and col | eaguaesthsbtbearmonstr at ed a
behaviour from a baseline of 69% of 13 % to 82%. This increase was associated by the

authors with teachers using private rather than public reprimands.

2.58In another OPTIC study (Merrett and Wheldall, 1992) observed classes in both

primary and secondary schools. The researchers noted no differences in the primary sample

but significant differences in the secondary sample, between the way in which teachers

praised or reprimanded pupils of each genideor the sample of secondary teachers,

however, there was evidence for major significant differences in rates of responding to boys

and girl s, boys receiving more responses over
(p.73)The mewaskWdnbehavi our recor ddioahdor t he pri

74.5% for the secondary sample.

259Merrett and Wrsallindhe tesedrch citedcwere loabetthe UK locale
of Walsall in the West Midlands.T e 0 ti a leather&Gpanking impieent was stilused
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for punishmenby teacherin Walsall schools (Walsall Observer, 1978pst schools in

Londonand the southad dispensed with corporal punishment (Farrell, 2015). Corporal

punishment in all UK schools was outlawed by the UK Government in 1987 (HM

Government, 1987). WhilsWheldall and Merrett were most interestedviarbalcriticism,

findings were probablgonfounded by th implicit threat ofcorporal punishmerih the

schoolstheyused What this medamaskidonrméepectepofrtéednby
colleagues in the 198@sa matter for speculation

2.60A distinctiveclassroom observation schedule was developed by Jolly and Mcalama
(1992). Mechddulmfmausadinmore observdime on pupils byrequiring

observers to momentarily tirmample(MTS) everypupili n a c |-tasssk @ sor6omot . T
schedule was suited to exploring changes in class behaviour after an intervention or

contextual change.

McNamara and Jolly (ibid.) observed thehaviour of aclass of 15 pupil$ described as a

6di se upl a40p i an(RpE. I&son and in a French Lesson. They wee\aib

againafter the teacher has been coached in verbally prombtmigna s k 6 behavi our . 6.
t a ddhdviour was shown tavesignificantly increasgand disruptive behaviour ttave

decreased.

A criticism of this '"ABA' (repeated baselimeasuregxperimentatesign is that other
contextualvariables, e.g. time of day, subject matter giagi, observer effects, addficult
to isolate A strength is thaccurate detail it can reveaalrespetof pupil variables, e.g.

gender and seating position.

2.61Reporting an investigation of the use of approval and disapproval by 10 infant, 10

primary and 10 secondary school teachlierop and Swinsoh2 00 0) wused McNamar ¢
MTS schedule anthperecoded the verbal interactions of teachers with pupils
Independenscrutinisersategorisd teachers' commentsom transcriptand establishd

ratios between approval and disapproval in different settings.

Har r op an 2008)indings replicatedindings from other studies that approval
was given primarily to academic rather than social behaviours, with the reverse being the
case for disapproval. However, an important caveat was repiittesdworth noting,

however that the data [in the tablépsv that the secondary teachers, unlike the infant and
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junior teachers, actually gave more disapproval to academic behaviours than to social
behaviours. o (p.479)

In subsequentesearch, Swinson and Harrop (2001) used the same method in ten junior and

teni nfant claaskdomehaddomur was again associat e
approval but a difference was found in respect of the curvilinear relationship that the
researchers found be¢etw&énbehaappuovaddl and soor
that disapproval is effective in maintaining-task behaviour provided that it is not used too

much, so that beyond a certain level it becomescopnteo duct i ve. 0 ( p. 164)

It is undestood from the authors' that accuratecorrespondencef the MTSdatagrid
with the transcption ofteachers' verbal behavicand a predictive relationship between

teacher verbal feedback and particular instances of student behaviour was not established

2.62AdoptingPerson®t al.(1976) method, Aptdiauthor] (Aper, et al.2010)added
Nafpaktitus.et al's (1985)adaptatiorof only observing a small random sample of students
in a classn order toobtain an estimation of@a| a é stdasdbdhdviour. Apter'§eaching
and Managing Behaviour in School: Time Santpdeord(TaMBiS TSK) requiredan
observer to randomly select three students in a primary classasoinmomentarily observe
themin-turntorecordwh et her t hteayS®dmietr e 6 On

After each studertbservation (MTS) sequence, the obsereeorcedthe teacher's verbal
behaviour for a specified time, e.g. 2 minufBse teacher's verbal behaviour was tallied
thus:

0ARDG6: Academic;Routine Directions
OTAPO: Academic; Positive comment s
OTANO: Academi c ;Negative comment s
OTSPO: Soci al ;Positive comment s
O0TSN6: Social \Negative comment s

The O0student MTS |/ Heepeatbtteaughoutan bbgedvationy cl e woul d

14 An alternative function of the TaMBiS TSRwastoqna r e tthaes k®@Orbehavi our of a
who had been identified as challenging by the teacher with two randomly selected student

comparators in a classhe schedule was originally developed for traipsgchologists to use in

Wolverhampton (UK) schools to support them in advising teachers about managiogmpliant

behaviour.

% variable names that were designated by the author are displayed in théhixsingle quotation

mar ks, -teasgkd 6aOnd 6 ARDSOS.
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McBer (2000) had proposed that verbal pace was an important feature of effective teaching:
The teachers presented information toghpils with a high degree of clarity and
ent husi asm and, when giving basic instruct:i
However, it was evident that when the effective teachers were not actively leading the
instructions they were alwaysonthemavey ni t ori ng pupil sd focus
understanding of materials. (p.36)

Apter introduced TaMBis TSRAIBWNG pilatiagtofehg materialsiinn
Wolverhampton n 2004. The OARDO <c atteaghemalythatmwas i nt ende
neither appreing nor disapproving wasdominant feature of classroom discourse in

primary schoolshat could be usefully captured.

TheTaMBIS TSRvas tested for intepbserver reliabilitycalculatingthe statistical
coefficientkappa(Cohen, 1960) at between 0.&7d 0.89 for joint observations where a

value in excess of 0.75 indicatsiginificant interobserver reliability.

Across the UK141lessons in primary schools were observed by 71 pdygist
observersEad psychologisbbserver usuallyeturned 2 setsf observations one from a
morning lesson and one from an afternoon lesson. Agitatp €010) was the largest

observational study of naturally occurring classraotaractions at that time

Me a n -t GaGtkdént behaviour was reported as 85.11gnificantly higher than

previous studies had revealed. The highest corretatiere betwees t u d @ @t & Sk 6
behaviour andeachesbp o s i t i ve ac ad e nrie B45fpe®)dandbetweer( 6 TAP S
0 Onh a s k © e a o &cadensicdroutine directiorfs6 A RrB A.68,p<.05).

Ratiosof teacheifeedback commenisere different to those previdysound:5 to1,

acadent-approval to disapproval; and 12psociatbehaviour approval to disapproval
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Positive Negative

Academic 46.2% 9.1%

Social 14.8% 30%

Table 57 The percentage of positive and negative verbal feedback directed by teachers
towards studentsd6 academic wor k e&nbd200owar ds t
p. 156)

Students were naho r e-t @ goka&ignificantly higher degree (p<0.05)tle prescribed

lessons of the Literacy and Numeracy Strategies (DfE, 2fddite teachers using more

ver bal di r eicdomparisan to(hastakRrgydelsondut teacherssedmore

positive commentalouts o c i a | behavi our réporlEds&pbidartofn an pr e vi
and Swinson(2000; andMerrett and Wheldall1987).

2.63Thetableshowsthe meard otna <laséroorrbehaviour since 1978y schoolphase

and yeafrom systematic classroenbservabn studies cited for this review

Study Year Years/phase/country No. of Mean  Standard
lessons @ntaskd deviation
observed percent.

Thomaset al. 1978 Y7 NZ 36 66 NR
Rutteret al. 1979 Y7-Y12 Secondary UK 402 81.5 NR
Nafpaktituset al. 1985 Y61 Y9 Senior USA 84 71.7* NR
Merrett & Wheldall 1987 Y1-Y6 Primary UK 128 69 12.8
Wheldallet al. 1989 Y7-Y12 Secondary UK 130 80.5 15.5
Houghton et al. 1990 Y9 Secondary UK 4 69 NR
Merrett & Wheldall 1992  Y3iY6 Primary UK 32 73.5* 10.5*
Merrett & Wheldall 1992 Y7iY11 Secondary UK 38 74.5* 13.6*
Swinson and Harrop 2001 Y1i Y2 Infant 16 81.2 7.5
Swinson and Harrop 2001 Y3i Y6 Junior 16 78.5 13.6
Swinson and Harrop 2005 Y7iY11 Secondary UK 18 80.5 13.1
Apteret al. 2010 Y1-Y6 Primary UK 141 85.11 12.1

Key: NR=Not Reporteg* Figure extrapolated from data tabulated in alternative form in original text
Table 6- Quantitative studies where a dependent variable was otna sb&héviour

expressed as a mean average
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2.64The significance of the researcited herds attributed because afsociations made
betweertypes ofteaches @erbalfeedbackand studenb otna Hdhdviourrevealed as a
result ofsystematic quantitative observational wholass research.

McNamara and Jolly (1990) argle h at whialsktd dwmfefs not expl i cit]l )
intensely disrupti vtea sbketh alva so uar fipMhrewa seiavse negf foeoc
di sruptive classroom i s -tdaesakl 6t bwe htahv iboyu rtsh,e tphreo
amount of at & dehdvipuessfronoihnocdiaud td grossly disruptive, is

reduced. 0 (p.239)

600t askd behavaskdé bhebHavodbbér are bi.n#rd |l y obsetl
t as k 6 hhedefarancludesrdisruptive behaviouResearchers since Persatisl.
(19) have avoided distinguishintgskbet ween 6di s

behavo u.r 6

2656Whet her causality can be deedbackmwdn bet ween a

i ncreasing pteaskedhtaqgedomi domehavi our used by s
judiciously sidesteppedy researcherdAs Nafpaktituset al.(1985) commentfiAlthough

it is not possible to draw cause and effect conclusions from a comelatiorexperimental

study, the relations [associations] reported here can be interpreted in consonance with the

literature on manipulated rates of teacher approyal365)

Wheldall,et al. (1989) choose their words carefully:
These strong correlations suggest that teachers who use more approval to academic
behaviour and social behaviour and less disapproval to social behaviour experience
higher | ¢task® oGfhdemnour in their classrooms
however, lhat no firm conclusions about causality can be reached since these results

are purely correlational. (p.45)

The behaviourallgausal relationship between stimulesgent and responsyent is of

considerable interest but is difficult to establish.

To provide an example, if in a particular classroom, a teacher uses a high level of negative
feedback directed towards behaviour, and simultaneously, there is a high levelsotaatti
behaviour, a statistician wiWithoutestabliheng : det er m

causality; or they will assume the direction of causality by determining one type of event:
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perhaps the teacheroés verbal behawadcialur, to be

behaviour to be the 0ghnttbreysestatisécal tegressionfoa bl e6. T

confirm the assumption.

Conversely, the statistician might assume the opposite: that theparai behaviour is the
6dependent var i adasedy tthhadg tiea alperads nvtdrybal beh
6i ndepewmdenabl e6. Statistical regression woul

well.

266Accepting Mclntyrebds (1980) caveat that the
operating within the classrooimimpossible to comprehensively and accurately cagbyr

any observational research methiddeems useful to try to pragmatically resolve this

vagary. One way would be tiefine andspecifyamore generatoncept of asociat

emotional climatdor learningas developed previously by Anderson and Brew846a,

1946b) and Withal (1949Yhe 6 conduci veness6 of this c¢climate
of quantitative measures, e.g. the amount and type of tefaeftrack that is used; and the

amount-taskoédohehaviour t hat ersdicatthbs er ved. Ther e

Developing the sociamotional climate for learning is a complex aspiration, the wisdom of

which is probably dependent upon a researcher
they give to different psychological paradigms and assodiaestlies of teaching and

learning, e.g. behaviourism (Watson, 1913; Skinner, 1938); or social learning theory

(Bandura, 1977); or constructivism (Dewey, 1902; Piaget, 1954; Bruner 1996).

Whichever pgchologicalcamp a researchertiabits the aspiration of using systematic
classroom observation to measure, index and improve the-sawional climate for

learning in the classroom is motivated by a diffepnpose thateacher appraisal.

Using systematic classroom observation to mt@the sociaémotional climate for

learning could be argued to contribute generally to the good of society; not only by
promoting humane and productive teaching and
and their teacher s dmeptecreatiaty, eompassiord enpaihy and | devel

citizenship by monitoring, critiquing and improving a set of simple quantitative indicators
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2.67Research guestions and hypothese

The following research questions and hypotheses were germinated by theunibisity
described in the introduction (Chapter 1). The relationship between the literature review;
and the research questions and hypotheses, does not have a one to one thematic
correspondence however. There expedienbmissions in the literature riew. For

example, the literature review does not consider previous research relating to the contextual

variables: 6éLocality typed; O6Free school me a |
gender d6; O6Years [of teachiemgelnte{pear icdacesd;6;0D
si zebd; and whether | essons were taught OAM or

included in the author és preeakZd0@uasdther i mary sch
investigation of a similar set of contextual varedbas included here in order to provide
an analogue for interested readers between the current secondary school findings and those

previous primary school findings.

In contrast, an investigation of teacher verbal feedback and significant assoueidttions
studentsodo following teachersod directions (or
review and of the current secondary school study. Another primary theme of both review

and study was the development of the sampling method used for theaystbservation

of the classroom. These two primary themes are significantly represented in the research

guestions and hypotheses that drive the current research and which are listed here.

2.68Research giestion #1:What types ofe a ¢ h e r de@dbacl endoardge students to
follow their ditrasktdi dms axmd estiacy IE&smons i n UK

2.69 Hypothesis#1T he ti me spent by students following
measuredl si ng a quanti fi e daskddipausalgasdociatedwith abl e ( 60
higher frequencies of positive verbal feedback by teachers in academic lessons in UK

secondary schools directed towards their productive acadashktocussed behaviour and

product, e.g. written work.
2.70 Hypothesis#2Hi gh | evel s of ti me f ol l owing a teach

cl assrobmsk %d Onar e teachessovba usetmerd verbal tedthing

behaviour, i.e. students are mare@tna svkeateachers talk more.
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2.71 Hypothesis #3Teachers in secalary schools use significantiyorepositive verbal

feedback, e.g. praising comments, to encourage acadi@skifocussed behaviour and

product; and significantlynorenegative verbal feedback, e.g. critical comments, to

discourage undesired soet®havo ur -{ @a©k® behaviour)lessand use s
positive verbal feedback to encourage students to follow their dwadi@vioural (non

academic) directions; and significantissnegative verbal feedback to discourage

undesired, incorrect or inagade academitaskfocussed behaviour or product.

2.72 Research gestion #2:What other factors are significantly associated with students
foll owing teacHearssk@® dierheacvtiioaurs)y (icnOmcademic | e

schools?

2.73Hypotheses #, #5, #6, #7, #8, #9, #10, #H¥12and #13: Under the auspice of

Research question #these hypothesese of the same forndHigh levels of time

following a teacherdés dir+atikfdssociated secondary
with&lbaogcayped (hypothesis #4),; ObFree school me
6Year groupb6 (#7); O6Teacher gendero6 (#8),; O0Ye
(#10); OAdults present [in class]6 (#11); oCcClI

this is to be an exploratory exercise using both UK1 and UK27 datasets.

2.74Research question #3ts theMICROobservational tool a valid and reliable means for
measuring the association betwede@ c her 6 s ver bal behaviour; and
oftme students spend following a teacherés dir e
schools#3: Is theMICROobservational tool a valid and reliable means for measuring the

association betweentaeac her 6 s ver bal behaviourydensnd t he |

spend following a teacherdés directions in cl a

2.75Research question #4Does the length of periods of time students spend following a
teacherds directions MICRO(c@msk Bd)m;s itatived me ac wa ret
association withe acher s6 ver bal f e edb a cevkrbah eofitextual o u r | an.

factors, have utility for the senior leadership teams in secondary schools?

2.76Research question #5Are the length of periods of time students spetidong a
teacherds directions MICRO(c0@msk Bd)ns arsd melaes up @:
and encouraging verbal behavioutedchers reasonable indicators of the conduciveness of

the socialemotional climates of classrooms to student learningkirsétondary schools?
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2.77 Research question #68A/hat is the extent to which secondary school teachers might
expect their students to follow their directd.i
task%bé variabl e) byneanefthersecgndanysgmple?’lnd as a t ot al
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Chapter 37 Methodology and method: epistemology, validity and reliability

Epistemology and methodological considerations

MICRO - Mixed Interval Classroom Observation method

MICRO T Validity

MICRO - Reliability

Data collectionprocedures

Iterative Learning Conversations (ILCS) qualitative element using
Foucauldian X pass thematic discours@nalysis

E R

3.01Epistemological and methodological considerations

The decision to usequantitative method for this stugyas dependent upon the
epistemological standpoint of the researcher, the outcome that was desired and also by the
scopewidth and accommodative capacity of outcegemeralisations that the researcher
wished to makeThis research was conducted under thepéeces of a rationalist and

empiricist epistemology (Nagel, 1961) and positivist ontology (Popper, 1935).

3.02Many of the qualitatie methodologies, for example: discourealgsis

(Sinclair and ©ulthard, 1974; Harris, 1988), thematitadysis GuestMacQueen,

and Namey2012), action research (Elliott, 1991), interpretative phenomenological
analysis (Smith, 2009), grounded theory (Strauss and Corbin, H80Yr
convenience limited to small sample sizes and restricted generalisabiligrbut
acconmodate innumerabler uncounted sets of complexhyteracting opaquely

defined variables.

3.03With the research described here, the intent wasstateprofessionalmpactwithin

the educational domain, and public and political impact by emplaylagge number of

classroom observations usiageductiveset of precisely defined variables suclba®

taskb 8° andfour types of verbal feedback used by teachers to indicate the more general

discursive characteristics of the soeahotional climate ahthus provide a quantifiable
measurement of it. Such measuremeneas adhere t
(Macintyre, 1980xonsideregreviously(Chapter2).

3.04The method used in this research was gquantitative but the statisticaliysediraft

results were subsequently examined Ingegetingof school managers and the authore Th

16 variable names that have been designated by the author are displayed in the text within single
guotati on rmaaskks%hd eamgd GIONMX %6 .
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verbal interactions of thimieeting veretranscribed and thematily analysedHarding,
2013)using a Foucauldian discourapalyss model (Foucault, 1969).

3.06 Whilst the generalisability of findings amadiblicimpactaspiredto by this research
supportedhe use of a nomothetguantitative mét o d ol ogy, by adopting Mac
corollary, the results inviteriticism of not properly representingcmplex idiogaphic
psychologicateality: the multivariate social emotional climate for learning in secondary
classrooms. It seems unlikely that this criticism candraprehensivelyespondedo
without recourse to a lengthy discussion of the philosophy of poskuiestice and
methodological reductionism (Popper, 1935; Nagel, 198d¢h a discussios beyond the
practical scope of this chapter. However, it is worth quoting Nabelprovides a
phil osophical underpinning to d§bcalcatiomdleyr eds (19
adopted for the present research:
However acute our awareness may be of the rich variety of human experience, and
however great our concern over the dangers of using the fruits of science to obstruct
the development of human individualitt/js not likely that our best interests would
be served by stopping objective inquiry into the various conditions determining the
existence of human traits and actions, and thus shutting the door to the progressive
liberation from illusion that comes frothe knowledge achieved by such inquiry.
(Nagle, 1961p.606)

Nagel viewed science as providing a level of explanation that indicates an objective reality

but that science could not full yivethenveal t hat
Maclintyre @pssitionwhich implies the more variabl@seasured, the more completely a

scientist has managed to describe an objective nomothetic reality. Nagel disputes this

suggesting that subsebf independent variables will always be beyond the control of the

scientist. According to Nagedciences always contextually limited by time and place to

the number of variables thatanbe observe, measurd and contrded for, but if scientific

research has beevell-designed, it caprovide a valid indication of aobjective reality,

e.g. the sociaémotional climate for learning in the classroaaspite findingoeing

limited by constraints ainethod andimitations upon the number @friables that can be

considered by a positivist method.

3.06 The choice of methodology and design of method described here have also been

justified by the extended review of research lit@ratin the preceding chapter. This review
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provides aetailed historicaharrativethat logically pedicates the current resel, its
methodology and primarily quantitative method.

3.07Despite the ancestry revealed in the literature review, large quantitative studies of this
type within the domain of educational psychology research appear to be less popular
currently (Madilland Gough, 2008), possibly because of the epistemological and
ontological standpoints of researchers and current academic fashions, theyesdcial
constructionism and constructivism (Berger and Luckmann, 1966; Bruner, d@}$0
because of the petical difficulties of generating large samples and possibly because of the
methodological difficulties of isolating any variables to the satisfaction of statistically
sophisticated critics and qualitative psychological researchers. Cqtisidetample
Rutter 6s i nlb,000 donrtamndahk theoretical panning that academic
statisticians have given the study since publication (Rutter, 1979; Simpson, 1980; Burgess,
1981). The repeated criti guestoudyRaushg ceandts met h
persistent and pervasiigfluence (Wragg, 1999}t is the large scale of such quantitative
studies that appears to &e importanfactorin affordingthem sociepolitical impact and

influence.

3.08MICRO: Mixed Interval Class Room Observationschedule

3.09Two time-samplingprocedurefiave been used in developing the observational
scheduleMICRO (Mixed Interval ClasfRoom Observation)sed in the present study.

The timesampling approach is not without its critics, as has been nofgdviouslybut it
is established that momentary time sampling (MTS) is the most reliable va(iatiapter
2).

However dependent on how the sampling time interval and how it has been determined, the
validity of MTS is queried by Ostrov and Hart (2013)
A major disadvantage of the time sampling approach is that the researcher delineates
the particular time interval and therefore arbitrarily categorizes the behavior into
discrete artificial units of time that may or may not be meaningful. Moreover some
behaviors may exceed the often brief interval of time that is selected for the sampling.

Thus, it is crucial to carefully justify the interval selectgu287)
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3.10MICRO: validity

3.11TheMICROMTS observation of the behaviour of 5 randomly selectediesits is
binarily exclusvei st udent s are judged to be either foll
not: an-taskor off-task’. There are no partial states.

Assuming a hypothetical c| astsa soki%0s toufd ebnét9%, naam
averagestudent in that class would be following directions for 20 minutes of each 30

minute observation period. Assuming that the student was repeatetdisicior 2 minutes

and then oftask for 1 minute, a 1 minute 55 second gap between each 5 second round of

MTS observations woas$ k¥%nefanguhatf ohet HIOn hypot
student at the end of 30 minutes would be calculated by a hypothetical observer correctly as

66%. Assuming a htiagshk%®%d cdfa s&0 e anppdn@dly st udent
onttask for 8 minute and offask for 2 minutesa 1 minute 55 second gap between each 5

second round of MTS o0bsertvaastki %0n sf iwgouurled fnoera nt hti
hypothetically average student at the end of 30 minutes would be calcuylated b

hypothetical observer correctly as 80%. Assuming a 1 minute observational cycle (55

seconds plus 5 seconds) a similar result is obtained. Generating random hypothetical student
600Ohask%d6 patterns shows that theMTSrgnmost heti cal l
accurate using a 1 or 2 minute observational cycle and a minimum 30 minute observation

period.This provides theationalerequested by Ostrov and Hart (2013).

3.121n contrast to observing every student in each class (White, 1975; Perabn$976;

Merrett and Wheldall, 1986, 1987; and Wheldeatlal, 1989), MICR® author 6s
schedulautilised MTS observations of a randonsglected sample of 5 studeetsery 2

minutesin each class as an indication of the whole élass b e h a llowioguar i n f o

teacher 6s diars&kdddi)ons (60n

TheMICROschedulevas developed by the author informed by Nafpaktetg)d €1985)
largescale, 84 lesson secondanyase Californian study; and informedtnwea ut hor 6 s
previous largescale (141 lessonpyimary-phase UK study (Aptest al, 2010) and the
observatiorschedule developday the author for that study. Nafpaktitus and colleagues

scheduleelied upon the MTS observation of 6 randomly selected students per class. The

71n the instructions foMICRO, ontask behaviour is deribed as anything that a student does that
is in compliance with, or following the teacheros
observer following thtMICRO schedule. Sitting still and listening can therefore b¢ask.
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aut hor 6 s o miolgsénmtioscherldlethe TaMBISOTSK 6 Teachi ng and
Managing Behaviour in SchodlsTimeS a mp | e Re c or diged in theptineary, 200 4)
study (Apteret al, 2010) relied upoMTS observations of 3 randomly selectedistuts in

each class. This wasoportionatelya smallsample:approximately 10% of an average class

size of 26.5 (DfE, 2011); butas agreed adequate fbis peefreviewedstudy.

3.13Themean classize ofUK secondary schools in 2014 was 20.1 students (DfE, 2014,
2014 was théinal year of data collection for the current researEb)y.MICRQ, the class
samplesize of 5 meanthata mearMTS sampling rate of 25% was achieved using DfE
figure as denominator.HE DfE d@snot quote ranges or staard deviations (SD) for mean
classsize. The present study cangrecise: 236 class@gereobservedand range was

betweend and30 students per clasthe nean was 19.3&nd the SD was 7.07.

This means the representativeness of the random sample of 5 students in each class ranged
from 17%to 100% with a mearepresentation of 26% (see ChaptérResults). Using this
MICROMTS sample rate for the study (236 classes of 4574 students, and an observed
sample of 1180 studentsgjives a sampling margin of error (E) of plus or minus 2.45% at a
95% confidence level.

3.140bservers were asked to observe each lesson for 30 miadtesing to Personst
aldos (1976) innovat i on-cycleofsrandeniseldctedsiudnto bser vat
wascompleted, the observer switchattiention to theg a ¢ h e r Geedbackvehdviaur

for theremainder othe two mirute timeslice.

The observatin of teacher verbddehaviour waachieved usingartiattime interval
sampling (PTI} more accuratelyperiodic eventallying (PET). During theemainderof
each obsefational cycle, e.g. 1 minute Sgconls of a 2 minute cycle, tidICROPET
was directed @t h e t e a allbehaviows. The ebsdyver made 4 sepaiateltaneous
tallies ofverbal feedback commerntsat wee praising or critical, academic ocial; and a
separate simultaneous estimate of the total talkéng as a percentag@&he 5 tallies were
recordedon theMICROsheet:

1. 6TPR Task PerformancBositive- positively-toned academicallfocussed
encouragements

2.0rPC TaskPerformance Criticismnegativelytoned academicalfocussed criticisms
3. 6BRj Social BehaviouPositive- positively-toned comments that recognise and appear

to seek to encourage positive social behaviour
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4 . 06, S®&ial BehaviouCriticism - negdively-toned comments that criticise and appear
to seek to discourage negative social behaviour

5. dNX g INstruction, eXplanation or eXpositioa:tally (1 to 5) that is converted tdaal
talking timepercentagee.g. 3 out of ©INX % 6equals 60%.

ThePET protocol used bICRO, unlike6 On a s Wwa&not binarily exclusive. The four
verbalfeedbackcommenitypes TPR 6SBRj 6TPCH BBCG) are simple tallies of

comments.

3.15MICRO: reliability

3.161n 2011, prior to the dateollection phasgtests of intelobserver reliability (TIOR) of

MICROwere completed in two pilot studies onfdifent sites with four observpairs.

The first TIOR involved 3 pairs of observers usingMi€ROin Year 7 classes in an

averagesized (approximately 900wsients) innecity secondary school in Liverpool. The
observers had beerained by readingtandarised instructionprepared for distant

observers recruited via the internet for the researchoddiction phase. The intention was

that the TIOR observemwould learn and usdICROunder the same circumstances as the
observers recr ui tcelldctioh phase.tE&ck paip of abferverd uesl thel a t a
same 5 students for the MTS observatien€ o h ekappaCohen, 1960)vasan

appropriate measud inter-observer reliability:

Observation pairing C o h ekappas % Agreement
Pair #1 0.79 91.3%
Pair #2 0.81 93.5%
Pair #3 0.86 95.6 %

"A kappa above 0.75 indicates a high level of agreement
Table 771 First test of inter-observer reliability (TIOR) between observations of 5
studentdf ol | owi ng a t eusigMKER@tso dd e retca s kota&n

C o h ekappas not an appropriate measure for the comparisemsfandardisethllies

Observersb6 sodt egarciheatidoonw daMOR@QWwereltcenpagedforo ur usi n ¢

reliability using a simple percentage agreement formula:
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Observation pairing % Agreement

Pair #1 91.6 %
Pair #2 93.5%
Pair #3 90.8 %

Table 81 First test of inter-observer reliability (TIOR) between tallies of different
categories offeedbackesihgiCRO ver bal

3.17The second TIOR used two pairs of observataingear 9 studenti& a midlands
secondary school of approximately 1000 studenise®ers were not restricted to

observing the same students in each class for the MTS phase of each observational cycle
and separately selectstiidents. Thegid not share their choices with each other. They sat
away from each other durir@pservations ansecretly filledin MICRO obseavation sheets

This meant thathe TIOR wadocussed on the facility of tHdICRO scheduleas an
integratedmeasureThus a correlation in each of 2 lessons was sought between the 2

observersé observations i MMICRO&tegoresded cal cul at i
taskob ehavi our andf é¢edbcahcek:6 sé6 VRR &;3 Using #rod ; 606SBPO;
parametric trmst, Spear manods
Observation pairing Spearrmanos % Agreement
Pair #1 0.969 99.8 %
Pair #2 0.831 96.7 %

"Significant at 0.01evel (two-tailed)
Table 91 Second est of inter-observer reliability between two observers using/ICRO

and correlating all observational categories

Whi | st keppdiGoheld, $60; Bakeman and Gottman, 199¥jirst choice for
testing interrater relability on singles c a | e s, Bepeoadesraausefuldest when
the scale of categories to be comparedrevenixed in type, e.g. tally plus ordinal as with
MICRG, or have wide and/or clustereahges (LiaoHunt and Chen2010).

3.180bserveteffects that are inevitable with classroobservatiorwere consideredhen
desigring the MICRO schedule. Redicating researcfChapter 2) termethis type of
observab n O nat ur al i sttioc Gnearsdirteh d hadimtaskvaa ur al 6 r at

behaviour, and frequencies$ different types ofrerbal feedback commemsrmallyused
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by teachers in the classroom (White, 1975; Merrett and Wheldall, 1987; Harrop and
Swinson, 2000).

Naturalisticobservations of classroom behaviogually invdve locaing observers in the
classroom to be studieBindings are confounded by participant and observer expectations
( 6 Hawt h o rNago, 1833fReethtisberger amickson. 1939; Draper, 2014; and
6Pygmal i ond o,Rogntha antl JacohsenfE®.f ect 6

3.19Some observational studies of classroom behaviour have experimented with using
video cameraand digital audio recording to negate or redoioserver effectélewitt,

2012; Swinson anHlarrop, 2012), but thiarge nomothetic scale of the curretidy, the
dependence on the voluntary sigm o observers and the expense of providitdgo
equipmengprecluded consideration of this innovatidinwas also the aim of the author to
develop and validate thdICROscheduleas a portable givaway device that

psychologists, teachers and academics could use in schools for their own purposes, e.g.

teachetpeer observation and mentoring.

3.20Another argument answering potential methodologicalb sef ¥ ect 6 <r i ti ci sm
thatall classrooms observed ftire current study had aserver located within thenme

the same researgiurposedescribedo teaches. Whilst an expectancy effesasexpected

i given allclassroom®bserved were probably énb e s ti dbuerhéa detterdhtnal e a s
hypotheticalunobserved and unobservabten at u r a | tas did mospeetlideemg  t

able to cwthipiaked 61 o ket hi siDssdussidny. ( see Chapter |

In conclusionthe interobserver reliability of thiMICRO observatioal schedulds claimed

to bevalid and reliabldor the purposes of the present study.

3.21 Data collectionprocedures

3.22 Two samplesvereused in the present study: an obsesedectednitial sample ofl11
secondanschool academic classes27 UK schools reduced to 106 observations (see
Chapter 4that were statisticallyalid and representative: the UK27 dataaed a initial
sample of 129 academic classeduced to 122 academic lesson observations (61 pairs of
observations of each teaclad ther classes, A.M. and P.M.; see Chaptem®neUK
midlandscity secondary schoagklected by the authahe UK1 dataset.
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3.23Forthe UK27 dataset, psychologisthservers were recruitesing the internet
discussion forumEPNET(Educational Psychologist Netwdfk Observersdentifieda
familiar secondary mainstream comprehensive school which was neither identified as
6f ai |l i n dg%hor lentifi@ifasaspedally behaviourally challenging by Local
Authority advisers.

Two incentives were offered: access to the UK27 sigtan completion of the research; and
entry into a draw for shopping vouchers. This method devised by the autisoised to
goode f f ect wi tphmatyhhase atudy (Ameet&@ls2010). Thdirst invitation

to teke partwas posted t&PNETIn January 2011 and the inuitan was repeated

approximately every 3 mam$during the next 3 years.

3.240bservers were asked to identify a teacivio they might be able to observe twice
teaching an@demic subject within Years 7 to 1@nce in the morning and oncethe
afternoon. It was left foobservers to choodeacher, yeagroup and academic subject in
the belief thatt would be difficult to impose a preelection criterion on observers aad
prediction thathe sample in its entirety would be large enough to ensure a cross
representation of subjects and year grd@ispter 4.

Only obseteacl takandwitto hicddemi ¢ | essons were incl
and UK1 datasets. MusiB,E., I.T., food technology and art were excluded from both

datasets. Lessons that did not require students to talk and write, e.g. exclusively oral / aural

modern language lessons, film viewings, etc., were also excluded. This means that lessons
observedand used for the study were usually English, maths, science, modern languages,

hi story and geography. There was also an 60t h

citizenship, guidance and general studies.

3.250bservations took place beten 2011 and014 and 2®bserversvere who returned

at least one pair of observations each admittédedJK27 datasett was hoped thahe
vagaries obbserverrecruitmentchoice of schogland classes to observaeant that

dataset UK2%vould achieve the samelsctionrangethat would have resulted from a more

rigorously defined stratified random sampling method. It can only be accuriziehd

BEPNET@JISCMAIL.AC.UK- a professional list / discussion website managed,
monitored and maintained by the University of Newcastle.

19 Ofsted:Office for Standards in Education, Children Services and Skille UK state
inspectiorand regulation service
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however thatn un-stratifiedquasirandom sample (Bajpal, 1971) of UK secondary
academic classegas achievedyeas 7, 8 and 9 were marginally owvapresented in the
UK27 dataset (Figure 20)

3.261t was important that th®lICRO schedulecould be easily andeliably taughto

Educational Pgchologists using ananualised training delivery. Educational Psychologists

were assumed to have a prerequisitelassroom and student observation skills as part of

their professional qualification and experience. The training materials werddgtkt and

revised a numdr of times by colleaguesintheda hor 6 s e d u c a tervieerAa | psycho
email helpline waset up so that observers coakhdqueriesto the authorThis service

was infrequently usely observershroughout the dateolledion period

3.27The MICRO schedule primarily consisted of a observation record that was pdffted

as a A4 single sheet (Figure) 1IThis was accompanied bynaanual with exemplars of

each teacher commeoategory ¢TPRg GGBRg aTPCH (5BCYH and of neutrally toned

teachettalk(@NX6) . Ot her document s-summarysheebaditheanony mi s e
template for a permissiomiequest letter intendefor Head TeachePurposes, ethical

considerations and guarantees of anonymity were explained in the letter. Copé&ed of th

documets are appended\ppendix).
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MICRO Recording Sheet

Mixed Interval Class Room Observation
Student Initials (S1/S2/S3/S4/S5): Class / Teacher: Date:

Type of lesson: Eng. / Maths / Sci. / Other  LSA(s) ID(s): Class / gp. size:

ST [SrTE ST _l_as_r,ﬁ,__smmms.i_
COLCCODES | 47T [ fd | C| ™ a6 ] Nx [Tee see | TPC TSR0 OBS NOTES

QW=Quiet
Working
08=0ut

TP=Talking }
1o peer | 3 1 PR
O N S R RN N S il
to teacher
OE=0Occupied
. with equipment
LT=Listening
fo teacher.
WQ=Waiting
in queue
HU=Hand up

Etc.

TOTALS "3’:-' : 1 l Ratios: TPP/SBP ~TPP:SBP i
task = sum(fd%_s)/5= | INX% Raw Tallies &PIC = (TPP+SBP)(TPC+SEC) :

OTHER CODES: Time (T) = In minutes, following direction (fd): v" or * , INX first time instruction, or explanation, or
exposition; neither critical nor praising (Max: 5 per box.) TPP task performance praise SBP social/behavioural praise,
TPC task performance criticism or redirection SBC soci: ioural criticism or redirecti

MICRO Recording Sheet v2

Figure 17 MICRO recording sheet

3.28 For the singleschool dataset UK 4 observers wer@ppointed by the author: the

authorand 3 colleagues

TheUK1 schoolwas familiar to the author. There had been a [mositive relationship
between school arBduational Psychology Servic& he involvement othe school in the
current research came about when the Hessther and Senior Leéership Team (SLT)
requested a survey of how teacher feedback was being usedriviceplanning
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consultatiorafter receivingan inspectiorjudgementy Ofstedthat the school required
6speci al me as {1 Whilst 6bservatitrs of allde@sbri,)year groups and
teachers were undertakem|ypairedobservationgsame teacheA.M. and P.M.)of
academic classesane used for the UK1 datasé€ibservationsvere completedlanuary to
May, 2014,

3.29 lterative Learning Conversations (ILCS) qualitative element using-oucauldian

3x pass thematic discoursanalysis

3.30A regular senior leadership team (SLT) meeting in the UK1 schaslised to

generate an lterative Learning Conversatidpter, 2014)as a peeexamination of the

initial findings from the UK27 and UK1 datasets (Chapters 4 antih®) authoassumed

the ole of meeting facilitatorThe meeting lasted 1.5 hours and began with a presentation
by the author of a draft analysis of the UK1 and UK27 dataBkésILCStranscriptionof

the verbal interactions of the meetings useds the dataset farstructurecexamination

of how the SLT regarded tlmergenguantitative finding®f the studyThis exercise
enhanced thetionalist examination (Nagel, 1964dfthe findings of this study that have
been reported here (Chapters 5 and 6).

3.31When individuals were presented with opposing opinions or directly challenged, the
facilitator encouragethemto modify or defend theiposition In a focus group (Turner,
2012) hemeetingfacilitator is required to be impartial to the extent that theiplification

of issues raised by the group miglepresemergent informatiothatwas new or
previouslyhidden In this ILCS meeting (Apter, 2014), the facilitator needed to ensure that
opportunities to jointly develop an analysis during the meeting m@nenderused as the
learning conversation developadd thematically iterate@nd the dércefulness of
contributions were felt bthe groupThere is aisk of a consensuseingassumed when not
every person has spokenhas spoken infrequentlyhefacilitator neeadto consider
carefully whether people who hadt expressed a view coube assumed toe tacitly

agreéng with the majority, or whether they may simpigvebeenunwilling to voice their

disagreement.

201 p response to an agreement with the Head Teacher

and the Ofsted inspection report has not been referenced because of the sensitivity of these matters in
the light of the findings reportdtkere (Chapter 5 and 6).
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3.32 A verbatim transcription ahemeeting was made and an ILCS Foucauldiapass
thematic discoursanalysig(Apter, 2014)of the transcriptiorompletedWith afocus
groupapproachHarding, 2013) the analysis of transcripts is commanlyntentionally
imprecise thematic examinatidout using ILCS, th&oucauldian thematic discourse
analysisappliedthree successiveodingprocesseto the transcription.

3.33The first analytical pass through the transcribed text was used to analyse and annotate
each line using lterative Learning @arsations codes (ILCS; Apter, 201%here are 10
descriptors used by an ILCS analysis to broadly describe each utteraemas of the type

of information that it was carrying in terms of charaggivity (Apter, 2014:

Iterative Learning Conversations IL.CS categorical codes
Al: Agents /f Lists of people involved in the change-process” — agentically (agents) and
audiences non-agentically (audiences — stake-holders and bystanders) in
talking/communicating/behaving within the transcribed/annotated ILCS.
Agents and audiences are described in respect of identities and in respect of
their context — the historical, cultural and political “givens’ that are
assumed by the percelver!recordef to apply to them.
A2: Attributions / The agency (evident intentions) of agents: and the assumed knowledge
agency expressed by both agents and audiences — including speech-acts (ACT, Iy
or Py). represented usually as verbatim adjacency pairs and perceptions
from the standpoint of the perceiver/recorder (usually the psychologist) of
others’ attributions. “Attribution™ is used in the Heider (1958) Artribution
Theory sense of contextualised meanings.
P1: Possibilities Possibilities of change (problems) that are special types of attributions
identified by each agent. including possibilities/problems that are jointly
identified by agents or audience members.
P2: Propositions These are tentatively proposed functional relationships — usually between
possibilities of change (P1) and the elements that make up a context.
Differing from the concept of a hypothesis, a proposition is a sentence
comprised of words that attribute a causal relationship existing between
different pieces of information. for example. the boy feels sad because his
mother has died. or if we put a plaster on the cut, it will stop bleeding. In a
given ILCS account. there might be multiple related propositions that are
deemed worthy of testing.
T1: Tests Quasi-objective tests, checks and trials that produce ostensible evidence
(E1) that can be associated with propositions (P1) in order to expose their
utility. Tests might include behavioural experiments (trying a new
behaviour out), data from standardised assessments including
questionnaires, graded tasks or exposure to new contexts (for example. trial
placements), and verbal checking, for example, fiow iy that so?
T2: Timescales Historical strings of related events, timed and dated, including when events,
contexts and behaviours have occurred., when assessments and
interventions were completed, and when they are planned to occur in the
future.
El: Evidence Quasi-objective information and measures — including T1. observations,
test and experiment results; and emergent information from trial placements
and changed contexts. Evidence should include judgements by the recorder
of ecological and systemic validity from their standpoint.
E2: Estimates Quasi-objective information that is not known has been estimated.
projected or regressed from E1 and the identification of information that is
still required. E2 is usually attributed information and thus can be
expressed as a factor of A2, thus: A2(E2).
R1: Reflections Emotional. social and intellectual post hoc reflections of agents and
aundiences including the reflections of the ILCS recorder (usually the
psychologist) which might be informed by cited research — expressed
optionally as A2(R1).
R2: Responses A punctuation at a hypothetical endpoint of an IL.CS, as it has been
signified by the recorder: including planned next steps, reboots of ILCS,
repeats of sections (re-iterations) and the reasons for so doing attributed by
agents/audiences. A reiteration might branch back to an earlier specified
point in the ILCS. A response at the end of an ILCS might include a
planned review cycle or case-closure.

Primary

Subsidiary

*Every socio-historical process is a change process, including organisational management,
personal therapy. and governance.

PA perceiverfrecorder is an ILCS practitioner who might also be a psychologist, management
consultant, therapist or politician.

Figure 21 ILCS Categories(Apter, 2014, p. 338)
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3.34Thesecond pass employed a variation of Foucauldian discanedgsis (Foucault,
1969; Apter, 2014) using Speeght codes for locutionary, illocutionary and
perlocutionaryelements (Austin, 1962). Thsecongyass analysis was used to reveal and
describeemergenpowerplays and the use of verbal forcefulness within the discourse.

Austin (1962) proposed that verbal behaviour was comprised of a series of performatives
intended to have an effect on athen order to annotate how power is utilised in
conversations, | LCS uses Austinbs Speech
integral elements called speech acts:

1. The locutionary actACT : the performance of an utterance: the actuataice and its
ostensible meaning, comprising the verbal, syntactic and semantic aspects of any
meaningful utterance.

2. An illocutionary act ly: the pragmatic force of the utterance, in respect of its intended
significance as a sociallyalid verbal adbn.

3. A perlocutionary act Py: its intentional effect, for example, persuading, convincing,
scaring, enlightening, inspiring, or otherwise getting someone to do or realise something,
whether intended or not. The perlocutionary act is implicit irlibeutionary act but is

gauged once a behavioural response, usually a verbal response, has been made by a

respondent.
3.35The third pass employed colecodes (Harding, 2013) for emergéinémes
pragmaticallyidentified by the author as having partiaulelevance for the hypothesis and

research questions of the current resefé@ttapter 2).

The 10 themes and subsidiary illustrative thematic questions are tabulated (Table 29;
Chapter 5).

3.36Thetranscription of what was said in that meeting with dateal ILCS 3pass
Foucauldian codings appended (Appendix)

The summative conclusions of the analysis are presented after the quantitative analysis of

the comparison between the UK27 and UK1 datasets (Chapter 5)
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Chapter 47 UK27 Results- analysisof classroom observations in 27 UK secondary
schools (UK27 dataset)

UK27 dataset descriptive statistics

UK27 dependentt avsakrhéa)bl e ( 6 On

Graphs of UK27 teacher verbal feedback variables

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis (HMRA)of UK27 teacherfeedback
vari abl essaahdéoOn

UK27teacherf eedback-t as k% OCaorrel ati ons
UK27 teacherfeedback type ratios

UK27 other teacherfeedback correlations

UK27 contextual variables descriptives

UK27 HMRA of contextual variables

Other correlations in the UK27 dataset involving contextual variables
UK27 teacherfeedback by year group

UK27 teacherfeedback by subject

=A =4 =4 =9

E I

4.01 UK27 dataset descriptive statistics

The UK27 dataset was compiled fratdiCRO datasummary sheets returned to the author
by 29 observers of 11 academic lessons in 27 secondary schools in a range of locations
including Plymouth, London, Birmingham, Liverpool, Glasgow and Cardiff.

One set of observations was excluded from the UK27 dataset becassarchaeturned
datasummaly sheets that indicated that they had misread the instructions that they had been
sent and appeared to have reversed one or more scales useMhiyRIia: One other set of

observations was excluded from UK27 because data was incomplete.

On e o b s dgafraneonedobtheil [air of observatiomsas subsequently removed from
UK27 for the statistical procedures reported in thiapter because tidéahalanobis
distancecalculated for their data exceeded the critical value for 5 variables used for teacher
verbal feedback analysis and their effects upon the dependent vééiaDia a s )k Thése

data were not subsequentlyineluded for other analyses included in the current research;
for example: the analysis of the effects of 10 contextual variables updepgbkadent

variable, even though the calculated Mahalanobis distance did not exceed the critical value
for 10 variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2012).

4,02 The following 16 variables (5 teacher verbal feedback variables, 10 contextual

variables,andthésngul ar depentda&sak %&darwarmdé ei HOInuded

106 classroom observations:

64

n



Variable Name Description Range

d.v* | Ontask% Following teachedirections meatime as %  0- 100

§§ TPP Task performancegsitive teacheifcomment 07 49+

§ § SBP Social behavioupositiveteacheicomment 07 15+

%E TPC Task performance criticism teachwmment 07 25+

E»gf SBC Social behavioural criticism teacheomment 07 39+

§ = | INX% Neutral teachetalk asa proportion of time % 07 100
Locality type Inner city, suburban or rural 1,20r3
Free school meals%  Proportion of school roll % 0-100
School roll No of students on school roll 5431 1683+
Year group National curriculum year of class 7-12
Teacher gender Male / female 1=m. or 2=f.

Year sb6 exp
Subject

Adults present

Class size

AM or PM

School and contextindependent variables

Number of years teacher has taught
English, maths, science etc.
Number of adults ilassroom
Number of students in classroom

Lesson in morning or afternoon

Less than 1 to 2t
1,2,3,4,5,9,10*
1-6

47 30+

1=a.m. 2=p.m.

*UK27 Additional Codesd.v.= dependent variable, m.= male, f.=female, 1= English, 2= Maths, 3= Science, 4=
History, 5= Geographyg= Modern language, 7= Music &ther- a catchall category that includes more
informal lessons such as pastoral guidance and citizenship that dalmaate in an examination

Table 10- Key to UK27 data variable types

4.03 The following table displays the data limitations of the UK27 dataset in terms of

simple descriptive statistics and minimum / maximum recorded Vafoed 6 variables:

21|BM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 23 was used for all data
processing. All results from calculations are given to 2 decimal places for primary data and means
or 3 deci mal p | aandossedond orden $PISS qaléukatiomnk iwkece the praduct is
small, e.g. standard deviations < 5, etc.
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Variable N Min. Max. Mean SD

d.v. Ontask% 106 39.00 99.00 78.15 13.31
38 TPP 106 0 49 16.78 11.11
g5 sBpP 106 0 15 289  3.725
£5 TPC 106 0 25 5.11 6.02
E» § SBC 106 0 39 12.21 9.87
5 S INX% 106 15 100 52.66 18.91
8 Locality type 106 1 2 1.43 497
% Free school meals% 104 5 71 20.86 16.61
S
= School roll 106 543 1683 955 346.86
8
§ Year group 106 7 12 8.66 1.498
€ Teacher gender 106 1 2 1.52 50
5 Years experience 106 0 25 8.20 5.87
§ Subject 106 1 10 4.33 3.21
2
g Adults present 106 1 6 1.33 75
§ Class size 106 4 30 19.43 7.085
AM or PM 106 1 2 131 465

Table 117 UK 27 dataset, descriptive statistics

There were no rurally located schools in the sample. All schools wsobimban,

metropolitan or innecity locations. Schools, classes and teachers were selected by
observers as matching the research inclusion criteria provided in advance documentation
(appended: Appendix; see also ChapteilBg mean duration of lesson ebgations used

for compiling the UK dataset was 32.5 minutes (SD= 2.92).

4.04The following figue is a graph depictingoxplot£? of 15 variables (N=106). It

exclude=s Sc hool r ol |l 6. THrem54ato p&3tudehts mearthitbavbd r o |
boxdot could not be meaningfully incorporated in the same graphthe UK27 sampile

mean of 959 and the range of 543 to 1643 provides a good analogue for the Department for

Educationdés (DfE) figures for the UK as a
955.65 students (DfE, 2014).

22 Each plotted box represents 50% of cases, with whiskers extending to smallest and largest values.
The circles and numbers represent outliers, with vahetsare more than 1.5x more than the
adjacent edg®alue of a box. The dark line across the rectangle represents the mean.
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Figure 37 Boxplots of UK27 variables included in the current researc(N=106)

This graph serves to graphically represent data distribution centred on means, and any
taek%Whe depen

outiersTher e wer e

2 | ower

outliers

With teacheifeedback variables: there wereiperoutliers from the boxplotad SBP6 and
e8x pf e roEre Mdker ée,

7f r om ;@idmith&chool context variables: 7 framY e ar s 6

school meal s %6, and
determined bYBPS$, independent contextual and feedback variables are indisgtitable

4

A

from 6Adul

talliesand ro otheroutlier data points were removed.

ts

I n the case odnexponéhtabdistabutobanduBiBradutlierswas

expectedrom the review of previous literature: teachers have not previously been observed

to make significant usage of these feedbgples (Chapter 2).

The smallest boxes represéime 3dichotomousschool context ar i abl e s :

present 6.

6Locality

(that there were naural secondargchoolsi a category on the data summary fermas an
gender d; and

unanticipated

26l ndi sput abl ebd

6givend) ;

insofar
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4. 05 UK27 dependeanstk Wéayri abl e (60n

The distributionoth e dependent as & i a bilsteerfoiawidgbbre d
graph:

Mean = 7515
10— - Std. Dev. = 13.31
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Figure4i Di st r i buttaskhadi of UKDH dat afsiettd wi drhmadlb e st
distribution curve (N= 106)

Testing thdJK27 6 On a s Ka¥ador being normally distributethe distribution failedthe
KolmogorowSmirnov test wittD (106) = .12p < .005 This might appear to mean that
parametric statistical analgs should not be used with the UK@atasetin the first
instance. However, there is a balance to be drawn betwedikelihood of a Type 1 error
and the potential power of a statistical test (Pett, 2016). Insofar as establiphilictive
relationship between thdistribution(s)of one or more independent variabéesl the
distributionof a dependent variable smpport a hypothesis, parametric tests are more

powerfulthan their norparametric equivalentgid.).
The 5% tri mmed mean of-task¥h)evasd/8.§8® whickwat v ari abl e

satishctory (ibid.). Skewness waneasured &= -.76 (SE= .235) whicllescribedhe

midpoint of the distribution being skewed to the right as is evident from the histogram
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above Figured) Kurtosis, measured &= .13 (SE= .465) suggested that the distribution
was steeply peaked

4.06The QQ Plotstrongly suggestedormdity whilst reflecting the preously noted
caveat about skavess:

Expected Normal

-2

4=

T T T T
40 G0 a0 100

Observed Value

Figure 57 Normal Q-Q Plot of UK 2 7 -t6 @D kvéfiéble

Whilst the distribution of th&JK27dep e n d e ita sk @ad v a théKalimdgerovf ai | e d
Smirnov tesbf normality, a number o€haracteristicsupportedcontinuedconsideration of

usingthe more powerful parametric group of tests (Pett, 2016). Thesetdratics were:

the sample wamodeately large (N= 106); the mean svenore valid than the median as a

significart characteristic of the distribwin; and the number of outliers svamall = 2),

not too distant from the median and in the direction of the more complete leading tail

given the righthanded skew of the distributitinWith large datasets, smooth dibtrtions,

either normal or exponential, are improbable (Field, 2009).

4.07Notably, the meafollowing teacherd i r e ¢ t  cansskpéfcant@ge at 7&% for
UK27 secondary schools including all year groups (7 tonl#8)6.34% lower than the mean

24 Data was also subjected to Rparametric tets particularly when a distribution severely violated

parametric assumptions but where the variable concerned was particularly pertinent to the research
guestions, e.g. O6TPCO6 and O6SBP6. Results of these
report Other norparametric results are reported in the Appendix for the sake of completeness.
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6othapld cent age of 8 4 . 4 Siredarlg largeacal@20ID primary t he awu't |
school study (Apteret al.,201Q N= 141).

4.08Graphs of UK27 teacher verbal feedback variables

The8 graphs below are histograrmsdrespective QQ Plotsrepresenting 4ypes of
teacheiffeedbaclkcomments included in the UK27 dataset6 TPP6 ( Task Per f or ma
Positivg ; 6 SBC6 (Soci al Behaviour Criticism); OTP

(Social BehaviouPositive:

Mean = 16.78
Stal. Dewv. =11 .11
M =106

15—
— Mormal

107

Frequency
|

A s N

o
[n] 10 20 30 40 S0
TPP

Figure 6 - Histogram representingUK27 6TPP6 Takk-Performance Positive) teacher
feedback comments with bestit normal distribution curve (N=106)
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T
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Figure 77 Normal Q-Q Plotof6 TP P 6

The mean and distribution suggettat teachers usqmbsitivefeedbackcommentdirected

at student s t as #ta lpighenoumh rafenaan=e6.78,0NF1IRENA Yith

a normal enough distribution to warrant investigating further using parametric methods the
associ at i TomP & ea-nwakseknid do.

409The exponential distribution of teachersoé u
6SBP6 and t haedotarnaulmbteirv eolfy 6sSmBalPI6l comment s in the
(mean= 2.89, N= 106) reflected the repeated theme in the literature (Whkelkall989;

see Chapter 2) that teachers in secondary schools do not usually congratulate students for

good behaviour.
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Mean = 2.59
St Dev. =372
M=105

— Exponential

40—

30

Frequency

\

.‘:I.:i:l".-—l_l

o 1 1 T T
o =) 10 15 20
SBP
Figure8i Hi st ogram r epr e e ntSiorcg al KPaskvedemE e ur a l

comments Wwith éresnenti alN=1@) st ri buti on curve

14

12

A
i

o
|

Expected Exponential Value

Observed Value

Figure 97 Exponential Q-Q Plotof 6 SB P 6

The exponential distribution of O6SBP6 warrant

instances score was the most frequently occurring case (mode).

410As with O0SBPO6, ribheteopmpooméntieal heirstt use of
criticism O0TPC6 comments and the relatively s
UK27 dataset (mean=5.11, N= 106) reflected another repeated theme in the literature

(Wheldallet al.,1989; and see Chagt2) that teachers in secondary schools rarely criticise
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students for their academic wadrlat least in respect of making comments that the whole

class and an observer would hear.

40—

30

20—

Frequency

10

[~y

Mean =511

St. Dev.=6.02
M =106

— Exponential

Figure 107 Histogram representingUK 276 TP C 6

teacher

Once

agai n,

T T I
10 135 20 25

the exponenti al

(Task

c ommefnittsé weixtpho néebnetsita(N=106) st ri buti on

di

30

Pewsm)or mance

stributi

indicates that a zefimstances score is the most frequently occurring case (mode).

30

254

[N
o
1

10

Expected Exponential Value
1

T
10 20 30

Observed Value

Figure 117 Exponential Q-Q Plotof6 TP C 6
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4.11Wi t h ¢ t8aBhereedback comments that were critical of students social
behaviour, higher frequencies of comments and a lower proportion of zero scores is

represented in the following histogram:

15— Mean = 12.21
St. Dewv. =987
M =106

= Mormal

= — S
=
o
=
=
s L —
L
vd —
o p i
L/ N
d ]
\""h
[n} T T T T
o 10 20 30 40
SBC

Figure 127 Histogramrepr e s e nt i n @ 6 30&akBehadidfriticism) teacher
comment s 4vinbrihal didirieusian curve (N=106)

TheUK 2 7 oOngedan& 82.21 (SD= 9.87; N= 106) appears much higher than the means

for2teachef eedback & a(lmeeemrs= 625.B8F9); and 6TPC6 ( mean
6TPP6 (16.78). These differences are anal ysed
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Figure 137 Normal Q-Q Plotof UK2 7 &6 SBC®H

4.12 An estimation of the mean amount that teachers spoke for in the di23et lesson
observations irrespectiveof their use of positive or negative feedback comments

students, wacaptured it hIBNX%6 v ar i abl e -télkas aipgropoatibn dime ac her
%). The histogranand QQ Plot below depich steep normalharacteristic in the

distribution

157

10— _/-—h\

Mean = 52 .66
Stal. Dew = 18.91
M =105

— armal

Frequency
-“i\.

!
z0 40 &0 E0 100 120
TN X%

o=

Figure 14 - Histogram representing UK276 | NX %6 neuttalkeasa t eacher
proportion of time % (N=106)
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Figure 157 Normal Q-Q Plotof UK 2 7 6|1 N X %6

4.13Whilst some ottheverbal feedbackata e . g . particularly O6SBP6 a
violatedthe parametricequirement for normality, the parametric statistical method of

choice to identify th@redictiverelationship betweea numbeiof differert dynamically

independent variables, ethe amount of neutral teackhera | k: 01 NX%6; and teac|
feedback commenté TPP6; O6SBPO6; ahdalapéndentvaaiablgintbeS B C 06

current research: students following teaethér r e ¢ t it canssk %$oduibper a

regressior{Tabachnick and Fidell, 2012).

If co-linearity - or indeed, any other significant associatidrvad been established between

the 2 exponentially distributed teaciee e d back vari abl es:- 6SBP6 and
t as k%6, oviolaton @ moimdscedaatinity assumption (ibid.) then this decision

would have required a further review, but this was not evident on inspection of scatter plots

of distributions.

4.14Hierarchical multiple regression analysis (HMRA)of UK27 teacherfeedback

vari abl esaahkedédOn

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis (HMRA&X variant of multiple regression (Palint,

2010)- was used to assess the relative predictive relationship between 5 control measures
(6TPPO; 6SBP®; NXPddhodeperdé&Bvaridble: students following

teached i r ect i-toansk % )6.0nThe initial procedure usi ng

particular case in the UK27 dataset (when N= 107) was causing violation of the procedure
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by exceeding the critical value of theaktalanobis distance for 5 variabl&s g) of 20.26

for n>100,p < .05 (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2012). By removing ¢theidentified outlier

case from UK27, as Tabachnick and Fidell advise for HMRA, the maximum Mahalanobis
distance decreaseki=6) from 2172 to 14.02. The sample using 5 independent variables as
control measures for HMRA was still sufficiently large (N=106) with up to a 5% reduction
of the dataset being judged as acceptable (ibid.).

Whilst the means of the 5 variables being consideredrasot measures with HMRA were

more valid than medians in each case, (Pett, 2016), the exponential distributions, small size

of means, large number of zero scores and exponential distributions (Tabachnick and Fidell,

2012) suggested caution abouttheincluon of : 6SBP6 and O6TPC6 in t|
subsequently revealed that their influence in any of the 6 models was negligible, probably

because of the high number of zero scores.

4.15The hierarchical order of variable inclusion for HMRAthe preditive relationship of

5 UK27 independent teacher verbie¢dback variables when considering the distribution of

the dependes tas wasdiodeldi ceS BCN;,; -Maldle 6 TPCEG; Model
add 6SBPO6 and adTdP Bad ;N XN dubi Moedte |6 SSBCdModelnd 6 TP C6 ;
6isubtract o601 NX%0:

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Single most Critical teacher Praising and Comprehensive | All positive + Only praising
predictive feedbaclonly critical teacher teacher verbal teacherfeedback | feedback
independent feedback feedbackmodel + neutral talk
variable

SBC SBC SBC SBC SBP SBP
TPC TPC TPC TPP TPP
SBP SBP INX%
TPP TPP
INX%

Table 121 Hierarchical multiple regression: order of models and UK27 teacher verbal

feedback variables

4166 SBCO6 accounted f oiF(11164)8l6.68p0f. G hle) vafr i @drc e
t aslo%@®@.Cd6, when added i n aé¢@ol03n+9%68<f00l) an addi
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meaning thatritical teacheifeedback as measured by theadables accounted for 15.8%

of the variance.

When added in, O6SBP6 and OTHRIOHIOBs@l®p<nt ed f or

.001) of the variance; ané&(GbAaA00NKBEg<fO@), only an
so the tot alt as&kbarmrce oafnt@d for by the compre
feedback model Model 4, that included thetéacheffeedbacky ar i ab | €%,.17606 TPP O (

p= . 075)E=-18%BP.601 {7 )E=.18=P C 61 6(6 ) E=-.4519$8.0404) (

plus the measure obtial observed teacheéra | k ,  B=1.0860p26696)(was: 19.6%.

Only the contribution of péd®BC6 was individual

6SBC6 and OTPCO6 were subtracted to create Mod
or neutrakteacheifeedback6 TPP & SBPO6 and 61 NX%6 . Mo d el 5 acc
of the varianceK (3,102)=.816p< . 5); and when o601 NX%6 was subt
6, the effect was negligible. Modet® TPP6 and 6SBP6 accounted for
(F (2, 103) =1.23,p< .5) also.

TheE (beta) statistic provided a relative measure for each predictor / control measure of

their relative contribution to the comprehensive model; in order of importance within the

UK27 dataset thelargesEi s | i st ed fé;r s&T P @6S;BCOSBRGT;PPand 01l
evident that O6SBCO6 provided by far the bigges:
for the totalaswka%bi awmictehiinn téh@en UK27 dataset . It

that thedirectionof contribution asndicated bya negativelysignede in the cases of both
6 SBCO6 a n degatig-Breahning thatessof both is predictively associated with
more6 Ona s k %6 .

417UK27 teacherf eedback-t ask%o6 Ooaorrel ati ons

Correlational statistics aresednhereto providesuppative secondary information for
associative relationships between variables and not primary arguments about distribution
predictabiliy. Correlationuses a transformational technique of standardising variable
measurements in order toable the possibility of a comparison of like and with like
(Baguley, 2010). This ensures that any conclusions drawn are weaker than when using

multiple regression and tiecoefficient

5 E (Beta)= Standardised multiple regression coefficient produced by SPSS.
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The next section investigates further the UK27 distributions dftbeu r v ar i abl e s ; OTEF
OTPCO6; O6SBPO6; an d-prédictNerétaiionship (aslindicdted byrHMRA) n

with the distributi ont asfk %o evidsewaghlotdygnau s ivrag i sacha
correlational statistics.

4.18A positivecorrelation expectedrom the literature review and thus expresagatiori

for the current research i n HyupktWhde aind #HIT P(PHe
would be significantly associatédmeaning that teachers who used more positive feedback
commentsvould be teaching classes where students would be more likely to be following

their directions. There was no significant evidence that this was the case in the UK27

secondary school dataset from the parametric correlational analysis.

Investigating furthet he di stri butions of the variable O6TP

relationship with the di sttraisbku%d owii soufaltlhye udseipn

scattetp| ot s, the following 60TPPO6 gwumgh shows cl u:
guadrant:
100 o o N o 5. O
8 [s] [s] o
o [=] o ° 80 e
Q
aaooog 000 OO . o % OO
o el o]
a4 © © ©_°gog o
o] (o] o o o
o © o o 0 o
HE oooo o e
O @ ©

Qo

407 o

TPP

Figure 167 Scatterplots h o wi n g TPB&Task Parformance Positive)and its
association with students followingteached i r ect i-toask %@®)YOn( N= 106)

This distribution pattern is similaeetto that
al., 2010, p. 156). On the faealidity of the scatter plot data, the distribution suggests that
the association between the 2 variables is probably being affected by other unplotted

variables. The clustering represented in theléfipquadrant suggests thallies of between
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feedback comment3his observation might require further investigation.

As

SO.

reported

Thi s

was

unexpected

abovet ash@&bdwatsriapptrioan mat edé@nnor
S p e a +paremnatiéc sankrcornelation coefficient wasignificant ¢ho=.013, N=
106,p=.895,2t ai | ed) .

and contra

primary school research (Aptext, al.2010, p.155) where gositivecorrelation was
calculated (= .345,p <.01, twotailed).

4.19As

not ed

above,

t he

di stri

but i

on of

exponential bedfit line with many tallies between 0 and 1 (see 4.10 above).
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Figure 1771 Scatterplot showing UK276 T P C 6
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commentsand the association with students followingteached i r ect i-toas k %@ )On

(N=106)

Thenonpar ametric

correl

ati

on

bet ween-t he

moment correlation coefficient was insignificartig= .058, N= 106p= .554, 2tailed).
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Figure 1871 Scatterplot showing UK27&BPS Saogial Behaviour Positivg teacher
commentsand the association with students following teached i r ect i-toas k %@ )On
(N=106)

As with TPC, the distribution of nnSBP6 data p
exponential bedft line with many tallies between 0 and 1 on the X axis. The non
parametric correlation between-niofment t wo variab

correlation coefficient was insignificarmhp= .125, N= 106p=.201, twaetailed).

4.20A positivecorrelationexpectedrom the literature review and thus expresagaiori

for the current research i n Hyapkt¥dde aind #3 NXUd
would be significantly associatédmneaning that teachers who spoke more as an integral

element of their teaching would be teaching classes where students wouldeliehpto

be following their directions. There was no significant evidence that this was the case in the

UK27 secondary school dataset, either from the HMRA (4.16 above). This was unexpected

and contrasts with the r egasdaichs(Apteetal®01®,he aut ho

p.155) where a significapositivecorrelation was calculated<.168,p =.05, twectailed).

The following 61l NX%6 graph shows some cl uster
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Figure 197 Scatterplots h o wi n g INXYK&® tradteacher-talk and its association
with students following teacherd i r ect i-toaask %®)On( N=106)

As noted above, tt haes kKd46s tarnidb wdtl iNOX e oMereeOme ar n
parametric correlation between the two variables using Pearsorcprodimnent correlation

coefficient was also insignificant£ .040, N= 106p=.681, 2tailed).

4.21In interpreting these result®ither the predictive significance of tRecoefficient
when using HMRA, or the parametricor the norparametriaho correlation- an
important consideration was that ti¢éCRO observation tootannot be used to identify or
analyse a direct correspondence between any particular student following-tieetterns

and a teacher és f eedbac kcallyaddreseed thesr behaviaur. mi g h't

Thus the strongly predictive relationship (according to HMRA) between, for example,

6SBC6 and the detpenkidhti sy amdtabd ec @Wsnal one in
example: social behaBCOuWrcannbdoicbeansed s mmedt § 0
epi sodes of specifically observedask®mients fo

because the observations of each phenomenon were completed each time in sequence rather
than simultaneously (see Chapter3). th8 BC6 vari abl e can only be us
distributiono f t htea skkO® scores obtained during an obs

fuller discussion of these matters).
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4.22 UK27 teacheifeedback type ratios

In common with findings from earlier search, (Wheldakt al.,1989; and see Chapter 2),

UK27 teachers comments critical of students?o
and 6TPC6 but not as frequently as O6TPP6. The
these differences within tHéK27 dataseand whether Hypothesis #3 (Chapter 1) was

supported.

The means of thevariabless6 TPC6 ( Task Performance Criticism
Behaviour Positive)n the UK27 dataset are much lower than the means aftties2
variablesrepresentingteaehr ver bal feedback O6TB&d (Task Per
6SBC6 (Soci al Behaviour Criticism). The foll o
comparison of ratios of the 4 types of teaehex e d bac k ¢ o mme;n t&T R GOT PaPnod, 6
6SBCO) :

TPP Mean=16.78 SBP Mean=2.89
SD=11.083 TPP/SBP 5.81:1 SD=3.72
N =106 N = 106
TPP/TPC TPP/SBC | TPC/SBP SBP / SBC
3.28:1 137:1 1.77:1 1:4.22
TPC Mean=5.11 SBCMean=12.21
SD=6.02 TPC/SBC1:2.39 SD=9.87
N =106 N =106

Table 13- Ratio table of UK27 teacherf e edbac kT PMR&G&Nnsa SBP; OTPCO6; ar
6SBCO

A oneway repeated measures ANOWas conducted to compare the means of teacher

feedback comments in 4 categori@sT PP6; O $%BEBO6; and 6SBCOG. There
significanteffect for teachefeedback commentsyilk's lambda, ¢ = .31,(F (3, 103) =

75.10,p<.005), multivariate partiaetasquared = .69. Pairwise comparisoegealed that

each of the 4 category tallies are significantly different from each of the 3 other category

tallies,p< .05.

Hypotheis #3 is therefore supportegiithers in secondary schools use significantdye

positiveverbalfeedback, e.g. praisimgpmments, t@ncourageacademidaskfocussed
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behaviour and producind significantlymorenegativeverbalfeedback, e.geritical
commentsto discourage ndesirecsociatb e h a v i fotask®d (& @ aand useu r )
significantlylesspositiveverbal feedbacko ercourage students to follow their soeial
behavioural (noracademic) directions; and significantissnegativeverbal feedback to
discourage undesired, incorrect or inaccurate acadmsikdocussed behaviour or product

423 UK27 other teacherfeedback correlations

An expectedorrelation (following the results from the HMRA reported above) more fully
revealed by a statisti c-mbmemtgogalation soefficieansi ng Pear
was the finding of a negative medium cortelaon bet weent asSB® @nd 60n
.371, N= 106,significant at the .01 level-@iled).

This confirmed the implication of the HMRA that the direction of the predictive
relationship between the two variables meant that the less a teacher wasdtisase
soci al behaviour criticism (6SBCbd), the more

teached i r ect HHoamssk %6H)OnN n t he cl assr oom.

Whilst this finding wagost hocaandnot presented previously as a research hypothesis (in

Chapter 1), the would appear to be an obvious faedidity to this finding- suggesting

that a class that is generally wbkhaved and following teachdri r e c t it camssk 469 Oma r e

less likely toprovokes o ci al behaviour criticism6(06SBC6) for

4.24There were a number of additional correlations that wepesif hodnterest evident

from this phase of the statistical analysis o
positivelyc or r el at e d=.185rhox .2@pPP»BR2t 6i | ed) ; amd with 6T
.357,rho= .351, p< .01, Zailed) meaning that teachers who used critical social behaviour

feedback were also more likely to use 2 other forms of verbal feedback: praising and critical
comments direct edenichehaviou. A sisitarredagonshigvas a ¢ a d
identified bet wee282r0S.B7B,p<.(d,2@iled.TPPO6 (

In respect of the total amount of talking a teacher uses in the course of teaching an academic

l esson (01 NX%06) , tatioewitle anyeasherwerbalyeedbacletype or r e

(6TPPO;, OTPCO,;, oOp#ticopr 68B&86) onauwealg Pear sonbd
ent bet we=193pxl05 Xt&déd) imthed) K2y GefaBed This

result is reported here for tisake of completeness and as a contrasting comparator with the

coef fici

other more significant correlations reported here. The correlation was not repkadthted,
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nonpar ametri cal | yhouwesrinthgoth8rpaasat, bkalr(Chapter 5;
Discussion).

4.25UK27 contextual variables descriptives

HMRA was also used to assess the relative pligdicelationship between 9 of the 10
contextual factors: OFree school naasl s %6; 0S
si zebd; 0 Aduwletasperjmc@ seafTédacher gender 6; 6Year g
dependent variable: students following teaathér r e ¢ t i-toansskTHe&1)H.0 n

i ndependent variabl e: 6Sub|j-dichatdnous eatkegoecalc | uded
variable with 7 levels (academic subjects): English, maths, science, history, geography,

other (including media, and personal development), and méategnages. kvas not

possible to usefully recode these as pairs of dummy variéblesontrast, whilst

technicallya cat egorical variable, 6éYear groupb6 was
purpose of HMRA. This was justified because of the close relatiobshipeen yeagroup

and age, meaning that O6Year groupd could be t

4.26 The maximum Mhalanobis distance fon@riables k= 9) was27.88for n>100,p <

.01 (Tabachnick and Fidell, 201.2Dne caseMD=50.22) exceeded thisitical value and

was removed from the dataset. By remowangdditionalidentified outliercase from

UK27, as Tabachnick and Fidell advise for HMRA, the maximum Mahalanobis distance
decreasetbr 9 variablegrom 50.22 taan acceptable 27.6The sample as still

sufficiently large N=105) with a less than 1% reduction of the dataset being judged as

acceptable (ibid.JThe means of th@ variables being considered as control measures with

HMRA were more valid than medians in each case, (Pett,2016)o cal ity typed (sc
2, mean= 1. 43, SD= .497) ; 6Teacher gender o6 (s
6AM or PM6 (scores 1 or 2, mean= 1. 31, SD= . 4

admissible for HMRA despite violating normality (ibid.).

Distributions of the other 6 variablégiled the Kolmogorossmirnov testThis is
unsurprising given the nature of these contextual variables and the large (n>100) sample

size.

®When O6Subjectd was recoded as dummy variables, th
more outliers, many of which exceeded the critical value of the Mahalanobis distance. Removal of 2

additional cases and a significant increase in the numberditfmes further compromised the

veracity of the HMRA that was attempted and it was abandoned.
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For example: O6Roll 6 and OFree schboniilarmeal s %6
distribution patterns that are negatively correlated 40,p< .05, 2tailed) with an

evident demographic relationship.

4276 Ye ar gr oskewéd caneedvhidh eolild be described as assdfction effect
(Ziliak and McCloskey, 2008)ith a mean of 8.66 and a 5% trimmed mean of 8.58.
Skewness was measuredsat.636 (SE= .235); and kurtosiskat -.738 (SE= .465):

407 Mean = 8.66
Stol. Dev. = 1.498
M =106

Frequency

o T T T T
7 a8 =] 10 11 12

Year group

Figure20i Hi st ogram showing distribution of UK27 0
(N=106)

As can be seen from thigstogram,Year 7 and 8 classes were selected most frequently by
observers for the current research probably because they were probably the most convenient
classes to select. This tails off to much lower frequencies for the GCSE examination years

10 and 11. There we just 2 observations offered of Year 12 classes where students had

begun study for their A Level examinations and none for Year 13, the A Level examination

year.

428The distribution of the UK27 O6VYesaewsdd exper i
high peaked normal distributiamith a mean of 8.20 and a 5% trimmed mean of 7.77.

Skewness was measuredsatl.232 (SE= .235); and kurtosiskat 1.149 (SE= .465):
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30 Mean = 5.2
Stol. Dev. = 5867
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Figure21iHi st ogram showing distribution of UK27 6
(N=106)

This distribution presents as an accurate analogue of the teatdwion figures for all UK

schools (DfE, 2015b).

4296 Adults presentd6 in the class was correctly

distribution for obvious reasons:

1007 Mean = 1.33
Std. Dev. = .752
N =106
a0
& &0
=
@
3
o
@
L=
[T
40
20
0 T T T - T : T T
1 2 3 4 5 6

Adults present

Figure 227 Histogram of UK2760 Adul t s pr eN=el@6) 6 i n cl ass
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The anomalous single case where there were 5 adults in addition to theatihes
supporting students with special needs was a Year 9 science lesson where students were

completing arexperiment with hazardous apparatus in small groups.

430A speculation with the distribution pattern
represented in the histogram below is that there are 2 separate distribution patterns overlaid

upon each o#ri predominantly large 20 to 30 student groups for core subjects, English

and maths in years 7 through to 9 dominate, and then smaller specialised groups dominate

for more specialised lessons in years 10 and 11. The overlay of the two or more patterns

could be judged to have created the cumulative chaotic pattern presented here:

204 Mean = 1943
Std. Dev. = 7.085
N =106

10

Frequency

[TTT]

o T T T T

Class size

Figure23i Hi st ogram of UK27 O6Cl ass sized (N= 106)

A casenumbered scattgrlot suggests that this might be the case

There are a number of clusters evident but the vaaffasts that might be represented by
the clusters are complex and would require considerable further investigation for any
hypothesis to be generated and suppatetithere is nourrent indicatiorthat suchan

emergenhypotheses would beppropriate whin theprovince of the current research
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4311t i s not appropriate to treat the array of
normally-distributed variable and it will not be included in thk27 HMRA of 9

contextual variables (below). OSegtripsgaft sé6 i s a
whi ch are separate curricular subjects. Whil s
described as being delivered as aclasstbaans e d academi ¢ | ealson, 6Ot he
category that includes more informal lessons such as pagtiislance and citizenship that

do not culminate in an examination. Some lessons were not included in the study, for

example: P.E.; L.T.; and art.

Mean = 3.95
Std. Dev. = 2.704
M =107

Maths
Other

307

Science

English

20—

Frequency

Geography

odern Language

History

J !
Music

Subject

Figure 251 Hi st ogram showing distribution of curric

(N= 106)
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Thehistogam provides a representation of the distribution of curricular sulgigsbns that

were observed. The distribution violates an assumptiomwhality.

432 UK27 HMRA of contextual variables

The hierarchical order of variable inclusion for HMRAthe predictive relationship of 9

UK27 independent contextual variables when considering the distribution of the dependent

paddentdédraModegl

vari ahklae W& @Modelli 6 Teacher gender 6 and

add d6Year griradg 6§ CIMangbe [6sA3zLelbt s

typebob, OFree school Tatd!| &AM ammrd BNRO:I | 6 ;
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Two most predictive | Hypothetically next Add human context: | Comprehensive All positive +teacher

teacherspecific
contextual
variables

most predictive
contextual variable

class size plus no. of
adults

teacher verbal
feedback model

feedback+ neutral
talk

Only praising
feedback

Year so e

Teacher gender

Year so e

Teacher gender

Year s6 e

Teacher gender

Year so e

Teacher gender

Year so e

Teacher gender

Year group

Year group

Year group

Year group

Class size

Adults present

Class size

Adults present

Class size

Adults present

Locality type
Free school meal;
Roll

Locality type
Free school meal
Roll

AM or PM

Table 1471 Hierarchical multiple regression: order of introduction of models and

UK27 contextual variables

4.33 Consisting of two teachepecific contextual factoré: Y e ar s 6

experienced

0 T e ac h e rModglel mataumtedl fak7.2 % of the variancd=((2, 102) = 10.56p <

.001)in6 Onha s k

Model 2-wh e n
of the varianceK (3, 101) = 8.31p<.001) .

presento added i n,

%6 .

6Year

wer e

groupbod

9C

was
Mo d e |

3,

added i n

when

t o
6ClI

account ¢(,99er

OYear so

ass



5.12 p<.00l). Model4-when O6Locality typebd; O6Free school
added ino the HMRA, accounted for an additional 6.9% of the variaR8,(96) = 4.55,

p< .001). Model5-when &6 AM or P Mahe WNMRA, aacdudteddor ann

additional .1% of the variancé€ (9, 95) = 4.03p< .001).

Model 5- the comprehensive contealunodel which included 9 contextual variables
(excepting the inclusion of O0Subjectd), accou
task %6 distribution. Model 5 ciotmesnoss t ed of (i
influential variable firs ) : 6 Ye ar sE&.38p<p e r0i0elnc e @(Fr eE= school n
313p< . 005) ; 6 TE=a.t8Ap= 1051f;e ndea DrE{-gl8lp=u.g6s); (

6Local iB=yl77p=y p.eld3 5() ; A&Eu.076ps p A & 4 dEFt0B4DE | | 6 (

646):6 Cl as €=-D31p=e 6. 7(7) ; O EH.20p=.678). Gniylihe (
contributions of OYearsd experiencebd and O6Fre
(p< .05).

4.340ther correlations in the UK27 dataset involving contextual variables

Therewere a number agmergentin-hypothesised contextuaariable correlationis the

UK27 dataset revealed by usiho ghe8giasetis mands r an
unequally representative in terms of year groups. As correlations were not hypotaedised

the significant correlations do not have relevance for the research questions of the current

research (Chapter 2), no further explanations has been atte@pteslations are included

here for the sake of completeness but should be considereckhwitbn.

In the UK27 dataset, OLocalrho=y33tNcp06@<x was corr
. 05), rho=T.REB=106p<. 01) , O Fr ee roz-l6boN=108g<al s %06 (
.01) and rboS1369sNs=106p<z ®A ) O Fr ee tsic ho®@&Rdnme(@l %6 w
275,N=106p<. 01) , rh6=T-BIG,0N=106p<. 01) , O Aduhb=t.Z4,present O
N=106,p<. 05) and rboSt4HS N=166p<z.e001l)(; O6Year groupd wit
(rho=-.325,N=106p<. 01) , O Ad uhbt-832,Nr-rHBspgen©®©b6) ( and O6AM or
P M&ho%£ .216, N=106p<. 05) ; O Adul t s nmo=e2& Nt106pwi t h O6TPPO
.05); OCI as srhc=i2683eN= 106p<t. D 1 SBRGMOWA O6AM or PMO6 wit
(rho=-.203, N= 106p< .05).

*"Negatively signed statistic relates to dichotomous variable, male= 1, female= 2; therefore,
(E=-.189 p< .06) indicates that male teachers are more predigtassocisgd withhigher
0 On a s kbut & an insignificant levepg .05).
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4.35 UK27 teacheffeedback byyear group

Looking provisionally at thetasH?%aiaomdhti lpe bset
teacher verbal feedback types: 0 TeBchdb ; 6TPCO; |
verbal behaviour percent age-grapldotb WsMayidepicti t i s i n
trends in the UK27 dataset, yegoup by yeaigroup:

— On-task%
100 1M %

TPP

SBP

TRC

SBC

a0 »-_ — —

50—

Score

40

20

] ]
o=
[
-
=
-
=
-
e

Year group

Figure 267 line graph depicting the UK27 frequency of 6 variable§ 6 Ohas k %6 and
5 teacher veb a | behaviour variables by 6Year groupo

It is Iimportant to be -temk®WwdedntdhalNK®Wweé, tape 2|
recorded on the graph as percentages in contrast to the 4 types ofteadhack

variables, which are recorded on the grapmaans of tallies of feedbadomments. The

graph depicts how teachers use much more O0TPP
year group but that the tallpyeans converge downwards to low means in Year 11 and 12.

This reflects maybe the teacketpectabn that students are able to manage with less

teacher support including verbal feedback as they mature as learners and progress year by

year through their secondary school.
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The graph suggestask¥%@atf itdier d&J Ktheatytsthei n Year

t hat ethle201@8ut hor 6s
11.

recorded in
72. 5% by

same | evel

but

was

then declines to Year The gr

used more by teachers in Years 7 and 8 but usage of both degezadag year in a

downward trend to Year 11 and 12. Ol NX%6 al so

Distilling this graph in to the relationshipyear group by yeargroupp f t he means of &

task%b6; O6TPPO6; and 6SBCO emdstiravdalinguafang suspected

covariance in the trends depicted by the graph, the following table was derived:

Year group Mean SD

On-task% 7 81.67 9.634 28
8 76.36 14.175 30
9 81.83 13.5 15
10 79.48 6.098 12
11 72.92 18.051] 14
12 73.50 18.156 4
Total 78.38 13.155 103

TPP 7 19.07 10.691 28
8 20.07 12.357, 30
9 21.00 10.549 15
10 11.67 7.738 12
11 9.57 6.676 14
12 6.00 7.3485 4
Total 16.98 11.164 103

SBC 7 12.11 11.229 28
8 11.90 8.942 30
9 15.87 11.544 15
10 9.58 7.489 12
11 10.79 9.014 14
12 7.00 7.616 4
Total 11.92 9.828 103

Table 157 Me a

ns and

6 S Bi@ the UK27 dataset

standard

devi at aoh®0 byo DNR@&;r am

What appear to be visiblownwardfrequencyt r e nd s,
0Onas k %0

particularly in re

decreasing as UKR7secendaryschooloygae up t hr ou
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groups is evident from an inspection of these medoaever obvious this relationship

might appear, it was not hypothetically @aged when this research was designed (Chapter
1); therefore, two additionglost hochypothesesare: that teachers in UK secondary schools
uselesspositive feedback to older students in academic lessons; and older students appear
significantlylesslikely to be following directiongiven them by teacheis academic

lessons.

4.36A oneway betweergroups multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was

performed on the UK27 dataset to investigate
behavioun both teacher and student. Rather than considering only the dependent variable

usedinhe main part -toafs kt9bi,s OésTtRURIGy ,a A6dsN6 SBCO6 wer e
combined dependent variables to provide a fuller picture of the interdependence and
covariance of teachersodo vesh®d belkadbiackr wwit hhi
UK27datasett TPP6 and 6SBC6 were chosen as being mor
teachersd verbal behaviour because they had b

most significantly associated vardiabkkeé®. with

Theindependent variabwa s é&Yeaurp 6 whi ch for the purpose of
treated as a categorical varigBhith 5 groupings (Y7, Y8, Y9, Y10, Y11 and Y12).

Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate

and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variarm®variance matrices, and
multicollinearity, wiatstk %®dn  av il elda tLieovrre nredtse d ;e s
error variances H(5, 97F 4.075,p< .05) but the other two variables were naolating

(6T FE@B®TF1658p>. 1; EFG&BPTHL064,p>.25). By arithmetically
transforming-ttats& %@alrli a3blveardGnbl es -tpask®a@: t he L
F(5,97F 1.75,p> . 1; F(6, 97=AL®58p>. 1:; a n &(5 673=BLOMp> .1).

There were statistically significant differen
dependent variableB(15, 263)=1.97p=0 . 1 8 ; lawhd& K745 partiaktasquared=

0.93. When the results for the dependent variables were considerestedgptne only

difference to individually reach statistical significance with a Bonferaaipiistecalpha

l evel of 0 .F®,B7)=4laps .0@, pRriabtasquared= .176.

2%For HMRA, O6Year groupd had been treated as a cont
206 Oh a s k(EGPEONTaskod10))/100
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Both additionapost hochypotheses are supported: that teacheldKirsecondary schools
do usdesspositive feedback to older students in academic lessons; and older students
appear significantlyesslikely to be following directiongjiven them by teachens

academic lessons.

4.37UK27 teacherfeedback by subject

Whi | st 6Subject 6 coul dofUKd7tcontexdualivaniableshed ed i n t he
correlations between 06Subjteaxsk%obwidan thhe rdepcernt
Neither parametricr] nor nonparametric iho) correlational analysis of the relatiship

bet ween 6Subaricaldbl dsmm§gENgl i shé, O6Mathsd and ¢
significant relationships. This means that within the UK27 dataset there was no evidence

that teachers used significantly different patterns or amounts of verbal ¢eexdizhneutral

verbal behaviour (6TPP6; O6TPCO6; 6SBPO6; 06SBCOH;

directions to a more significant degree in any 1 of these 3 core subjects. Other subjects, such

as OModern | anguage6, O Htiusdforthizgpartafthel &6 Geogr aph:

investigation because the number of lessons observed was so small in each case.
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Chapter 57 UK1 Results- analysisof comprehensive set oflassroom observations in
one UK secondary schogUK1 dataset)

UK1 dataset descriptivestatistics

UK1 dependent-taakbapl e (60n

Graphs of UK1 teacher verbal feedback variables

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis (HMRA)of UK1 teacherfeedback
vari abl essaahdéoOn

UKl teacherf eedback-t ask%d Oaorrel ations
UK1 teacherfeedback type ratios

UK1 teacherfeedback types by yeaigroup

UK1 teacher-feedback additional findings

UK1 contextual variables descriptives

UK1 HMRA of contextual variables

Other correlations in the UK1 dataset involving contextual variables

UK1 teacherfeedback by year group

UK1 teacherfeedback by subject

Comparison of UK1 dataset analysis of teacheieedback means with UK27
teacherfeedback means

Comparison of UK1 contextualmeanswith UK27 contextual means
Summative account ofan Iterative Learning Conversation with UK1 school
using a 3x pass Foucauldian thematic discourse analysis

E R I =A =4 =4 =9

= =4

5.01UK1 dataset descriptives

The UK1 dataset was compiled fratdCRO datasummay sheets returnelaly 4 observers

of 129 academic lessofi$n oneUK midlandscity secondary schoBlcatering for 980

students. The schowlas familiar and local to the professional province of the aueah

teacher in the school was observed twice, once in the morning and once in the afternoon

The school was identifiedasrequ i ng Ospeci al atthesiastofthe sd by Of st

observation period (Chapter.6)

Whilst a full range of academic and racademic lessongere observed, as with the
UK27 dataseobnly observational data derived from acade(rtiéach, talk andvr i)t e 6

lessonsvere used in this study.

A set of 7 observations weseibsequently removed from UK1 for tHBMRA and ANOVA

statistical procesreported in this chapter because the Mahalanobis distance tzdciala

30 English, maths, scienceistory, geography, andther- miscellaneousleskb ased &6t each, t al k
writed | essons, e. g. RIT ES.E., mpdem Ergueage, etcand soci al edu
3%The school was identified a sattheestgruoftheiolmsgrvatios peci al m
periodand this was ifpartthereaso f or school 6s senior | eadership tec:

complete this strand of the research in the school (see Chapiiséussion).
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this data exceeded the critical value fordéiables used for teacher verbal feedback analysis

and their effects upon the dependent variable. These data were not subsegumsitiged

for other analyses included in the current reseakdbtal of 122 observations were

therefore used for the apals of the UK1 dataset

5.02The UK1 secondary school in May, 2014 was classified as anditgezecondary
980 student

school (6Local

students recei

ity typed= 2), with

ved fr ees¥%b@h26%)| Theseeddited UKL 6 Fr e e

data points are comparators with 3 contextual variables with similar names used in the

UK27 dataset.

The following 13 variables (5 teacher verbal feedback variables, 7 contextual variables, and
the singular dependent variabl 6tCans k % 6a)soinelededen the analyses the UK1

dataset

Variable Name Description Range

d.v* | Ontask% Following teachedirections meatime as %  0- 100

TPP Task performancpositiveteachercomment 07 25+

SBP Social behavioupositiveteachercomment 07 2+

TPC Task performance criticism teachaymment 07 5+

SBC Social behavioural criticism teacheomment 07 25+

INX% Neutral teachetalk as a proportion of time % 07 100

Year group National curriculum year of class 7-12

Teacher gender Male / female 1=m. or 2=f.

Yearsb6 exp
Subject

Adults present

Teacher verbal behaviourindependent variables

Class size
AM or PM

Number of years teacher has taught
English,maths science etc.

Number ofadults in classroom
Number of students in classroom

Lesson in morning or afternoon

Less than 1 to 2t
1,2,3,4,5,6*

17 4+

37 30+

1=a.m. 2=p.m.

*UK1 Additional Codesd.v.= dependent variable, m.= male, f.=female, 1= EnglistM&ths 3= Science4=

History, 5= Geography, 6= ther

Table 16- Key to UK1 data variable types

5.03The following table displays the data limitations of the UK1 dataset in terms of simple

descriptive statistics and minimum / maximum recorded values for 13 variables.
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Variable N32 Min. Max. Mean SD

dv. Ontask% 122 3480 10000  77.06  14.44
TPP 122 0 25 6.63 6.088
,  SBP 122 0 2 189 43
g TPC 122 0 5 861 1.208
5
£ SBC 122 0 25 6.148  6.558
g INX% 122 8 100  31.814  15.884
%é Year group 122 7 12 9.51 1.721
}?g Teacher gender 122 1 2 1.57 497
2 Yearso expe 122 0 34 1031 8.43
? Subject 122 1 3.87 1.945
£ Adults present 122 1 1.52 707
- Class size 122 3 30 17.19 7.646
AM or PM 122 1 2 1.48 502

Table 171 UK 1 dataset,descriptive statistics

Classes and teachers were selected by observers as matching the research inclusion criteria
provided in advance documentation (appended: Appendix; see also Chapler Bean
duration of UK1 lesson observations was 30.3 minutBs-(248).

5.04The following figure is a graph depicting boxplots of 13 variabiNsl@2)used in the
UK1 dataset:

32 Originally n=129 after initial dataeracity sift; 7 observations were subsequently removed for the
statistical procedures reported in this chapter because values exceeded Mahalanobis distance (see
below.)
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Figure 277 Boxplots of UK1variables included in the current research (N=122

This graph serves to graphically represent data distribution centtdld brmariablemeans,
and any outliers?Wi t h-t @0k %6 a n d -feedbmak:hezerwere toowebaoatliers
from the boDapk @b ;-coBt |6ipPpres from &I NB%F;r on fr om
06SBPO6 and 1With schooiconbest Ba@ables: there were 11 uppetliers from
the boxplot of O6Yearsd experienced and 3 from

I n the case of O6TPCOd and 06 SBRdutlieswasexponenti al
expectedrom the review of previous literature: teachers have not previously been observed
to make significant usage of these feedbgples (Chapter 23nd this was confirmed as a

feature of the UK27 dataset (Chapter 4)

The smallest boxes represent the 2ditho mous cont ext variables: O0Te

0AM or PM6.
506UK1 dependent-taakPdhbl e (60n

The distribution of t He skiddirestregpnehe tbllowing var i abl
bar graph:
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15 ] Mean = 77 .06
Stod. Dew. =14 442
M =122
— Mormal
10—
= L
5 AT | L
= K
i %\ )
5= —/ \
/|
o T T T T T T T
30 40 S0 50 To =0 =lu] 100
On-task%
Figure2871 Di st r i buttiaosn %8| bOwWi ng t e adrcUKedatas®t di rect i |
wi t h féibteds thor mal diNs122)i buti on curve (

Testing tthaes KA d&dina for being normally distri
Kolmogorow+Smirnov test witlD (122) = .12p < .005.As with the UK27 dataset, this

might appear to mean that parametric statistical analytics should not be used with the UK1

dataset but in establishing a predictive relationship between the distributions of one or more
independent variables and the distribution dependent variable to support a hypothesis,

parametric tests are more powerful than theirparametric equivalents (Pett, 2016).

The 5% tri mmed mean of t Hask¥ladsatdfecpgatdent vari.
77.82% (ibid.). Skewness was measure8-at.82 (SE= .219) which described the

midpoint of the distribution being skewed to the right as is evident fhe histogram

above (Figure 28Kurtosis, measured &= .11 (SE= .435) suggested that the distribution

was steeply peaked.

5.06The QQ Pt (Figure29) indicated normality whilst reflecting the previously noted

caveat about skewness:
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20 40 &0 80 100 120

Observed Value

Figure 297 Normal Q-Q Pl ot oft aBbKk66 Qrmr i abl e

The UK1 sample was moderately lar¢g=(122); the mean was more valid than the median

as a significant characterist-iash%otbet di st si
small (N= 2), not too distant from the median and in the direction of the more complete

leading tail- given the ight-handed skew of the distributitin

5.07The mean following teacheti r e ct it oarssk 46 Omper cent age at 77.
UK1 secondary school includirall year groups (7 to 12) was 1.09% lower tfA&8r5%
calculated for the UK27 dat atsesk d6 amar c7e mt3ang d oc
84.49% obtained i n 4sdae20R0wprtimary scidosl stisdy (Apter,ar | y | ar
al., 2010;N=141).

5.08Graphs of UK1 teacher verbal feedback varibles

The 8 graphs below are histograms and respecti@eRots representing 4 types of
teachesf eedback comments included in the UK1 dat a
Positvg ; 6 SBCd ( Soci al Behaviour Criticism); O6TP

(Social BehaviouPositive:

33 As with the UK27 dataset, the UK1 dataset wias aubjected to neparametric tests particularly
when a distribution violated parametric assumptions.
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Figure 317 NormalQ-Q Pl ot of UK1 OTPPO
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The mean and distribution suggests that teacherspasid/efeedbackcomments directed
at students task performance (O6T)?Pméahingat a muc
that teachers in the UK1 school positively recognise students for acaderkimugir less
in comparison with the UK2HMfistogranBlsoé f i gure (16.
demonstrates that the distribution of O6TPPO6 i

509The foll owing histogram il lustratees the dis:
feedback comments directed towards social behaviour that teachers used in academic

lessons in the UK1 school:

100 Mean = 19

Stod. Dewv. = 433
M=122

S0

E0—

Frequency

40—

20—

SBP

Figure32iHi st ogram representing URdbitvge®id ( Soci al
comments (N=122)

4

Expected Normal
i

T T
1 2

o-

Observed Value

Figure 337 Exponential Q-Q Pl ot of UK1 O6SBPO
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The exponential distri but i positvecommmd asc HeSIBPD® us e
(Figure 33 above}the smaltotalnumbe of O SBPO6 c o ndataset{(means n t he UK
.19, N= 122)and thehigh numberof zero score§101 of 122yeflected the repeated theme

in the literature (Wheldaklt al.,1989; see Chapter 2) that teachers in secondary schools do

not usuallycongratulatestudents for good behaviodrhis is similar to the distribution of

0 SBP O rsthedK2F dataset (mean=2.89, N= 106).

510As with O6SBPOG, the exponenti al dga stri buti on
criticism O0TREOGrebmméenesy small tot al number
dataset (mean= .86, N= 12&)d the hig number of zero scores (69 of 128jlected

another repeated theme in the literature (Whettadl.,1989; and see Chapter 2) and in the

UK27 dataset (mean= 5.11, N=106) that teachers in secondary schools rarely criticise

students for their work at least in respect of making comments that the whole class and an

observer would hear.

Mean = .86
Stal. Dev. = 1.208
M=122

B0=

Frequency
g

20

o T T T T
u] 1 2 3 4

TPC

T

Figure34iHi st ogram representing UK 1 O0TPC6 (Task

teacher comments (N= 122)

104



Expected Normal
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Figure 357 Exponential QQ Pl ot of UK1 O6TPC6

5.11Thereappears to be a visible difference in the distribution of the UK1 and UK27
6SBC6 distributions:

Mean = §.42

Std. Dev. = 6558
M =122

— Exponential

20—

15— \
10— B \

Frequency

5—

SBC

Figure36T Hi st ogram representing UK16SBCO6 (Soci al
comments Wwith ékesnential distribution curve
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Thedistribution is more exponential than normal and the mean much lower than for the
UK27 6SBC6 data (mean= 12.21, SD= 9.87, N= 10

Expected Normal
1

T T T T T
-10 o 10 20 30

Observed Value

Figure 3771 NormalQ-Q Pl ot of UK1 6SBCH

5.12An estimation of the mean amount that teachers spoke for in the Uksbtdatsson

observations irrespective of their use of positive or negative feedback comments to

students, was captur ed i nrtaklasapdpomiot&dmev ar i abl e
as a percentajeThe histogram and-Q Plot below depict a shalloleft-skewed
distribution:
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Figure 38 - Histogram representing UK16 | N X %06 n e u t-talkeak a propoationh e r
of time % (N=122)
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Figure 397 Normal Q-Q Plot of UK1 6 | N X %0

Of note isthemuchlowelU K1 mean o601 NX%6 figure (mimn= 31. 81
comparison to the UK27 mean O01I NX%® figure ( me.

Differences between the two datasets are tested for significance Be®Wgble 25).



5.13Whilst 3 feedback types in tHgK1 verbal feedback dataolatedthe parametric
requirement for normality ( 6T P®BPB®Hd O6TPCO) with exponenti al
high numbers of zero scordbg fourth feedback typ® (S B) @ith higher tallies, less zero

scores and a mean of 6.42 presented a more marginalomol@lie dependent variable
(60®mask%d) and t he ttoatlakl (ndel aNsXsde) onfe rtee anrcalregri n al
distributions.

As with the UK27 datasgthe statistical method of choiteidentify the predictive

relationship between a number of differegphadmically independent variables, e.g. the

amount of neutral teachera | k : 0 | téhohetféedbaddlcnodmme nt s ( 6 TPPO6 0SB
6TPCOG; and 6SBC6) andi rsa autdiecarskwB&ION1 owi ng t e a:
parametrianultiple regresen (Tabachnick ad Fidell, 2012) as colinearity between any of

the five teachefeedback independemtar i abl es and t het alelp®h dent va
could be ruled out and there were no evident violations of the homoscedasticity assumption

in scatter plots of distributien

5.14Hierarchical multiple regression analysistHMRA) of UK1 teacher-feedback
vari abl ecsaahk @06 60n

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis (HMR#s used to assess the relative predictive
relationship between 5 6cTomQor;olo6 SBeGobs;u roéelsN X 9%6T)P Pa
dependent variable: studsriollowing teachedirections( 6 ® ra s kT¥dinitial

procedure using SPSS indicated thadse in the UKL dataset (whei= 129) were

causing violation of the procedure by exceeding the critiglale of the Mahalanobis

distance for 5 variable&%£ 5) of 20.52for n>100,p < .001 (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2012).

By removing7 identified outliercases from UKJ, as Tabachnick and Fidell advise for

HMRA, the maximum Mahalanobis distance decreakef) from 92.52t0 21.184 The

sample using 5 indepeeqdt variables as control meassifor HMRA was still sufficiently

large N=122) with up toa5% reduction of the dataset being judged as acceptable (ibid.).

Whilst the means of the 5 variables being adgred as control measures with HMRA were

more valid than medians in each case, (Pett, 2@i€3mall size of means, large number of

zero scores and exponential distribag (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2012uggested caution

about the inclusionfall4feed back types: O6TPPO; OTPCO; 6SBPO;
but results subsequently revealed #ratepting SBC6, the influence of an

type in any of the 6 models was negligible, probably because of the high number of zero
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scores. O0SBCO6 was not, strictly speaking, an
high number of zeroscores/() , t he mode was 21 tallies of 2
(N=122).

5.15The hierarchical order of variable inclusion for HMRA of the predictive relationship of
5 UK1 independent teacher verifakdback variables when considering the distribution of

thedpendent vtaaslka%d ew aig:rs BM0Od, e M aldie 16 TPCG; Model
add 6SBPO6 andi adTdP Bd NXNod e lModac¢t 506SBCO6 and O6TP
6isubtract o061 NX%0:
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Single most Critical teacher Praising and Comprehensive | All positive + Only praising
predictive feedbaclonly critical teacher teacher verbal teacherfeedback | feedback
independent feedback feedback model | + neutral talk
variable
SBC SBC SBC SBC SBP SBP
TPC TPC TPC TPP TPP
SBP SBP INX%
TPP TPP
INX%

Table 181 Hierarchical multiple regression: order of models andUK1 teacher
feedbackvariables
5166 SBC6 accounted
t as k %0 .

f oF(1,120D)=2209%pn<f .t0h0el-)v aorfi abnCcne (
o abdde€in accountea far an additional .34Z, 119) = 11.68p <
.001) meaninghat critical teachefeedbackas measured by these variables accounted for

16.4% of the variance.

When added in, 6SBPO66 and o6THRIOLIG=x<7clbp<nt ed f or
.001) of the variance; ané&GBAadloN=GBp<fO@)y, onl y an
so the totailt as&kbarmrce oafnt@dn for by the compre

feedback model Model 4, that included thetéacheffeedbackvar i ab | e £5.178 TPP & (
p= . 055 )E=.0%08=B P. 67 3(0 )E= .040=P C 66 4(6 ) E=-.4648.004) (
B=1.084090627)(Was: 16.4%.

pé .80B)C 6

plus the measure of total observed teather!| k |,

Only the contribution of was individual



6SBC6 and OTPCO6 were subtracted to create Mod
or neutrateacheifeedback 6 TPP6&6; O0SBPO6 and o601 NX%b6. Model 5
of the varianceK (3, 118) =.258p=. 856 ) ; and wh eactedddcia€e€2d was sub
Model 6, the effect was negligible. Modet6 TPP6 and 6SBPO6 accounted f
variance F (2, 119) = .178p=.837) also.

TheE (beta) statistic provided a relative measure for each predictor / control measure of

their relativecontribution to the comprehensive model; in order of importavitten the

UK1 dataset the largestislistefl i r st : 6SBCO; OTPPO; 6TPCO; 61 N>
differs fromthe UK27das et i n that 61 NX%6 and O0®WBWPO have
thel K1 dataset, as with the UK27 bgfartthes et |, it i s
bi ggest single contribution in r¢eap&ét.offtacc
is also important to note that thgection of contribution as indicated byreegatively

signedEi n t he cases of begative méahiBgGhalessohbdthié SBPO i s

predictively associated wittmore6 Oh a s k %06 .

5.17UK1lteacherf eedback-t ask %6 Oaorrel ati ons

As was expanded upon in respect of the UK27 dapmegiously(4.21) the predictive
relationship between any of the teacher verba
6SBC6; and 61 NX%6) and students foll owing a t.
task%b6) cannot b e -inatmesdrattonseedChapter 6 toriaguler o n e
discussion of these matter€rrelationalstatistics are used heges they were with the

UK27 dataset, to provide supportive secondary information for associative relationships

between variables and redgprimary arguments about distribution predictability.

The next section investigates furtlee UK 1 di st ri buti ons of the four
OTPCO; ad 8 BP @anXxhetdess predictive relationsltgs indicated by HMRA)
with the distribution ofthel e pendent -tvaaghk %d | vei DWaplotsgndu si ng s c 8

correlational statistics.

5.18A positivecorrelationexpectedrom the literature review and thus expresaquiori

for the current research in Hypothesis #1 (see Chapter 1) was @fata s Kk %6 and OTPP6
would be significantly associated. There was no significadeece that this was the case

with the UK27 secondary school dataset from the parametric correlational araaigsis

neither was there any evidence that this was the calsehgi UK1 dataset
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Investigating further the distributions of the variabkl 6 TPP6&é and its | ess pre
relationship with the di sttrasbku%d ounspiaisfg tshcea tdteepr
l'i ke the UK27 theToRowidgURL 6sTtPrPidb ugtriagpnh, s hows cl ust e
scores in the leftipper quadrant:

100+

a0

80

On-task%
3
1

60

507

40

30

TPP

Figure 407 Scatter plot showing UK16I' P A(Bask Performance Positiveand its
association with students followingteached i r ect i-toas k %a@EPn ( N =

This distribution patt €igurel§asdtsthepattérmr t o UK27
reported in the autehah,P0dGp.p56)i mary study (Apter

As reported above-st ashé&bdwabriapprioan mat eb@nnor
so0. Speana n 6 sparantetnic rank correlation coefficient was insignificahb€ .131, N=

122,p=.149,2t ai | ed) . This contrasted with the resul
research (Apteet al.2010, p.155) where positivecorrelation was calculated=.345,p

<.01, twotailed).

5.19As noted above, theglit r i but i on o ffoll@wEdrat épodeatialdefitp oi nt s

line with many tallies between 0 andske 5.10 above)
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Figure4li Scatter pl ot showing UK1 6TPCO6 (Task Perf
commentsand the association with students following teached i r ect i-toas k %@ )On
(N=122)

Thenonpar ametric correlation between-the two var

moment carelation coefficient was insignificantho=-.075, N= 122p= .414, twotailed).
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Figure 4271 Scatterplot showingUK16 SBP & ( S o c i PoditiveBteatherv i our
commentsand the association with students following teached i r ect i-toas k %®)On
(N=122

In respect of OTPC6, the distribution of O0SBP®6
distribution with many tallies of gnode= 101pand less tallies of (median= 19pn the X
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axis. Thenomppar ametric correlation betwenkn t he two \
ordercorrelation coefficient was insignificarmhp= .046, N= 106p= .615 2-tailed).

5.20 As noted in the previous chaptenpgherpositivecorrelationexpetedfrom the

literature review and thus expressegriori for the current research in Hypothesis #2 (see

Chapter 1)t wak%WdbhandoO®hNX%6 would be signific;
no significant evidence that this was the case with the UK&¥hsary school dataset (see

Chapter 4), either from the HMRA, or from a parametricalational analysis (4.16Jhe

UK1 HMRA indicated a similar outcome (see 5.16) and #igthrametric and nen

parametric correlations supported the null hypothesi® (60, N=122p=.510;rho= 0.60,

N=122,p= .509).

The following 61 NX%6 gr aph topleftofileechert me c¢cl ust er i

100

a0

50

On-Task%
3
1

B0

50

407

30

INX%

Figure43i Scatter pl ot | NKObi mae ull Kadk add ttseassaciatemn
with students following teacherdir e ct i o-has k @On ( N=122)

This suggests that teacherghe UK1 secondary schoaho talkedfor between 10%nd
60% of their time in class we more likely to be teaching academiasses where students
werefollowing their directionsand that veryew teachers in the UK1 secondary school talk

more than 60% of the time in academic lessons

#Given marginal nor mal ittays k@ motdh 6d iINXt%bi. buti ons: 6
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5.21 UK1 teacherfeedback typeratios

In common with findings from earlier research, (Whel@akl.,1989; and see Chapter 2),

UK27 teachers comments criticdlo st udent s6 behaviour O6SBCO6 wer
and 6TPC6 but not as fr equwhethdrthisholdstroeinPP 6. Thi
the UK1 school and whethetypothesis #3 (Chapter 1) wasnilarly supported.

The following ratio tablgrovides means and a comparison of ratios of the 4 types of
teacheffeedback commentssed in the UK1 secondary sch¢ob TPP6; 6 SBP; OTPC6O
6SBCO) :

TPP Mean=6.63 SBP Mean=.19
SD=6.088 TPP / SBP34.89: 1 SD=.433
N =122 N = 122
TPP/TPC TPP/SBC | TPC/SBP SBP / SBC
7.71:1 1.03:1 4.53: 1 1:33.79
TPC Mean=.86 SBC Mean=6.42
SD=1.208 TPC/SBC 17.46 SD=6.558
N =122 N =122

Table 19- Ratio table of UK1 teacherf e ed b ack means: 6TPPO; 6SBP;
6SBCO

A oneway repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to compare the means of UK1

teachef eedback comments in 4 categories: OTPPO;
significant effect for teachdeedback commentsyilk's lambda, ¢ = .31, F (3, 114) =

85.19,p< .005), multivariate parti@tasquared = .69 which is characterised as a large

effect sizg(Tabachnick and Fidell, 20).2Pairwise comparisons revealed that excepting a
compari son between O0TPPO&6 and 0 faBddredevanher e t he
to Hypothesis #3)each of the 4 category tallies are significantly different from each of the

3 other category talliep< .05.

Hypothesis #3 is therefore supportadthe UK1 dataseteachers ithe UK1 secondary
schooluse significantlymorepositiveverbal feedback, e.g. praising comments, to
encourageacademigaskfocussed behaviour and product; and significamibyenegative

verbal feedback, e.g. critical comments, to discourage undesiredisaecinla vi cur ( 6 Of f
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t as ko beha vignoicamtlylesspasitiveéverbas feedbsick to encourage students to
follow their socialbehavioural (noracademic) directions; and significanthssnegative
verbal feedback to discourage undesired, incorrect or inaccurate acaaskiocussed

behaviouror product

5.22 UK1 teacherfeedback types by yeaigroup

For the UK1 dataset,@ost hodBonferroni procedure was used to test the significance of
differences betweeyear groups in respect of the usadeby teachers of the 4 types of
teacheifeedba&k. Treated as a single phenomernitiere wereevidentdifferences between
the way that feedback was used in Year 11 and Year 12, and the lower yearsarido 10

less feedback was used with older studdpasticularly, all feedback types were used

significantly less p< .005) in Yeas 11 andl2 in comparison to Years 7 angd@it not 8

and 10:

(1) 6é6Ye (J) 0Ye (I-J)Mean Standard Significance

groupéb groupéo Difference Error

Y11 Y7 -2.83 .660 .001
Y8 -.81 .690 1.0
Y9 -2.44 .690 .009
Y10 -1.14 745 1.0
Y12 .95 729 1.0

Y12 Y7 -3.77 778 .000
Y8 -1.76 .803 463
Y9 -3.39 .803 .001
Y10 -2.09 .851 236
Y11 -.95 729 1.000

"Mean differencés significant at the .05 level

Table 207 Mean differences of 4 combinedteacheéf e e dback t ype
6SBP6; 6SBC6) compared by 6Yeaposthiacoup d
procedure

5.23 UK1 teacherfeedback additional findings

(6TPPG;

cal cul

An expectedorrelation (following the results frothe UK1 HMRA reported above) more

fully revealed by a statistical exercise us$@g e a r ma -ordescornelationkcoefficient
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was the finding of a negative -masiklldtdn Corr el at
431, N= 122, significant at the .01 levelidled).

This confirmed the implication of the UK1 HMR#&nd of the UK27 HMRA (see 4.2#)at
academic classes the UK1 secondary school that weenerally wellbehavedwhere
students werenostlyfollowing teacherd i r e ¢ t it carssk %{0deSkrikelyeoprevoke
social behaviour critice ( 6 SBC6) from the teacher.

524As with the UK27 dataset, i n poshiwely UKldataset

correl at e dho=w240,gx .00, Z#lEandw t h &hHoP.238, p< .05, 2

tailed) meaning that teachers in the UK1 secondary school who used critical social

behaviour feedback were also more likely to use 2 other forms of verbal feedback: praising

and critical <c¢comment <adenmichehaviow. d similarwar ds st uden:
relationship was i dentrd=i2e2d< .052taiked)en 6SBP6 and

5.25 In respect of the tot@imount of talking a teacher usiedhe course of teaching an

academi c | es s owereno didniNcaradryelations hwidhofahe 4UK1
teacher verbal feedbacktype ( 6 TPPOSB@@® P Ca; weak correlation b
and O |rhoX %8?,pg .05, 2tailed).

Findings in respaof the UK1 and UK27 datasets sgesimilar; neite r POOT Pnor 61 N X %0
wer e correl atasd %9i amdo®mer ef ore contrast with
primary schoolsThis was a surprising finding and requires further investigationhe

primary study bth taskperformancepositiveand the total amount teacher talk were

significantly correlated with otask behaviour (see 4.24; Aptet,al.,2010, p.155).

5.26 UK1 Contextual variables descriptives

HMRA was also used to assess the relative predictive relationship between 6 UK1 school

cont extual factor s: OYearsb6 experiencebo6; 6Tea
O0Adults presentd; and O0AM 60CGhaPsNEUMdensafind t he dep
following teacherdirections).The 7"independent variablée Subj ect 6 was excl udec
within the UK1 datasdt was a nordichotomous categorical variable with 6 levels

(academic subjects): Englisinaths science, history, geography, and other (idtig

medi a, modern | anguages and personal devel opm

groupbd was treated as a continuous variable f
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5.27The maximum Mahalanobis distance for 6 variablesd) was 16.81 for n>10@,

<.05 (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2012nd no cases in the data exceeded this. The maximum
Mahalanobis distance of the UK1 data was 15.388. means of the 6 variables being

considered as control measures with HMRA were more valid than medians in each case,

Pet, 2016). 6Teacher gender 6 (scores 1 or 2,
(scores 1 or 2, mean= 1.48, SD= .502) were dichotomous variables and therefore admissible

for HMRA despite violating normality (ibidl Distributions of the 6 UK1 contextual

variables failed the KolmogoreSmirnov tesof normality but this wa not judged a fatal

violation of the assumption of normaliti?4lint, 2010.

5.28Thed Y e a r diptribotiwrmhd@da left-skewed curve which could be described as a
selfselection effecfZiliak and McCloskey, 2008)ith a mean of 9.51 and a 5% trimmed
mean of 9.51. Skewness was measuré& atl03 (SE= .219); and kurtosiskat -1.353
(SE=.435):

407 Mean = 9.51
St Dev. = 1.721
N=122

30

(5]
[=1
1

Frequency

T T T T
7 g g 10 11 12

Year group

Figure44i Hi st ogram showing distribution of UK1 0Y

As can be seen from this histogram, Year 11 and Year 7 classes were selected most
frequently by observers for the current research becausékht s chool 6s seni or
tam (SLT) was particularly interested in the results that the author obtained from these year

groups.



529The distribution of the UK1 0Y e-gkeved
high peaked normal distributiamith a mean of 10.31 years (comparedhte UK27 figure
of 8.2 years) and a 5% trimmed mean of 9.66. Skewness was meastred82 (SE=

.219); and kurtosis d&= -1.941 (SE= .435):

257 Mean = 10 31
P Std. Dev. = B8.431
M=122
20—
& 151 —
=
o
=
o
b1 -
L=
[T

-
o
1

Namn

30

o T T
o] 10

Years experience

Figure45T Hi st ogram showing distribution of
(N=122)

This distribution suggests that teachers stay teaching in the UK1 schaekrage 2 years
longer than the UK average (DfE, 2015b).

530As with the Adki2 7 s d actass sas tantedpbdnienially shaped

distribution for obvious reasons:
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Mean =1.52
Stad. Dev. = 707
M=122
60—
Fry
5 40
=
o
a
e
20
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Adults present
Figure46i Hi st ogram of UK1 O6Adults presento6é in cla

531The distribution pattern of UK1l O6Class si ze:

di stribution but the spike: 6Cl ass sizeb= 26,

Leadershifeam were unable to provide further expl e

17.19 is 2 students smaller than the UK27 mean at 19.43.

207 Mean = 1719
Std. Dev. = 7.646
M=122
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UK1 O6Cl ass sizebd (N=122)
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Figure 4871 Casenumber ed scatter plot of UK1 6Cl ass si
points (N= 129

The clustering evident in this UK1 scatter plot is remarkably similar to that noted with the
UK27 plot (see 4.30).

532As with the UK27 da tatkegos variablel hédlevélSorbj ect sé i s
categories) of which are separate curricular subjeetsalso483.6 Subj ect s6 wi | | no
therefore be included in the UK1 HMRA of contextual variables but will be separately
analysedThe histogram provides a represeiotanf the distribution of curricular subject

lessons that were observaad included in the current research:
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Figure 4971 Histogram showing distribution of curricular UK 16 S u b j observest 6
lessondrequencies (N=122

5.33UK1 HMRA of contextual variables

The hierarchical order of variable inclusion for HMRA of the predictive relationship of 6
UK1 independent contextual variables when considering the distribution of the dependent

var i aklaes k&@n waist: T eMadnaeld e 6 and O6Yearsd experi e
add 6Year giadgod ClMaogbe [6sAZzLeldt s prdded AWM, oModel

P MO :
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Hypothetically next most Add human context: class | All positive +teacher

predictive contextual size plus no. of adults feedback+ neutral talk
Only praising feedback

Two most predictive
teacherspecific contextual

variables variable
Teacher gender Teacher gender Teacher gender Teacher gender
Year s6 ex Year sb6 ex Y e a expefience Year sb6 ex
Year group Year group Year group
Class size Class size
Adults present Adults present
AM or PM

Table 217 Hierarchical multiple regression: order of introduction of models andUK1
contextual variables

5.3 Consistingoftwoteacherpeci fi ¢ contextual factors: O0Tea
exper i en &aéountedfor@ éolof the variancd<(2, 119) =5.34p < .01) in

6O0Onhask %06.
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Model 2-when O6Year group6é was addanddditiomalt o t he HMR
11.5% of the variancd~((3, 118) =9.68p< . 001) . Model 3, when O0CI as
presentd® were added in, accoulh(BEEa=7&P an addi
<.001). Model4when O6AM or PMO6 HMRA axaunesltbrann t o t he
additional .4% of the variancé€ (6, 115) = 6.42p< .001)

Model 4- the comprehensive contextual model which included 6 UK1 contextual variables
(excepting the inclusion of &é6Subjienttbthe @O©Omrou
task %06 distribution. Model 4 ciotedaigesstted of (i
first): EBC250ms .9Di5)ed 0F-e2838p< g.rdaup;6 Year so

exper E22tpe 6 ( 05) ; 6 T eEa-cli2p7.098f2 n & M6 FER B6, (

p=459 ; O0Adul E=039pr .839e ntToh e( c o nQlra shsieaioznesd ;o f 6
groupd6; and O Weraindigiduallesigpifieanti{<.05c e 6

I't is important to note that O0Class sizebd6 app
variable in the UK1 dataset than analysis revealed it to be in the UK27 dataset (Chapter 4).

This difference was emphasised by a significant negative correlationQiginga r ma n 6 s

rank-order coefficient made in the analysis of the UK1 dataket(-.333, N=122p<

.001; above) made b ettaveietdnbdstudentsapmaredéobe and 60
more | ikely to be foll owi rsigewassmatlehiethesUK1l di r ect i

schoof®.

5.350¢ther correlations in the UK1 dataset involving contextual variables

There were a number emergentin-hypothesised contextuaariable correlations the
UK1 dataset reveal ed by usirhogAs thgse @mmelatiombé s r ank
were not hypothesised and only a small number have relevance for the research questions of

the current research (Chapter 2), the annotation is brief.

35 Negatively signed statistic relates to dichotomous variable, male= 1, fe@ateerefore, £= -

A89p< . 06) indicates that male teachersaske%more pr e
but at an insignificant levepé .05).

%There was no si gnificant corash®diiom tbrde w7 6€Cata
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IntheUK1 dataset, O6Teacher gendehod-2WaNs corr el at e
122,p<. 05); o&éVYear s t eacra=mgsoN=\w22p<h 0AdYe am dgrodiemi h(e
g e n dreo= 6264, N=122p<. 01) ; O6Subj ect 6 rwE+t3B0,M=Teacher ge
122,p<. 01) and O Yracxr284, N=d2p<h i0lg§ ©OAdul ts present ¢
6Year s theealBN=022@<. 01) an drhoFSAr2=jl22p<t.(); (

060Cl ass sizebd rhoetdRl=422p<all)a g d o 0 | éhd=(-.21612Xp< (

.05).

It would appeafrom these correlatiorthat in the UK1 schopimale teachers are more
likely to be teaching the upper years, have more years teaching experience and be teaching

smaller classes.

5.36 UK1 teacherfeedback by yeargroup

Lookingpr ovi si onally at the rel-aas&@mMmédhiapdbéebhwewedn
teacher verbal feedback types: O6TPPO6; OTPCO;
ver bal behaviour percent age-grapdtb WsMaybdeptci t i s i n
trends in the UK1 secondary school, ygesup by yeagroup:

— On-task%
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Figure 507 line graph depicting the UK1 frequency of 6 variablesi 6 Ohas k %6 and 5
teacher verbal behaviour variablehy 6 Year groupé6
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Comparing the upwartd stkm8adram ldft to rightwghthie K1 6 On
gentle downward trenevidentin the UK27 datase{see 4.35suggests that the baseline

from which students start in Yeaimmediately following their transfer from primary

schoolis influential Inthe UK27 dataset thetartingpoint in Year 7 is students following a
teacher so 88%(rée@m s loMs) f imhacaderielessonanuéhe end

point in Year 12 is 74%-§%).

With the UK1 schod) datasest udent s begin in Yeatrastk%d a muc
fi gure but i mprove as t heyt amkw¥%d ufpi glthree s(cthd6%)
graph suggests that students and teachers in Year 7 in the UK1 secondary school increase

t he-t&adB@rk %6 by 20% during the students first ye

remarkable achievement.

Thegraptalsodepi cts how teachers use more O6TPP6 and
each year group but that the tatheans converge downwards to low means in Year 11 and
12. This reflects maybe the expectation that older stadee able to manage with less

teacher support including verbal feedback.
Emulating the procedure used with the UK27 dataset (see 4.35), the following table displays

0600Ohask%6; and the 2f emedbapketdypes vedoBRRGhamd ¢
by UK1 school 6s year groups:
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Year group Mean SD N
On-task% 7 61.65 15.927, 22
8 82.84 10.891] 19
9 76.35 14.028 19
10 82.80 8.026 15
11 76.57 11.519 31
12 87.81 8.667 16
Total 77.06 14.442 122
TPP 7 8.09 7.702 22
8 7.05 5.137 19
9 9.05 6.553 19
10 6.00 5.014 15
11 5.19 6.025 31
12 4.63 4.113 16
Total 6.63 6.088 122
SBC 7 11.27 6.033 22
8 4.74 4.382 19
9 10.11 7.256 19
10 7.80 8.082 15
11 3.90 4,721 31
12 .94 1.340 16
Total 6.42 6.558 122
Table22i Means and standard devi ataskon;s &TyP RdY;e aarn dg r
6SBCO6 i ndatasete UK1
The data presented in this tabtleaeskd%irhasd ses
reciprocatingd ownwar d trends of O6TPPO&6 and

6SBC6O.

5.37 A oneway betweergroups multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was

perfor med

on

the UKI1

dat aset

t o

i nvestigate

behavioun both teacher and studeAss with a similaranalysis of the UK27 dataset (see
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The independent-gwvaup &d théepumpdaesof MAM@VA was now
treated as a categorical variahith 5 groupings (Y7, Y8, Y9, Y10, Y11 and Y12).
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate
and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of \eartecovariance matrices, and

multicollinearity.

The 3 dependent variables grouped together fa
6 O0Onhask %6 ; 6TPP6 and 6SBC6 initially failed Le
Giventhe unequaland=sa | | number of OTPPO& and O0SBCO6 dat a

Test failure &nupheld null hypothesis) was anticipated (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2012) and

the test was not reun, but the 3 variables were transformed arithmeti¥alyn d Levened s

test rn again. All 3transformedr ar i abl es passed atshi€p@6e vene t est

2.12,p> . 05 ;F(BpI6)R P4p>. 05; a nF5, 96)S BIOG>:05).

There were statistically si g(geargroupsarnotl2)di ff er en
on the combined ddpsrkddnt O6VPRIGa2591885.81SBTCIO

p=0. 18 ; lamhdé k4g8Hpartiabtasquared= 0.218 alarge effect size. When the

results for the dependent variablhéd WwWSB&oOdcons
were significantly different whenlageasured co
effect size in each case (Bonferramjustedalphalevel of 0.17; Oft a s K-(6,06)=

7.31 partialetas qu ar ed = .FGPB®= 10.809pBti@létasquared= .364). The

di fference in 6TPPO6 by O6Year gprk®dlpdé did not r

Pertinently, but perhaps unsurprisingly, teachers in the UK1 secondary school used more
0 S Bf€ailback criticism of social behaviour in the lower ysand less in the upper

years.

For HMRA, 6Year group6 had been treated as a continuou:
BOnt ask %2 O6(K-ORRATs k %) ; 6TPP26=LG10(TPP); 6SBC26=LG10(SBC)
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5.38 UK1 teacherfeedback by subject

Whil st

dependent
dummyv ar i abl esMath® Emgldi $I5& ) edt maes& %bOn Al etpleen d @t
using thenonparametric ho) correlational analysis revealed a significant negative

rel ati ons Math® hentdwasseR¥66 brieok a269,pe 005)1 feaning

that students were far more likely to be obsematd ol | owi ng

lessonsn the UK1 secondary schd&lThere was no such association revealed similar

60Subjectd

coul

dof UK dontdxteal viarialuesecadise d
of it being a categorical variable, the correlations betveeericular6 Su b j ect 6
‘tvag Kk %d | ea m Ome

reported.

t e a eanhtlesr s 6

analysis of the UK27 dataset. This
60nask%6 shoul be investigated further
Subject Mean SD
On-task% English 81.99 13.347 18
Maths 71.87 10.609 23
Science 72.26 16.987 16
History 75.46 11.343 10
Geography 70.16 23.258 10
Other 81.34 12.271 45
Total 77.06 14.442 122
TPP English 7.72 5.245 18
Maths 7.35 7.408 23
Science 3.88 5.749 16
History 14.30 6.550 10
Geography 3.60 3.026 10
Other 5.78 4,714 45
Total 6.63 6.088 122
SBC English 6.17 7.318 18
Maths 9.17 7.408 23
Science 6.62 6.228 16
History 9.90 8.517 10
Geography 6.40 2.875 10
Other 4.27 5.374 45
Total 6.42 6.558 122
Table23i Means and st and &ubpcthd eovfitaskddno nS§ TB RO 0
6SBCO ndatadete UK 1

39 The Senior Leadership Team of UK1 Secondary school were particularly interested in the way that
maths lessons weremesented in this research and any comparison could be made with English

lessons. Ofsted had been very concerned about maths lessons and outcomes when they had put the
i mmedré.at el vy

school

into

6speci al
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The table showg atstk&tb trtae eme aan E®M@nh i sh | esson i
school is much higher (+10% approximately) than maths and all othectsaigas

excepting 60ther. 6 The cont asalk¥%d beagoaEn Mat Ne:
is further illustrated in the following line graph:

Subject
1007

/’ English
S/ —— Maths

a0 J/

) \ / /,,,._.,....._.

On-task%
<

G0

20—

T T T T
g 10 11 12

=
@

Year group

Figure 51T A | i ne grtagshk & réabtnes by obéYear groupb
and maths lessons

In contrast to the UK27 dataset there was evidencdJtRatteachers used significantly

di fferent patterns or amounts of verbal feedb
OTPCO; 6 SBP 6 ; betwSeBntaihs anddENhdsK.%6 )

A pairedsamples-test wasonducted to evaluate the impact of the two lesadijects,

mat hs and Enghsk&EMd; upd@RPO6ONO TAERICN X Thé&eSVAP 6 ; 6SBC
a statistically significandecreasé n st udents foll owing teacherso
t as KM% 31.8/%, SD=10.61) in comparison to Engli$h< 81.99%, SD= 13.35), t (17)

=213p<. 05. The meant adsekcde avsaes i9n. 8406 wi t h a 95%
interval ranging from .075 to 19.60. Th&asquared statistic (.21) indicated a large effect

size (Cohen1988).

There was also a small but significant increa

feedback directed at advadE3np8EDs 1.19)anrcampdrisom P C 06 ) [
to English M= .56, SD=.86), t (17) =3.29,p< .05. The mean increasen 6 TPC®&6 was . 57

12¢



with a 95% confidence interval ranging frein28 to-.28. There were no other significant
differences.

5.39A oneway betweergroups multivaiate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was

performed on the UK1 dataset to investigate 6
behaviouri both teacher and student. As with the first analysis using MANOVA with the

UK1 dataset and thHd ANOVA used with the UK27 daiset, OTPPO6 and 6SBCO6 wer
in witAsb®a as combined dependent variabl es t
interdependence and covariance Orft ats&kd@her sd v

behaviour

The independent o&v,ara achatee gwarsi céaSu bvjaercitab |l e wi t h
maths, science, history, geography, and dthere 5.02). Preliminary assumption testing
was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate outliers,

homogeneity of varianeeovariance matrices, and multicollinearity.

The 3 dependetnas kvlad ;i abT REB6 6aOrdnd@Bp&ié , t ransfor
together, p aps.604)dOf tReo3x Dvariakles massed the LevenddestP P 6 :

F(5, 96)= 2.38p> .04;6 S B €(6,96)=1.55,p>0 5 ) .-t & OKFG,P6)E 4.072,p=

.002) failed the test.

There were statistically significant differen
hi story, geography, and ot her )t aosnk %bh;e OcToRG ne
and O6RIBQB9,89)=53p<.005; lihbd&k §08; partiabtasquared=0.111

T amediumeffect size When the results for the dependent variables were considered
separately, only O0TPP&6 was significantly diff
g r o u p @ moderateffact size (Bonferroradjustedalphalevelof0 . 17 ; FG, TP PG :
96)=4.195, partiattas quar ed= . 17 9) . -tTahsek %l6i fafnedr ebnScBeC 6i nb y6 O
60Subjectd did not rmaddMm statistical significa

Pertinently, but perhaps unsurprisingly, teachers in the UK1 secondary school used more
Or PRofeedback positive comments about academic wiorenglish lessonand less in

maths lessons

406 Otask¥ = SQRONt ask%); 6TPPO=AGLEYTPFPBC) 6SBC
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5.40For the UK1 secondary school datas@tadditionalpost hodinding was thatd¢achers

in the UK1 secondary schooseless positive feedback to oldeiudents in academic
lessonsandlesscriticism of their social behavioubut older studentis the UK1 secondary

school do seem to follow the teachersodé direct

students represented in the UK27 dataset.

5.41 Comparion of UK1 dataset analysis of teachefeedback means with UK27
teacherfeedback means

In order to compare the @ask% rates and teacher verBfeddback means between the
UK27 (N=107) and the UK1 (N=129) datasets, an independent sanrtpktsias

conduced. The full original datasets were used to generate means for this procedure:

UK1orUK27 N Mean SD Std. Err.
On UK1 129 77.66 14.332]  1.262
task% |uk27 107 78.09 13.260]  1.282
INX% |uKk1 129 31.88 15.675]  1.380
UK27 107 52.77 18.855|  1.823
TPP UK1 129 6.92 6.272 552
UK27 107 16.85 11.083] 1.071
SBP UK1 129 49 1.724 152
UK27 105 2.91 3.732 .364
TPC UK1 129 .86 1.197 .105
UK27 107 5.40 6.695 647
SBC UK1 129 6.45 6.572 579
UK27 107 12.33 9.897 .957

Table24T UK27 means compared -was h®&K106 mH XA %S ; 0 DR PG
6SBP6; OTPCO6; 6SBCO wusteshg i ndependent sampl es

A facility of the independent samplegetst using SPSS was that with each comparison of

meanpairs, a choice between an assumption of equal variances and there not being equal
variances was |l egitimised as det.fp<tl5ned by Le
equal variance inotassumed, and g> .05 equal variancis assumed. The following table

displays these considerations and significant results:
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olLevene 95%
= Confidence
8 2| for equality of Si Std
S 3 quaity 9. - | Interval of
W variance (2- [Mean| Err. Difference
> . .
F Sig. t df tail) | Diff. | Diff. |Lower | Upper
OnTask% |Yes 617 433|  -234 234 815| -.424 1.812| -3.994| 3.145
INX% Yes 3.955 050 -9.297 234 .000| -20.896 2.248| -25.324| -16.468
TPP No 35.404 .000| -8.237| 160.423 .000| -9.928 1.205| -12.308| -7.548
SBP No 61.264 .000| -6.149| 139.826 .000| -2.426 395| -3.206| -1.646
TPC No 111.532 .000| 6.925| 111.633 .000| -4.541 656| -5.841| -3.242
SBC No 21.116 .000| -5.256| 177.989 .000| -5.877 1.118| -8.084| -3.671

Table251 UK27 means compared -wash®WOKIOIMHNA®HSE; O6DRAPOL
6SBP6; O6TPCOG; 6SBCO ustéstfagrequalitdotmpeansdent sampl es

As the 2 tables show, there were significant
OTPPO; 606SBPO; OTPCO; and 6SBCO6 with the means

lower for each variable.

There was no significant difference between UK1 and UK26tOns k %6 r at es howeve
This suggests that in the AJetddbaclstestudentsiasany s c hoo

aggregate: gsitive commentscriticism; socialbehavioural or directed towards academic

work-effort; were not considered by teacherbécas strongly associated with whether or

not students foll dvwmedk %6 eiars dihregc twieares glet@n al

by UK teachers in the UK27 dataset (see Chapiedigcussion).

5.42Comparison of UK1 contextual variables with UK27contextual means

In order to compare the contextual variable means from the UK27 (N=107) and the UK1
(N=129) datasets, an independent samplesttwas conducted. The following variables

were considered for inclusion in this analysis:

131



UK1 or
UK27 N Mean SD Std. Err.
Locality type  uk1 129 2.00 .000 .000
UK27 107 1.43 497 .048
Free school UK1 129 22.26 .000 .000
meals% UK27 105 20.74| 16579 1618
Roll UK1 129 853.00 .000 .000
UK27 107 959.07| 347.893 33.632
Year group UK1 128 9.53 1.748 154
UK27 107 8.66 1.492 144
Teacher gendel uk1 129 1.60 492 .043
UK27 107 1.52 502 .049
Years teaching uki1 129 10.37 8.865 781
UK27 107 8.18 5.844 565
Subject UK1 129 5.03 3.290 .290
UK27 107 4.30 3.207 .310
Adult present  uk1 129 1.52 .697 .061
UK27 107 1.34 752 .073
Class size UK1 129 17.20 7.710 679
UK27 107 19.38 7.071 684
AM or PM UK1 129 1.47 501 044
UK27 107 1.32 468 .045

Table 267 contextual variable means of UK27 and UK1 datasets

Categorical

excluded from the independent sampheesst as they were observaxlected in the UK27

vaypad] eSRolblLocadbbulhjectd

A

6Year gi

dataset. They were of little interest as statistical comparators between the UK27 and UK1

datasets in respeot the research questions of the current research beyond demonstrating

that there was not an irreconcilable difference between the numerical ranges of each pair of

excluded UK27 and UK1 categorical variable distributions.

Equal variance was tested onceai n

usi

ng

Leveneods

p<e0s,t

signi fi

equal variance was nassumed, and > .05 equal variance was assumed. The following

table displays these considerations and significant results:
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Levene's Test 95% Confidence

(2]
= 8 for Equalit Mean Std. o
c or Equality Sig. Interval o
= 8 . t df g . Err.
W g | of Variances (2-tail) | Diff. _ Difference
> Diff.
F Sig. Lower | Upper
[Free sch.meals No | 111.136| .000| .939| 1040000 .350] 1.518] 1.618| -1.690] 4.727
Teacher gendel] 3.498| .063| 1.132 234 259 074 065 -054] 201
Years teaching | \, 8.582| .004 | 2.278| 223.048]  .024 2195 964 .206| 4.003
Adult present Yes 1.840| .176 | 1.937 234| 054 183|  .094| -003| 369
Class size Yes 656 .419 | -2.246|  23a|  026] 2182 .971| -a.095| -268

Table 271 UK27 contextual variable means compared with UK1 means 6 Fr ee school
means@deacher gender 06; 6Year s t eawsingngo; 6 Adul
independent samples-test for equality of means

543There was no significant difference between
UK27 dataset of 27.4%; and the figure of 26.2% for the UK1 school.

There was no significant difference between t
and UK1 datasets. \Wiin the UK27 dataset, 52% of observed teachers were female and

48% male; within the UK1 dataset, 60% of observed teachers were female and 40% male.
There was no significant difference between t
during theobserved lesson of the UK27 dataset of 1.34; and the figure of 1.53% for the

UK1 school.

5.44There was a significant differenge(.05)b et ween t he means of O6VYear
experienced of the UK27 and UK1 dapdrianseet s. The
of observedeachers in the UK1 school was 10.37 compared with 8.18 years of experience

of observedeachers in the UK27 dataset. This difference needs to be considered alongside
consideration of the significant predictive association made iartalysis of both UK27

(p< .001; Chapter4)andUKp€. 05; above) datasets between O0Y
60Onask®dani ng students appear to be more I|ikel

directions, when the teacher has accrued more years of teagperieace.

545There was a significant difference between
lessons of the UK27 dataset: 19.32 students; and the figure of 17.2 students in the observed
lessons of the UK1 dataset. This is an unreliable comparisdiatirssoclasses were

observerselected for the UK27 dataset but systematically selected for the UK1 dataset (so
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that all teachers in the school were observed twice; once in the morning and once in the

afternoon). This procedural difference might explainth¢ 2 7 dat aset 6s | ower

mean (UK27: 8.66; UK1:9.53ndt he hi gher O6Cl ass sized mean.

meant that a wider range of yegnoup classes was observed, and therefore, that more small
classes in the upper school were observed naatir of course. This difference needs to be
considered alongside consideration of the significant correlation made in the analysis of the
UK1 datasetrho=-.333, N=122, g .001; above} but not the UK27 datasebetween

6 Cl ass s itzaesOk ®@dning stadems appeared to be more likely to be following

teacher soé6 di r esireiwasrsmallanvin thenUKL dehwol.c | a s s

5.46 Summative account ofan Iterative Learning Conversation with UK1 schoolusing
a 3x pass Foucauldian thematic discourse analysis

The discursive analysis of an lterative Learning Conversation (Apter, 2014) that was held
under the auspices ofUK1 school Senior Leadership Team meetingCS transcription
Appendix) has beerummarisechere Thematic considerationg! from the meeting were
recorded, transcribed and annotated using 8x passFoucauldian thematic discourse
analysis coding processpass #1,lterative Learning ConversationgILCS) coding pass

#2, Speech Act codingpass #3,Thematic coding(Chapter 3).

5.47 The UK1 school meeting that was used for this exerciseatteisded by colleagues

7 school staff f r emhipteane(SLSTcahdahe fadilisatordaeithorjor | ead

The meeting lasted 90 minutes.

A transcription of an audio recording of the proceedings of the meeting was made by the
facilitator with line numbers sepating changes in speaker asubject. Transcribed lines
included approximatelyimed pauses, repetitions, incomplete clauses, dysfieg and

simple explanatory annotations. The three different coding procsssesised by the

facilitator to analyse the textost hoc

The analytical standpoint wagentionallyt h e f a c i | stateraentasrin&keepingT hi s

with the notion of Fouaadian veracity (Foucault, 1969) where the standpoint of a writer or

speakerisnadee x pl i cit and thus comprehended and t ake

4 Thesesummative notes are best read with the cetmated ILCS transcript of the meeting
available to the reader (see Appendix). Line numberglng.179):6 1 was goi ng trefsay
to the ILCS transcript.
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experience of a text. The analytical process was intended to be transparent and the 3 x pass
codified transcript is appended (Appendix).

5.48 The meeting was introduced by the Head Teacher binyléide facilitator. The

meeting began with tharesentation of the initial research findir{gacorrected and prior to
examinerscrutiny) The textual framesf the presentation are appended with the transcript
(Appendix). The discourse and the wielding of verbal force within the discourse of the
meeting werententionally provokedy the facilitatod presentationThis was not therefore

a freeranging discugen shaped democratically by all of its members but focussed by the
facilitator upon the method, results and utility of the current study from the viewpoint of the

school 6s SLT.

5.49 The major contributors to the discussion, with line by line percentagelsiding the
facilitator were: Head Teacher (HT): 38%, Assistant Headteacher 1 (AH1): 7%; Assistant
Headteacher 2 (AH2): 14%; Assistant Headteacher 3 (AH3): 14%; Cladsefda@CT1):

5%. Totalling all contributions including thiacilitatord s  p r i@ndogether atte

facilitator accounted for 56% of contributions and the combined SLT for 44%.

Explicit verbal contributions were made to the meeting by all attendees excepting two

female staffthe Head of Key Stage 3 (HKS8ho spoke only to introdudeerself at the

start of the meeting, and the Head of Key Stage 4 (HKS4) who murmured agreement with

other speakers on a number of occasions, and spoke to say (liné 1799 was goi ng to s
t hatéé in agreement with AH20 salepontébutertbtheg st at en
meeting was the Head Teacher who made a number of significant contributions and

responses within the discussion. Following the Foucauldian rubric, it would be tempting to

make a comment from the feminist standpoint about the positimomen (HKS3 and

HKS4) in the SLTi given also the preponderance of male teachers teaching the upper years

in UK1 school, but as thiwas nota research issuthis would beunnecessarilgpeculative.

5.50The initial ILCS and Speech Act codiagd percentageme speakingndicated the
overarching positional status of tfaeilitator as presenter arrésearchérinsofar as it was
thefacilitator who determined the agenda, initially asked questions and provoked the
direction of the discussion within the meeting. Ten themes were identified in the discourse
of the meeting by thiacilitator that pertained to the research questions and proposed

hypotheses:
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No. Theme lllustrative implicit question

1. Method Does this quantitative method with a large sample bd
small number of variables have reseavahidity for
UK1 SLT?

2. Historical context and What is UK1 SLT awareness pfevious supportive an

previous research competing research in area of classroom observatiof

3. | Dependent variable (Gn | Is student oftask behaviour perceived by UK1 SLT td

Task) be a robusenough dependent variable to focus a
classroom observation upon?

4. Independent: teacher Is teacher verbal feedback in 4 categories: academid

verbal behaviour positive, academic criticism, behaviour positive,
behaviour criticism, perceived by UK1 SLT to be a
robustenough set of independent variables?

5. Independent vaables: Do any emergent correlations or causal associations

non-verbal with ontask behaviour have fasglidity as perceived
by the UK1 SLT as perceived by the UK1 SLT?

5. UK1 dataset: results and| Does the UK1 dataset accurately represensdcéat

solutions emotional climate for learning in academic classes ir
UK1 school as perceived by the UK1 SLT?

7. UK27 dataset: results Does the UK27 dataset have faadidity as
representing the sociemotional climate for learning ir
academic classes in Usecondary schools generally?

8. UK1 v. UK27 datasets: | Does a comparison of the 2 datasets have validity ar

comparison utility for the UK1 school SLT?

9. Ofsted What effects have the Ofsted inspectjodgements had
on the UK1 school and what utilifgr the UK1 SLT
might the current research results have in respondin
Ofsted challenges?

10. | Omissions and alternativi What has been missed out in the current research af

(nonresearch) solutions

what solutions might be available to the school that 3
not indicated by the current research as perceived by
UK1 SLT?

Table 28 - Ten themes used foFoucauldian 3-pass thematic discours@analysis(Apter,
2014; Harding 2013)

It is also evident that from this analysis that finglitatord s
convince the SLT of theesearch s

derived datasets and tfeeilitatord s

di scursive
s t aposdignbthanthe current research, the

analysis was

the SLT and their school. This wasta nautrally delivered presentation therefore. The

responses of members of the SLT to this provocation in the meeting provided the

information within the transcription that was subsequently thematically coded.

5.51 A tipping-point (line 79) in the discoursecurs revealing a move away from a

unanimous compliance of the SLT with tlagilitatord s

standpoint as
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represented in the opening presentation. This occurred when a male Assistant Head

Teacher, AH2 made an unex arcterresdFoudcault,299) f or pow
using a seriesf clarifying questions, begiming with thed e f e r &outarie probably 6

going to get to thise Il am probably jumping

Later (line 179), AH2 passively voices again his doubt that the psychetegisar c her 0 s
tight focus on a small number of variables was unlikely to produce the rich data that a more
wide-angled view would produce. Tiseepticism thafAH2 voicesis that a qualitative
multivariate approach to these observations would have produadteapicture than the

narrow quantitative approach that faeilitator had used. This view is developed by a Class
Teacher SLT representative, CT1, who reflects (line 180) that a qualitative approach to
datacollection could have been used. This criticismesponded to in Chapteii 2

Methodology and Method.

5.82 A tipping-point back towards theesearch standpoint positioand the conclusion of

the discursive process is revealed at the end of the meeting by the Head F¢hcbeB, u t |
definitely want to address the wdonéedtAnd how m
get better at thisé And wedd | i kranthiso have you
[researchivi t h t he mat hs departmenté To(iskekhow how mu
184)

5.53 The discursive process between the two tipping points in Foucauldian terms in respect
of the use of verbal forcefulness appeared to move from compliance wittilitatord s
presentation and hypothesis to challenge (line 79) through arisexefccepticism in

respect of method (lines 79; 132; 189).

This modified compliance might be expressed thus: deficiencies in the use of teacher verbal

feedback need to be addressed in UK1 school as a matteyeoicy butvith the caveat that

it was notas simple as increasing or decreasing different types of verbal feedback. Points in

devel oping this modified conmpl imarkceé; asfebnisreeév e a
12961t 6s interesting when we talk &abdouté Eré V
feedback as a whole across the school é I s tha
supportive and pushing forward enoughé And hi
onrtask or not and whether we are hagpgmplacentiwi t h t hat o riseris;at é I th
very compl ex; t gl indgemebfdhdndwho a@rda géodl mathematicians

dondét know how to communi cat e(linewi5@: HTl ldeed elbétss € Ne
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a |l ot of work to be done with e¢eesith the simpl e

childrenédtn(toRaoh&7)t han when we are talkin
teachers are talking verballyé How is ité How
feedback? n pushing their progress forwardé I n the

5.54 The discursive process and the stages of resgoanssformation that resulted in the

second tipping point and the move of the SLT back to a modified compliance with the

standpoint positionf the current research (line 184) appeared tmbivated by tk

impact of the raths / English dichotomy as it was revealed byféloditatod s anal ysi s of
the UK1 dataset.

Indeed, the UK1 school SLT appeared less impressed and affected by the UK1 UK27

dataset dichotomy than tHidaths/ English dichotomy (introduced: lines 101.03); a

phenomenon that the school wesmsitivelyaware of after the similar judgement of Ofsted

in 2014 (lines 104; 106; 144147; 184). The single factor that had ensured that Ofsted

could makechododlf@ijl udggement had bmahs t he poor
department according to the Head Teacher. This means that there was an apparent broad

agreement about this between taeilitatord presentation of thanalysis of the UK1

dataset, the perceptis of the UK1 SLT and the observations of Ofsted. However, in the

detail of those three viewpoints and the respective processes that those viewpoints had been

arrived at, there were many significant differences (lines 101 to 104; 112; 144; 145; 147).

5.55 Whilst the Head Teacher of UK1 school appeared to be enthusiastic about the current

research, the UK1 dataset and the implications for management decisions, it was not so
evident that the SLT were as in fdoawmenmtr of a p
(lines 149; 173; 179) but rather preferred the advice of educatieadlisters who had

previously been Head Teachers.

5%6Someti mes members of the SLT appeared criti
(lines 136; and 151). The Head Teacheswot diretly responsive to thesgiticisms but

says (linel142 Fr om a | eadership perspective, from ou
ltds a | ot tighter. The data and the understa
ti ght er é SliChris[frst damds nf Assistant Head Teachers, AH1 and AH2

the HTOBavce i lbe €rs ]| daiek theHT bréngs togethartthe échievements

that she is claiming, the efforts of AH1 and AH2, and the efforts of the psychelogist

researcherifie 144)6 But it és wuseful; though because our
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confirms your dataé Because | ast yearé Those
thaté Achieved the best set of results wedve

Thefacilitatorand the SLT were in agreent thatMathsteachers in the school were not
effective in using feedback (lines 104; 106) and were thus unable to communicate an
enjoyment of the subject and a love of learning within that subject, whereas Ofsted
described the failure simply in termsmagasured outcomes. This appears to lead in to the

consensus that is voiced at the end of the meeting by the Head Teacher (line 184).

5.57 Shortly after the observations for the current study had been completed in UK1 school,
and after a number of Ofstéallow-up visits had been completed that judged the school not
to be making sufficient progress, the school

pressure (lines 3386; 138; 169; 172) to become &@tadem§(see also Mansell, 2011).

This develome nt meant that the &6speci al measur esod i
follow-up inspection visits ceased. Under current legislation (DfE, 2015) a school that elects

to become an academy becomes a new school with a new name. Their failed statis and th

special measures that have been imposed are revoked. Their Ofsted inspection c&le begi

again from the date that the schbecomes an academy.

It wasundersbodthatthe UK1 school was told that they would not have their first Ofsted
inspection undethe auspices of their new name and academy status for at least 18 months
measured from the date of the observations used in the current research (line 142). This
must be viewed as a strong incentive for any school to become an academy and to comply
with all guidance given them by Ofsted given the punitiyedyceived affect dbeing

judged to requir@special measuréglines 138 to 140).

5.58 The conclusion of the discussion within the meeting was that the current research, the
UK1 dataset and the comyson with the UK27 dataset was a worthy exercise with utility
for the SLT and their school.

However, the impending +ésit of an Ofsted inspection team and observation of lessons
would be primarily concerned with a range of factors that were not included in the current
research, e.g. learning outcomes and evidencaratular knowledgédearnirg within

lessons.



The SLT6s shared view and particularly the vi
teachers in the schogave verbafeedback to students in all year groups and curricular

areas but most particularly mathsneeded to be meagual, monitored ansignificantly

improved.

The issue of how teachers used verbal feedback in the UK1 school had been recognised as
an issue by the Head Teacher and this had motivated her to commission this part of the

current research: the UK1 dataset @adnalysis.

The Ofsted inspection and judgement had super
address this matter independently through commissioning the research. Unfortunately,
improved teachefeedback to studentgas onlyoneof many managerial nasures that the
SLT needed to embed in the school prior to theée@dfsevisit which was due to happen in
the next few months (lines 157; 168; 1723; 184).

14C



Chapter 67 Discussion around research questions, hypotheses and findingsitiques,
responses ad suggested revisions

Research Question #1 Hypotheses #1; #2; and #3

Research Question #2 Hypotheses #4; #5; #6; #7; #8; #9; #10; #1#12;#13
Research Question #3

Research Question #4

Research Question #5

Research Question #6

E R

6.01 ResearciQuestion #1

Research Question #1 was: OWhat types of Teac
follow their ditrasktdi dms axmdestiacy &smons i n UK
The estimation of the extent to which the results of this resealdressed this question

leads to complex and tentative conclusions.

It was evident from the results (Chapters 4 and 5) obtained in this research and from the

statistical analysis of the UK27 and UK1 datasets provided here tlatubalityof the

assot ati on between studentsd folalskwi @ htalvéiomurit) e
any specified type of verbal feedback used by teachers in academic classrooms in UK

secondary schools can only be speculated about. Whilst with both datasets asignific
association was found between teachersodé use o0
studentsd foll owing ats&kadher svlhi a¢ihr eavatsi @rsg i (MO
6responseb6, or whether the di rdiferéent on of t he ¢
exchanges, was an arbitrary judgement because of the temporal organisation of the time

sampling method used by tMiCRO observational schedule.

6.02Received statistical wisdom (Field, 2009; Palint, 200dhachnick and Fidell, 2012)
suggesthat multiple regression can be used to establish causal relationships between one or
more independent variables and a dependent variable. It is contended here that this cannot
be done whilst ignoring a structural and temporal disconnect that exists beheesctual
behaviour; and the recording of the observation of an indicative sample of similar
behaviours as has been the procedure with-$siamepling methods used in the current

research; and with similar mixe@mplingmethods employed by previous stwed

observation feedbaalesearchers that have been cited here (White, 1975; Pezsahs,

1976; Nafpaktituset al, 1985; Wheldallet al, 1989; Harrop and Swinson, 2000; Swinson

and Harrop, 2001; Apteet al.2010).
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The firmest conclusion thatn be made from the findings reported here is about the
probabilityofbid i r ecti onal ity of influence in the ass:¢
foll owing teacherso directions and teacherso

It is meaningful nonetheless to consitiex nature of these associations in providing a
simple quantified indication of the more generally specified secrational climate for
learning in classroonisas suggested by the author, and how future versidW$é@RO

might be better designed to dabe the conduciveness of this climate.

6.03 Hypothesis #1

Research question #1 provided the auspice for the first 3 hypotheses that were examined.

Hypot hesis #1 pr opos e gositivevarbal feedbbick pgdachersif r e gu e n ¢
academic lesons in UK secondary schools directed towards their productive acaidestaic
focussed behaviour and pr cusalgassociagtédwiRhRlee) , e. g.
ti me spent by student s -asmdasueaisingg quantiteé ac her 6 s
dependent vaské&bl é (60n

No significant evidence was found to support Hypothesis #1 in academic lessons in UK

secondary schools (Chapter 4; Chapter 5) using HMRA. It was also foudd ThRtP 6 wa s
notcorrel at¢€¢dswiobh uédOmg Spear manhdmeithemthek or der ec
UK27 and UK1 datasets

This finding contrasts with the authoroés find
positive recognition of tasgerformance was significantly correlated withtask

behaviour (Apteret al.,2010, p.155)It was alsacontrary tothe results of @vious

research in secondary schools (e.g. Wheldah)..,1989; Harrop and Swinson, 2000) and

in primary schools (Merrett and Wheldall, 1987; Harrop and Swinson, 2000).

o

I't is probable that ttypefeathmekara dspoopsty @ limte f f e c t
the achievement of some students (Dweck, 1986; Meyer, 1992) would be most pronounced

in the secondary school because of the age of
advice about the most effective praise statements as the agegeatch was not concerned

with the lIinguistic detail of Oo6praisebd statem
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both primary and secondary schools do not praise studentepting the very yourigby

telling them that 6thdahiar eni@gdhlteber @ Nord smaAmte
artefact, telling smarlerasduldess sreéehavanthetyo art |
context.

Indeed, it might be the case that UK secondary teachers believe that it is best to avoid all

public praisingof students, particularly in the upper years. This would require further

i nvestigation of secondary teachersd beliefs
appear to usually enjoy and are motivated by the public celebration of their academic

successs by their teachers (Aptet al.,2010) and primary teachers evidently act on this.

The analysis of both UK27 and UK1 datasets shows that teachers use more feedback in
Year 7 than they do in successive years through to Years 11 and 12, as if theyemigh
adjusting their use of feedback according to the age of the students that they are teaching.
Speculation about how age affects the way in which approval and other types of feedback
are perceived by teachers to be received by students was first ahittenby White (1975)

in her seminal teachdeedback study. Further investigation could involve further research

into the phenomenological experiences of teachers and students in both school phases.

However, it is still controvertible as to why theuklsbtained from this current largeale
study of secondary schools is so different from findings from previous secondary school
research (e.g. Wheldall and Merrett, 1989; Harrop and Swinson, 2000) in finding that
teachers in secondary schools genei@dynot use significant amounts of any type of-non
private (observable) verbéedback comments in their academic classrooms other than

when they criticise unwanted soelahaviour.

Further consideration as to why this hypothesis (#1) was not suppgrtiee findings of

the current research is provided under the discussion (below) of Hypothesis #3.

6.04 Hypothesis #2

The second hypothesis under the auspice of the first research question, Hypothesis #2

proposed that: OHiIi gtteclhevdélss dofr etcit n®@nfsoli nowier @
(0®mas k %06) ar e teaascshoecrisa twehdo wisteh mor e ver bal teac
(61 NX%06) , i . e. -taskwheteathers talk moee inrfessores, wasmot

supported by analysis of either the UK27 orthk 1 dat aset s. 0
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This hypothesisvasadopteda priorif or t he current research from
research (Apteet al, 2010).lt was an unexpected finding when the primary school

research was completed bubecamehe finding that attracted ¢hmost press interest at

that time?2.

With the pri mary s ddcadeniic orsrdutind direcfion)h d dtéadspnk 66 AR D 6
were weakly but significantly correlated=(.168, N=137p< 0.05, 2tailed) but in the
current study usdemdcorliptioracoefficiemtios o6 B NXK %6r and 6 0On

task%6 were not significantly correlated in e

Unexpectedly, the current research has shown that teachers in academic lessons in

secondary schools speak more on averade N X %6 = 52 . 66 %) when teachin
l essons than did their primary school <counter
observational schedules in respect of O6ARDO® a

that the measures are equally valid @t thh comparison can be made with adequate

precision. Indeed, all measures of feedback (
teachet al k ( 6ARDG6) were standardised to O6rates p
primary study (ibid., p.155). Irhé current study, raw scores were not standardised (see

below).

One of the reasons for the high teaetagk rate (INX%) found in the current research might

be that secondary curricular material might require more verbal explanation dependent on
subjectstudent age and / or on the teaching approach, but initial investigation of the
6Subjectd and 6éYear groupd variables suggest e

student engagement in the lesson. This new hypothesis would require a ne\gatieesti

6.05 Hypothesis #3

The third hypothesis under the auspice of research question #1, Hypothesis #3, proposing
that: Geachers in secondary schools use significantiyepositiveverbal feedback, e.g.
praising comments, tencourageacademigaskfocussed behaviour and product; and

significantlymorenegativeverbal feedback, e.g. critical comments, to discourage undesired

2Pupils Obehave better TBBCOmMiNElL970s6 by Sean Coughl a
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/feducation/7745772.stm
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sociatb e havi otuas K@ Ofdghavi our )lesspesiiveverbatfeedbomdkgni f i can
to encourage studento follow their sociabehavioural (noracademic) directions; and
significantlylessnegativeverbal feedback to discourage undesired, incorrect or inaccurate
academigaskf ocussed behavi our patedbypthedimdmgst 6, i s cl ea

Both datasets, UK27 and UK1, support the hypothesis (#3) showing ratios going in the
anticipated direction.

The following table presents data aggregated from the 2 datasets and previously presented

separately in more detail (Chapters 4 and 5):

Dataset TPP Std. SBP Std. TPC Std. SBC Std.

Dev. Dev. Dev. Dev.

UK27 (N=106)| 16.78 11.083| 2.89 3.72 511 6.02 | 12.21 9.87
UK1 (N=122) | 6.63 6.088 19 433 .86 1.208 | 6.42 6.558

Table 291 comparison of teacher feedback typesmeans and standard deviations

Thedat a shows that OTPP6 in both datasets is si
6SBC6; 6SBC6 in both datasets is significantl
both datasets is significanthf ar ger t han 06 SBPO6.

However, the face validity dhese differences, and the ratios obtained (Chapters 4 and 5)
does not take account of the number of zrores in each categdiobservations of

lessons where teachers did not use any feedback comments of one category or another:

Dataset TPP zeros SBP zeros TPC zeros SBC zeros
UK27 (N=106) 3 38 14 6
UK1 (N=122) 11 101 73 17

Table 301 comparison of total number of data points and zero scores in the UK27 and
UK1 datasets

43 Data from ANOVA showing significant differences is presented more fully in Chapters 4 and 5.
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This table emphasises the finding that teachers in the UK1 school used all 4 types of verbal
feedback behaviour significantly less than the UK27 dataset.

This table also amplifies the finding discuss
typesi respectively: approval of social behaviour; and criticism of acade¢ask
behaviour; were often unused by teachers in secondary school academic lessons according

to observers.

6.06 A provenpost hodhypothesis proposed that the direction of the significantly predictive
relationship bet awekwd 608B8E€O6aanfdolblODows: t hat t h
observed to use soci al behawvaiskudr tchrei tsitcuidsem t(sb
classwould be expected to be. There would appear to be an obviougdlédiey to the

causaldirection of this association (Chapter 4).

There is also a more novel way of conceiving of the relationship between the 2 variables
statisticallgci dlhahelavieawcmeagndist tizsstidentm ( 6 SBCO6)
60f Askd behaviour, and could thus be treated

vari abl et ansiktdoh béeGfnfg treated as an independent

The bidirectionality of influencein he associ ati ons -tbhaedkwéd)n ared end
i ndependent variables (e.g. 6SBCOl) suggests t
was unnecessary when correlational statistich scatter plots would have provided as

much usable statistical pewas was necessatg s was concluded with the

primary-phase studyApter, et al.2010) by the peer review process.

6.07Particularly, the observations of teachers in the UK1 school as they are recorded in this

table show that in the majority atademic lessons, teachers did not use positive
recognition of social behaviour (606SBP6; telli
they were) and publ i-pce rcfroirtmacni csem corfi tsitcuidsenm t(s60T F
students that they are nobrking on their academic wotiasks in an effortful or correct

way). As strong predictive associations have not been sumiyatreele between either of

these feedbackteaakégbehasiand; 6®&nd in consi de
therewasnmb a significant di &dsleWwéncat betwkbenheé hegK»pd
and UK1l school 6s dat aeaehersinthedJKlyschootte ys@mosee r e q U i
of these 2 types of feedback is mpted pending further investigation.
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Given the low fequencies of teacher feedback that werteriticisms of behaviour

(6SBC6) in both UK1 and UK27 datasets, it wou
contemporarily in secondary schools teaching academic lessons rarely used any of the other
3typesoffeedback cat egori sed as such for this study (
di fferentially, slightly more O0TPP6, compared

6.08The apparently higher usage of these 3 types of feedback in previous secondary school
studies (Wheldallet al..,1989; Harrop and Swinson, 2000) might be considered a historical
artefact, given that considerable time has elapsed (10 years or more between Harrop and
Swinson, 2000, and when data was collected for the current study) but this is debatable
without a robuscausal explanation as to how classroom discourse has changed in that time.

This would require further investigative research to establish.

From their own study of 10 infant teachers, 10 junior teachers and 10 secondary teachers
Harrop and Swinson (20D@epored that there were no significatifferencedn the use of
approval by teachelsetween infant, junior and secondary scholm<ontrast, they

reported that there was a decreasing use of disapproving comments by teachers from infant
through to upersecondarylt is difficult to see why the findings of the current research
reported here are so different to the secondary school results reported by Harrop and

Swinson (ibid.) but a numbei factors are worth considering.

For their study, Harrop ahSwinson (ibid.) standardised scores from raw tallies and arrived

at Orates per minuted when considering the us
Wheldall,et al.(1989) also standardised raw tallies of comments into frequency rates in

theirsecondyy study. As noted above, this statisticsa
primary study (Apteret al.,2010). Standardisation in this way means that thetiraal

ranges of raw scores cannot be extrapolated by the reader. As a standardisation psocess wa

not used on the raw scores of the current research, it became obvious that the differences in
frequency ranges of the 4 different types of
significant that if these were ignored, injudicious hypothesisingavasdult in a Type 1

error.

I't is unlikely that the | ow frequenciesd of t
current research in secondary schools can be judged to be an unwanted -alffigetver

because similarly low and narrow ranges o@dimithin both datasets: the UK27 dataset



with 29 different observers; and UK1 dataset with 4 observers (supervised by, and
including, the author).

6091t is wunlikely too that the | ow frequencies
of zero scores are caused by any other type of methodological confoundment such as

inadequate training and preparation of observers, as the expectation would be for
inadequatelyrepared observers to ovestimate frequencies of this type of data, rather

than undesestimate (Rapp, Carroll, Swanson and Higgins, 2015) example, observer

expectancies would predictupat i ng of mar gi nal instances of t

comments at | east as much into the 6TPPO6 cat e

An anticipated Hawtornetype observeeffect (Draper, 2014) that would suggest that the

reported frequencies are higher than would otherwise be the case, particularly in respect of

6TPPO6 and 6SBPO6, is that teachers-might have
observers Y being more positive than they usually were with their students, but the low and
narrow range positive comments tallies (O06TPPO6
caselndeed, the primary data that the author collected (Apteal,,2010) whereghe raw
unstandardised frequencies of OTPPO6 (termed O
and 6SBC6 (termed OTSNO6 in the primary resear .
revealed in the current studyhis provides further support to the argurnthat theMICRO

method and any observeffects that were entailed by following the method were not

responsible for the low frequenciesof IEBC6 f eedback variables how

6.10lt is not clear as to whether the finding that teachers used litdbdek in academic

lessons in secondary schools might have also been the case with previous secondary school
research (e.g. Wheldall and Merrett, 1989; Harrop and Swinson, 2000) as raw data from
thosestudies is not availablef. & behavioural phenomenonniet a real or realisable

possibility as a significantly frequentemt in a given contediecause it is indistinctive to

an observer; or because it is inadequately operatiedafiped; or because it is not ever

used; or cannot be functionally usedtsspecified form and contexhe claim of

significance ofatio-difference with another much more frequent behavioural phenomenon
where any (or all) opposite conditions apply: it is observably distinctive; adequately
operationallydefined; can be functialy used; and is frequently observed to be ysed

implausible
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To illustrate with an example: if it were planned that a UK teacher was to be observed using

two types of feedback: using the positive ver
usingthd nui t words for &énot good enougho, it is |
woul d appear to suggest that the positive ver
more frequently than the cr iPtiikdalunmhrteaskd 66not
However , the real obstacle to the UK teacher wus
in Inuit is that the UK teacher does not know any Inuit, and even if they did, it would not be
contextually comprehensible or culturally appropriate to use such feeidbatk<

secondary classroom as it would not be understood by the students.

6.11There were a number of correlations that were calculated using@arametric teét,
Spearmandés rantho, ornn denr ecpefcfti mifenteachersé verb
that were revealed during the statistical analysis of the UK27 and UK1 datasets that were

neither anticipated nor hypothesised, but which have been reported as emergent findings

(Chapter 4 and 5) for ¢hsake of completeness. To recap: the following correlations were
produced from both dat ps.eltUkip<é DBB§ OTPPHS BRG@
O0TPCO6 pUOS2UKLI:p<. 05); OTPPO6 aprd5 OKIRPCOL);&nd K2 7 :
06SBCO6 and OpkRPLOKLEUESR 7 :

It could be concluded from these correlations that teachers who use more positive verbal
feedback directed towards a studentdos academi:
positively recognise 6good6é behaviour (6SBP&6)
criticise Obadbé behaviour (6SBC6); and teache
directed towards student sd (psabtctyapprbvgEofbehavi our
and criticise a studentds academienbewtber k (6TPP
caveats that raw schboresoTPBPCO 6FBPRMUBEBIAG, Moe re S
and narrow in range in the UK27 dataset and lower still in the UK1 dataset; and the number

of nonzero tallies diminished and the range narrowed furthérarupper years in both

datasets (Chapter 4 and Chapter 5).

6.12Within the field of teachefieedback research, Nafpaktites,al. (1985) emphasised the

dangers of making too much of correlatiamglassroom observations of teacher feedback

“There was also a significant parametric correlat:i
momentrb et ween oT P Pgx.08)nadd ahdpdrdréeticarrelation in the UK1 dataset

usi ng Spear mdaabbest weaennk 60SBdPgdx .08)rbult astheithEXdftbesq

findings were replicated between the two datasets, they have not been expanded upon here.
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fi Ca u t ould be used in interpreting correlations, given that the more correlations
generated, the greater the probability of obtaining significance by chance. (p.367)

Recently, there has been considerable concern voiced in the psychology literature and in
the wider general science literature about the frequency of Type 1 errors and doubts about
the replicability of psychological experiments (Baguley, 2010; Pashler and Wagenmakers,
2012; Open Science Collaboration, 2015). It would seem wise to proceed witimaalién

discussing correlations revealed in the current research and drawing conclusions from them.

6.13 Researclhyuestion #2

It was intended that a range of assumedly influential contextual variables in secondary
schools would be addressed and exaahiny Research question #2/hat other factors are
significantly associated wit h -tsatsukdbe nbtesh af voil ol uorw
in academic | essons in UK secondary school s?6

variable are discusseaa-turn below.

6.14Each hypothesis under the auspice of research question #2: Hypothesis #4, #5, #6, #7,

#8, #9, #10, #11, #12 and #13, was of the same form: the degree to which students follow a
teacherds directi ons-tiars k¥s@gificantty assogiated withs sr o 0o ms
6Locality typed (hypothesis #4); OFree school
groupd (#7); O6Teacher genderdéd (#8); O6Years [ o
O0Adults presentdo (#AAM; o CPM&s(#1%)ed THd2didr e c
was not hypothesised. The null hypothesis in each case would be that there was no

significant association between the dependent variable and the contextual variable being

considered.

Statistically significantesults were found from using hierarchical multiple regression

analysis (HMRA) in respect of predictive associations between the distributions of the

dependent variable: studentask®)| owndg O©Eaebe
meal s &OUKA7 tdhat aset ; O6Yearsbd experienced in
60Class sized6 and O6Year groupd6 in the UK1 dat a
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There were no significant associations reveal
6School roll 6; OTesaecnhtedr; gbéeAnMl eorrd ;P MOA d ualntds tphree d
60naskwb6 in either the UK27 or UKl datasets

6.156 Free school meal s%6 was found to be indiuvi
di stributitamskddd tvlag i @®A e wp<tOh Chaptaré).dt UK27 dat a
seems an unlikely association but this statistic appeared to suggest that the more free school

meals were registered in a school, the more students would be found to be following
teachersodo directions i n22.26% aftstudentshegistdredfolT he UK1
free school meals (6FSM%6) from a roll of 980
of 14.6% in 2014.

The mechanical linkage betwash%d FreenstchobVi m
there is therefore a pobdity of a Type 1 error if too much significance is made of such a
predictive association. More investigation of this association would need to be completed

before a more meaningful hypothesis could be generated.

The debate about whether or not the petage of free school meals registered in a school

is a valid indicator of poverty has largely concluded with academics and teachers deciding
that is an unreliable indicator of povertyprimarily because of regional and cultural

variation in takeup of theoffer (Hobbs and Vignole2007; Kounali, Robinson, Goldstein

and Lauder, 2014).

6.16The positive and predictive direction of the association bettveenumber of years

that a teacher has been teaching (6Yearsd exp
follow their dir ecappearste havera moré phassile dnd On t a s k %0 )
meaningfulconnectionand the finding was replicated in bothakets (HMRA; Chapter 4

and 5). The more experienced a teacher, the more likely that students will follow their

directions in academic lessohpresumably because either: the teacher is more likely to

have learnt how to teach effectively and keep theestisdengaged; or, only teachers who

are effective in the classroom stay in the profession for many years; or a combination of

these two factors.

®6Subjectodo was not niisdscussteksdparately. t he HMRA, a
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Consideringnoipar ametri c correlations i rmothdne UK27 dari
6Years experienced6 distribution was also corr.
| es s ons rhps.238 K2406p= <.05) and negatively with the amount of critical

feedback they directed at trhoe-280oN-1060< behavi ou
.05) - meaning the more experienced the teacher was, the more they would talk but the less

they would criticise studentsd behaviour in a
why these associations were found, and what the mechéni@ae was, and in which

direction the causal vector was operating, appears opaque and further investigation would

be necessary to clarify what was happening.

6.17Wi t hin the UK1l dataset O0Class sizeb6 was r ev.
associatedwih -©®8ak %06 and i ndiBri.2a5Qpxl0b)put netiwighmi f i cant (
the UK27 dataset. The face validity of concluding that students were more likely to follow

t e ac her s &snhilerclassemppears plausible. The equal spread of colledatal

throughout the UK1 school, year by year, might explain why the result was significant; in

comparison to the UK27 dataset, where there were a disproportionate number of Year 7 and

8 observations (Chapter 4) where class sizes were larger.

However, smber class size has repeatedly been debunked as a desirable development by

Ofsted and the DfE. Ofsted reported in 195 he main finding of the re
reductions in class size do not necessarily lead to better teaching and higher standards,
suggestshowever that schools should not automatically seek to use new resources to reduce

cl ass*®(s. 4y e. o

The study by Hattie (2009), quoted by the DfE
class size on attainment to be smaller than a numbeherf interventions. Hattie argued

that value for money in raising attainment in schools is better achieved through other

interventions rather than clasie reduction. Hattie did not deny that the balance of

evidence from 3 metanalyses and 96 studies sliiog that there were significant benefits

to be had from smaller class sizes, but that it was much leseftexgtve than 105 other

6interventionso.

46 |n thesamereport the authors note that to reduce the average class size in primary schools by one
student at 1995 prices would cost £170 million.
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However, gychological first principles and a large number of evidential {aetdyses

show how childremearn best with individualised feedback (Hattie, 206#ttie also
reported thaindividualised teaching approaches waxtko promotes t u d leamning aind
well-being (ibid.). The benefit of smaller clasizesthat facilitate more individual teaching
has beerapprovinglyresearched in North America (Whitehurst and Chingos, 2011). The
bendits of individual tutoring is alspromoted by the Sutton Trust (2018)bviously, a
smaller class facilitates individual tutoring by the teacher during a leBbizis

presumably why elite private schools usually opt for smaller clas$’sizB®of this might
promotesome scepticism of the Ofsted and DfE mantra that reducing averagsiotess

has little effect upon educational outcomes.

6.18Wi t hin the UK1 dataset, but not the UK27 da
HMRA to be predictitvaed %@ sasmdiian didB=iRd8 &l 16yOns i ¢
p< .05). Again, the face validity of concluding that older students in smaller classes

more |ikely to be followaskhgWwdheappaaher6esason:
disproportionate number of Year 7 and 8 observations in the UK27 dataset might explain

why this result was not replicated.

6.19A particular contextual variabl ( 6 Subj ect ) became more i mpor
secondary school used for the UK1 dataset, and that was a comparison of the performances

of teachers and pupils in maths and English lessons in all year groups. This was because the
school 6 s mathadbeerdparficalarly cniticised by Ofsted and this had been a
contributing factor when they had placed the
the UK1 dataset was being collected. In contrast, the English department had been

positively recogised and celebraté&tl

The importance that the senior leadership team (SLT) of the UK1 school attributed to the

difference between the results obtained by this study in respect of observations of English

47 Maximum primary class size in New Zealand, where Professor John Hattie imset by statute

at25. In the UK the maximunis set by statutat 30 studentsThe ratio of teachers to students in the

UK private primary sector was 1:15 compared to an average of 1:26 in the state sector; and 1:18 for
private secondary schoatempaed to 1:21 for UK state secondary schools (Paton, 2014; OECD,
2012).Private schools in the UK, e.g. Eton College, where the cost of employing more teachers is
less of an obstacle, celebrate smaller class sizes irptiidicity: Eton primary departmemjuote

maximum class sizes: 20 to 24; and Eton leasrondary department class size: 12 students

481t emerged from discussions that the author had with the Head Teacher sthtl at the time

that going in to the Ofsted inspection in December, 20E3Stnior Leadership Team of the school

had been anticipating this criticism of maths teaching in the school (see ILCS transcript, Appendix).
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and of maths lessons is evident from the ILCS tapis(Appendix) and the analytical

summary of the same (Chapter 5).

Students in maths | essons in the UKl secondar
less than in English lessons. In English, teachers and students managed to establish higher
leves of students following teachersdé direction:

increasedyear on year, into the upper scHdol

In the UK27 dataset, no significant differenc:
different types of verbal feedback betwn English, maths and science lessons, and also

bet ween t het dsekv®d si nofdidéfOner ent s u mjsekdds .walsn t h
significantly higher in English lessons compared to maths lespan®%; Chapter 5), but

there was no significati f f er ence i n O6TPP6 and O6SBCO6 bet wee
only significant difference was an increase in the observed use of critical verbal feedback

directed at academic work (6TPCO6) in maths.

The differences between findings from observations gfigmand maths lessons in the

UK1 dataset might be more influenced by curricular materials or by differences in
departmental leadershiffactors unexamined in the current resedrcather than by

patterns of teacher feedback. However, the ILCS trangéqpendix) and summary

(Chapter 5) revealed that the Head Teacher and SLT believed thatnicivédual teacher

factors that were responsible (ILCS transcript, line 147, Appentlitd UK1 SLT believed

that teacher feedback was something that needed to be imjimdeeals of both quantity

and quality in lessons in the school in all years; and in all academic subjects except English
(ILCS transcript)ines 157; 168; 17273; 184)

6.20There were a nun@y of emergent uhypothesised findings that should arguably be
emphasised in respect of some further associ a

feedback, contextual vari abl es, drad kdbygdent s

In bothUK27 and UK1 secondary school datasefsen teaching older students, e.g. years,

10, 11 and 12, teachers used | ess positive co

49 Excepting a briefdipinYear8Bdescr i bed as a o6difficult year group
and the senior Edership team.
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(6TPPO6) and fewer critical comments directed
were also |less |ikely to baskwd) owlThigstwashien
for while no generally predicative-associatio
task%wd in the results present e dverelationship( Chapter
hasbeen found bet wteaesnk %&.BChhiasmndi mvOnt es t he ques
of years 10, 11 and 12 academic |l essons not u
compliance and engagement of studefhisitder to understandithbetter, it mightequire

further investigation focussing upon ttleaching theorieand history of these teachers.

It appeared from correlations between contextual variables from the UK1 datasedlthat
teachers within that secondary school were rikedy than female teachers to be teaching
the upper years, have more years teaching experience, and be teaching smaller classes

(Chapter 5). These findings were not replicated in the UK27 dataset.

6.21 Research question #3

Resear ch g u essheM@EROoevatioraltonl a valid and reliable means for
measuring the association betwede@ c her 6 s ver bal behaviour; and
of time students spend following a teacher ds

school s?6

On competing this research, it was always going to be important-evaéuate theé1ICRO
observational tool as a valid and reliable means for measuring the association between a
tteacher6s verbal behaviour; and fotlowingal engt h of

teacherodos directions in classrooms in UK seco

There were a number of issues with the method chosen that would compel revision of the
research design and of tWeCROschedule. RedesigninglICROwould prove
advantageous by broadeg its scope and utility; by improving its validity; and by further

ensuring its reliability.

6.22A number of observeeffects have been discussed above. A revision diittdR0O

method would have to consider and address these effects. As has beeediabose, all

raw scores and percentages collected for both the UK1 dataset and the UK27 dataset were
probably higher to a small extent than unobserved unobservable theoretical baselines for

each lesson, but as the research in its current methodolagitaifainly depended upon
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comparisons of different measures (betwewasures) and different groups (between
groups), findings have the validistrength of comparing like with like. This might be
anticipated to cancel out obsenedfects, but a future medbd might aim to minimise
observereffects further.

6.23The findings from this research suggested tibathers in secondary schools rarely use

public criticism of studentsd work (O6TPCO6) an
behavi ou-probaky3oBdedd)reason. Given the significant number of zeros

accrued in respect of the tallies of -6TPC6 an
categorisation of feedback types or redefine category descriptions. There might be a number

of novel ways in whichteachers in secondary schools provide feedback to students that

have not been previously considered that could be incorporated i@RO. Further

investigation of this might involve a survey / audit of both studentsesmuthers examingn

their views about what they think workso i ncr ease studentsdé work ra

6.24A significant shortcoming of thRlIICROtool that was previously identified is the
temporal disconnect between the recording of an observation and the behaviour that is being
observed that is exacerbated by the gjptie period observation cycles used. This means
that the mechanical connection between behavioural event and a possible behavioural or
environmental cause (@.an interactiorbetween a particular pupil behaviourdateacher
feedback about that behavipeannot be examined with any precision. The possibility of
using a digital video recording of an observed lesson to-cebsgence temporally the
observer record could be explored further but this would incurasteotMICRO

developing into a less portable and etisyse system. Whilst a camera would cause
another type of observeffect requiring measurement and monitoring; and additional
ethical considerations and permissions from students and their pareatdiags, the

potential of such recordings for future research would be significant however.

The possibility of increasing the representativeness of the sample of observed students in

each class could be considered and a modification of Jolly and Mchla@nar ( 1992) met ho
incorporated but there has been nothing found in the current study that suggests that a

randomly selected sample of 6 students is too small to be representative of all students in a

classds behaviour in rdrecpoasct of foll owing the

Anotherpossibility would be to audicecordand transcriba lesson in addition to using an

updatedVICROtool. The possibility of croseeferencing audisecorded interactions
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between teachers and students agaiMitGROrecord of a lessona development
partially explored by Swinson and Harrop (20Chapter 2} seems to offer way forward.

6.25A fuller and more detailed quantitative record of interactions in a lesson would provide
an opportunity of examining more closely thedivectional causal effects of verbal
interactions in lessons, providing a future versioM6EROwereenabled to do this.

As has been shown in the literature review (Chapter 2) most of the cited thsedimack

research projects (White, 1975; Persansl.,1976; Nafpaktituset al, 1985; Wheldallet

al., 1989; Harrop and Swinson, 2000; Swinson and Harrop, 2001; A&ptdr2010) that

have employed structured classroom observational schedules that predicated the

development of thi1lCROschedule Appendix) made use of the behaviourist paradigm

(Watson, 1913; Pavlov, 1928). In essence, this paradi&pends on a simple concépat

unidirectional association: the behavioural stimulus leéadsbehavioural response. Thus
feedbackresearchers who wematerested inteachdre edback and its effect
learningbehaviour chose to concentrate onteathere d back as t he &ésti mul us

and st dtdaesnktd Oboenhavi our as the &éresponsed.

A unidirectional causal vector was implied, thus:

N * Effect
Cause * Response
. o
. Stimulus _—=1 * Student ortask
Teacher feedback .
behaviour
Figure52isi mpl e behaviour al paradigm applied to t

With SocialLearning Theory, Bandura (1977) proposed a more complex relationship

between human behaviour and its causes:



i)
A
\{

m

Figure53iBanduradés (1986, p.24) diagram of

With this model the person and their cognitions (P) havevay2causal relationship with
their own behawiur (B), and a 2vay causal relationship with the environment (E). The
personds behav iwaywcausaf ré8ationship with tha enaronenen®(E). It is
important to note that the environment (E) contains other peejleh with their own

reciprocally determined behaviour.

Particularly important in this model is thedirectionality of the causality vectors between
each vertex. Statistically, any associations made between activity at a pair of, or all three
vertices, is perhaps moaecommodatingly and safedxpressed therefore with correlations

with no implication of causalityand notoy multiple regression and the beta statistic.

Bandura developed the temporal dimension of the model in another diagram:

A1 B: Az B> As

S «———> R «—» genf
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Se—> R «—» genf

S «——> Re+—» gen

Figure54iBandur adés conception of how behaviours r



Bandura(1986)explairs in a footnote

lllustration of how the same events change their status from behavior to environment

andfrom environment to behavior at different entry points in the flow of interaction

between two people. The As are successive responses by one person, and the Bs

successive responses by the second person in the dual interdogpnesents

istimuluso; R rePrepeasesnfisedPensrorc&r. o (g
In the text Bandura (ibid.) expands on this:

Confining analysis to a particular interactive segment sheds some light on causal

processes. But it inevitably leaves upkned some of the observed variance in events

when other determinants in the triadic system make causal contributions at various

points in the transaction§.26)

The dynamicallypossible complexities that this apparently simple model unleashes over a
given time period are astronomigaparticularly considering the behavioural relationships

of a class of 25 students with their teacher in an academic class in a secondary school.

Devel opi ng Ban d-Cogait®esThepry & 86 yndeByingradignh for the

results presented here in preference over the behaviourist paradigm mescspticism

about a unidirectionadausalr el ati onshi p between teacher s vel
foll owi ng t hetias kd%&)e citBandinreed§iot@aldlednuch ndi cat es
more complex matrix of social causes and effects operating to promote learning in the

classroor?t thanis provided by the findings presented here (Chapters 4 and 5).

However, it is plausible in consideration of tie@ortedfindings that the comparatively

simplistic correlationahssociaton®t ween t eachersod verbal feedbac
0TPC6,; and 6SBCO6) and studeask®O0johbhewsofftbe
utility as areductiveindicationof the way that the bidirectional interaction of teaeher

feedback and studentsd following teachersd di

an indices of, the soci@motional climate for learning. This proposal could be claimed to

®Bandura uses the same diagram in 06Soci al Learning
around O6stimulus6, o6éresponsed and O6reinforcerdé. Ba
he had begun to put a theoretical distandeéen the triadic reciprocal determinism used by his own

social cognitive theory; and stimulus / response determinism used by behaviourism (Watson, 1913;

Pavlov, 1928).

®The authordos updated model of recip
provides a more complex account of t
which apply to teachefeedback effects in the classroom.

raoxandt det er min
he causality v
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maintainanndi cati ve compliance with Bandurads conc
reciprocal determinism (ibid.) without being as exhaustively analytical as it could be.

6.26 The use of MANOVA to analyse results (Chapter 4 and 5) allowed for a more complex
interactonof possi ble associated effects to be exan
reciprocal determinisrparadigm These analyses enriched the initial findings of the HMRA

analyses that were complet&touping togethethree variables allowed for the-bi

directiondity of causal vectors between them, and treated studetaiskrbehaviour and

teacher verbal feedback behaviour as one entity.

With the UK27 dataset, MANOVY A svkasd ; u HeTdP Ptdo aqirdo

6SBC6 as one depende nguantitabdve indicéidr & the sealml a mal ga mat

emotional <c¢limate for |l earning in the classro

that amalgamated measure examined, and the significance of that association established

(Chapter 4). A similar significance wastablished in respect of the association between

6Year groupd and the same amal gamated depende

(Chapter 5).

In response to the concerns voiced by the SLT of the UK1 school about the differences
between maths and Englissons, a second MANOVA was completed in respect of the

UK1 dataset that grouped thasgé&hme ODAPPé wadi a

and examined the association with O6Subjectd a

differences were emblished betweeaurriculumsubjects (Chapter 5).

6.27The use of statistical techniques that amalgamate variables such as MANOVA does not

however provide detail about-tirectional causality effecisit includes these effects, but

opaquely. An alternate way of modelling causality statistically that would have increased

compliance with Bandurads reciproceériesdet er mi n

analysis (Gottman, 1981) but this would require a different temporal organisation of the
MICROtool, where simultaneous behavioural events were simultaneously recorded against

a timed index.
Sequential analysis incorporatingime-serieswith an embedded or hidden Markov chain

to predict future behaviours (Baet al, 1998; Ghahramani, 2001; Zthéni, Macdonald

and Langrock2016)offer a way forward. Baret al.explains:
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The basic goal of sequential analysis is to reduce uncertainty about the value of
observation by using information about past
somewhat siiitar to regression in that an external variable, e.g. time, is used to help

understand or predict values of a variable/ (p-252)

And more precisely (Yu, 2016):
A hidden semiMarkov model is a statistical model. In this model, an observation
sequencesi assumed to be governed by an underlying-8éankov process with
unobserved (hidden) states. Each hidden state has a generally distributed duration,
which is associated with a number of observations produced whilst in the state, and a

probability distrilution over the possible observatiorRrdgface

This statistical method has considerable potential for futwestigations involving

systematic quantitativebservations of classroom behaviour and their analysis.

6.28 Research Question #4

Researclyuestion #4 askedDoes the length of periods of time students spend following a
teacherés directions MICRO(cO@ssk d)ms arsd me agwa ret
associationwitte ac her s6 ver bal f eedbaecvkrbahemduwali our , an

factor s, have wutility for the senior | eadersh

The findings from the ILCS analysis (Apter, 2014) of the senior leadership team (SLT)
meeting summarised here (Chapter 5; Appendix) that was convened to discuss the curren
research, and the subsequent feedback about that meeting, indicated that the presentation of
statistical results and draft findings were considered to be of utility for the SLT of the UK1
school. This utility was enhanced by assertive scrutiny, anteolgal of both the results and

method by a number of members of 8iel team.

6.290bviously, theexercise of collecting and analysing quantitative data from the current
research might have been more useful to the UK1 school had it been completedtpeor to
Ofsted inspection in December, 2013, that resutiede school failing the inspection and

being put in to 6éspecial measuresb6.

The inspection acknowledged that overall, attainments had risen during the previous 12

mont hs but that insufficient O&6progressdéd had b
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mathematics. The degree of this lack of progress was described in termsnober of

gualitative comments about o6unsatisfactorydo |
i nspectors but judgements appeared subjective
6achi evement of pupilsbé was judgbesdd i nadequat e

exclusively upon qualitative guidance and descriptors. Numerical measures were not
reported. A quantitative observation method for teachers and lessons was not used. This
adheres to published guidance and practice for Ofsted inspections and insgxiits

(Ofsted, 2015; see also Ofsted website where inspection reports are publically accessible).

The Ofsted repoiit 20142 followingthei nspecti on, judged that the
of pupils was 6good®6inspattdrs that belthdonrtindessorfs was | | ages
6goodd and that t hei r® Theprevious Ofgtedinspsctiodainar el y di

2010 had judged the school 6goodd in all resp.

The request from the Head Teacher of the UK1 school for the set ofatises reported
here by the author came about because the UK1 school wanted to understand more
comprehensively and more accurately what was required in order to improve the way in

which teachers used verbal feedback to students.

Of st edds | uteghoncenmings ohtleonaths department and maths léasons
theUK1 school was predicted by the SLT prior to @istedinspection (by all accounts
seeChapt er 5) Heald Teaches arfdil 6 spdcuasedhat if the school had been
given access tthe findings of the research prior to the Ofsted inspection, they might have
been able to hold the inspectors at bay with an agiimm based on the measured baseline
provided here presented alongside their maths results.

More importantly and criticallyif Ofsted used a more structured and quantitative approach

to classroom observation similar to #MéCROmethod demonstrated here with the findings

of the current research, their judgementswdddi n t he aut-faierabds opi ni on
more equitablemore instructive and solutieiocussed; less likely to be subverted by

political purposes (e.g., pressure to convert to academy status); and ultimately, more

respected rather than feareghnd damned) by schoolsuch as the UK1 school

20f sted reports about UK1l school are miyt reference
53|t could be argued thalhte absence of a signi fi catnas kd%d foefr etnhcee &
UK27 and UK1 datasets reflects this judgement.
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6.30 Research gestion #5

Research question #5 asked: O0Are the Il ength o
teacherés directions MICRO(cd@ssk Bd)ms arsd meles up @
and encouraging verbal behaviourtedfchers reasonable indicatofslee conduciveness of

thesociale mot i onal <c¢cl i mates of classrooms to stude

The construct that has been termed for the purposes of the current resedsdtidhe

emotional climate for learning in classrodirsas nobeen exhaustively specified in this
research, beyond being associated (Chapter 2)
and Withallds (1949) r ec-motidndl aspeats oithed el evati o

classroom that might be more orless condracivt o st udentsé | earning.

It is suggested here that the association of positive teacher-feedlack with students
foll owi ng t eac kearssi§adaddicaterofthe condscivénés©af that

climatefor learning- though initially, there might appear to be a tautological circularity to

the relationship between O6indicatoro, oOcli mat
learning.

6.31However, the teacherds behfiugncednthe i s rat her
classroom. Bandur@d977) developed the concapf &é model | i ng behaviour

proposed that children were destined to copy adult behaviour from watching them. This

mechanism was famously demonstrated in the Bobo Doll experiment.(ibid.)

It would seem however tautological the argument appedtsatthe socialemotional

climatefor learningis most effectively measured and developed using structured lesson

observations and indicative measufes exampleusingMICROor an alternatie

systematic measur€éhis would seem to be a particularly ecologically valid proposition in

the case oMICRO, given thatMICROis measuring teaching interactions, teadbedback

and whether students are f oladlatefactsthatielate i r t eac
directly to the purposes of a school, whilst at the same time havingdhdiy as

measuring the interactional, soe@hotional tone of the classroétn

54 An omissionand useful future addition to théICROscheduleni ght be anotsher of Ande
innovatons,a means of ensuring that teachers reflect on their part in classroom interactions with
students a O Ment al Hygi ene Scale For Teachersdé (Anders
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6.32 The evaluation of the governmental / Dffgiative (Humphrey, Lendrunand

Wi gl esworth, 2010) O6Social and Emotional Aspe
secondary schools described a project that ha
health, resiliency and sedisteem, but which only achieved limitegccess iterms of

out comes. I n common with the current research
and others (Chapter 2), the SEAL programme was based upon a number of untried

assumptionsThe untried assumptions includebat learning outcomes woulgk impioved

by enhancing thersotional weltbeing of students; and thaiental health and resiliency

would be improved by manualised, classrebasel psycheeducational activities

A further obstacle to the success of the SEAL programme was that the mentahhdalt

well-being of students was to pbemarily measured before and after programme had been

i mpl emented principally by theSBd6rengths and
(Goodman, Lamping and Ploubidis, 20%)ich was never designed for such a purpose

and which- because of its brief and economical structure (5 subscales of 5 items each)

was not aeliable or contextually immung t eegetsfimeasure.

The SEAL programme finallgrowned in the wake @fnunforgivingquantitativegiven

Th e 6 gi wauld dltimatélyastvamp therogramme was that academic outconvese
compelled to becoman overwhelmingpriority in secondary schools in respect of resource
allocation- in comparison t@ny resources previously rifignced forstudent soial
development, health and wdléing (Gove, 2009).

6.33Research question #6

Research question #6 askéd/hat is the extent to which secondary school teachers might

expect their students to follow their directions in academic lessons (as indicatedt h e 6 On
task%6 variable) bynepmanfgrnthep sazcdnaary tsamapl
obtained by the study can be used as a baseline figure for future secondary research, and so

that the teachers are able to make approximate comparisordasibs that they are

teaching.

55 Michael Gove MP who was to become the Secretary of State for Education from May, 2010, until

July, 2014, narrowed down the aims of UK education to an academic subset in atspgeedRoyal

Society for the Art s MJupeVaototimnediately before she publicatoRor 26, 30
of the SEAL evaluation in 2010 and his ministerial promotiothe new coalition government.
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The mean percentage of time in academic lesson in secondary school classrooms that
students were following the directions of their teachers was 78.15% (N= 106, SD=13.31)
for the UK27 dataset and 77.06% (N= 122, SD= 14 A)He UK1 dataset. The range for

the UK27 dataset was from 39% to 99%. The mean figure for primary schools was 85.23%
(N= 144, SD=12.12; Apteet al.2010).

As has been commented before, i#ttask0sdnmgmuireisn
for secondary schools which are consistent with each other are significantly lower than the

mean ortask percentages found in primary schools (ibid.) and that the mean percentage

decrease in the upper secondary ygraups of the UK27 dataset (Chapter 4).ds lheen

previously reported also that teachers use less verbal feedback, both positive and negative,

as studentsgrowolddr.t i s of course a school 6s senior | e
level of engagement with academic work tasks; and thedetel c omp |l i ance wi th te
directions that teachers in school might reasonably expect; and whether a mean figure of

78.15% is a good enough ajpoint, yeargroup by yeaigroup, and subject by subject, for

their secondary school, in comparison to the 888an that primary schools appear to

achieve.
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Chapter 77 Conclusions

7.0Response tdntroduction (Chapter 1): the role and attributed importance of
teachersd verbal feedback in modern secondary

7.1What is feedback and does it wotKattie (2009), and the Sutton Trust (Higgiesal.,

2014) were adamant about the value of teachers using verbal feedback in the classroom as
an integral part of their teaching in order to encourage students to learn. Notwithstanding,
Hat t i e 6reworkingwbwina tonstitutes feedback (Chapter 1), findings from the
current research suggest that the relationship between feedback and students engagement
with learning in secondary schools in the UK is complex and feedback might not work in

guite the ame way as it does in primary schools (Chapters 4 and 5).

Findings from the current research suggest strongly that students of different ages receive
and internalise teachéeedback in different ways and that teachers are aware of this and
change the wathat they deliver feedback, depending upon the age or developmental stage

of the students that they are teaching. It is also probable that the longer the teacher has been
teaching, the more effective they are in making this adjustment in delivering ¢&edtzan

effective ageappropriate way (Chapter 6).

7.2 A number of future investigations have beggmposted as potentially worthy
endeavourdy thefindings of thecurrent research (Chapter 6).

Whil st an investigat i o&autohi p rDawescek 6csa n( 1b99 9d)a ncghe
was outside the scope of the current research (Chapter 1), a future direction for research

would undoubtedly betocrosse f er ence t he findings presented
attitudes and bel iaenfds aanb d intv efset & dybaa ¢ kobn sou r vset yu
phenomenological experiences of teadeedback, with culturally contextualised UK

samples.

The amount of talking a teacher uses when teaching in secondary schools appears to
account for little variation in the engagemef students in academic lessons. A
phenomenol ogical survey of se-a@andteachersst udent s

who talk more (or less) would be useful.



Why previous researchers (Chapter 2) found that secondary teachers used more feedback
than was observed to be used by teachers in the current research, will probably have to
remain uninvestigated because of the difficulties of procuring access to their raw data.

Similarly, the correlational association between the percentage of free swaslin a
school and the mean #ask rate will probably remain a mystery!

It was a pleasing research finding to be able to report that the more experienced a teacher
was, the more engaged andtark their students were during academic lessons; amd als

that experienced teachers did not need to use as much criticism of social behaviour as less
experienced teachers. It would be interesting to find out what it is that more experienced

teachers do differently in the classroom.

A teacher survey would required to investigate why secondary teachers umskeisocial
behaviour criticism with older students when this type of feedback (more than other types of
feedback) appears to work well. Are secondary teachers more anxious about telling older

students dfwhen they are disengaged and-ak?

7.3 Social Learning and Social Cognitive Theory and New Reciprocal Determinism

It is proposed that Bandurabs Soci al Learning
(1986)i ncor por ati ng t heApter,R00R, Appéndixprovidesal o p ment (
comprehensive paradigm by which thediriectional causal vectors of the interactions in

classrooms in which students and teachers are involved can be best described and

understood.

As has been shown (Chapter pcialLearning Theory was a development of behavioural
theory (Watson, 1913; Skinner, 1938) and has many features in common, but a critical point
of departure is the inclusion in the paradigm of the internal motivational forces within

human beings, and of the-diirectional causal vectors of reciprocal determinism. It is
suggested that the soceinotional climate for learning in a classroom is better described

and examined using reciprocal determinism to model a subset of the quantifiable

associations betweenwva a bl e s, than was the 6stimul usd ano

theory.
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Acceptance of these corollaries would support the proposal that whilst all the nuances and
subtleties of reciprocal determinism wilbt be revealed by the simple indications pdad

by the version oMICROused for the current research and the limited statistical analysis
that has been provided, those indications will not be in any way paradoxical or
contradictory to the Social Learning Theory paradigm and triaeieréctionalreciprocal

determinism.

7.4 The importance of systematic classroom observation in the applied psychology of
Educational Psychologists

It is a conclusion of this secondary study, a
et al.2010) that Educational Psychologists should persist with using and developing

systematic quantitative classroom observation skills as a keystone of their professional

practice in schools. Without such a systemahservation skillset and associated dat

analysis experience, the authority of the apptisgichology of Educational Psychologists in

the classroori working either organisationally or systemically with teachers and school

leaders, or when observing individual students aswask - is diminished.

Ot her observers of teachersd teaching and stu
inspectors and teachadvisors have dispensed with rigorous quantitative observational

methods, but this study has shown that data of thisitylespite i complexity (or maybe

because of it) has considerable utility in providing provocative and challenging indications

of the social emotional climate for learning in classrooms to teachers, senior leaders,

managers in schoo#nd policy makers. It is thewre difficult to understand why Ofsted

has ceased to aspire to the apolitical objectivity afforded by systematic observation methods

of the type described in this study.

Whilst it is clear with the current research that the present state of the teghantb
statistical analysis used has succeeded andYaiiteelqual measure (Chapter 6) to show
how (or indeed, whether) teacHeedback works in the secondary classroom to optimise

studentsdé | earning i weductivefindingsagersed here hayve hadh e cur r

56 A newMICROschedule isinder developmenkICROMKk.2 will be less sensitive to observer effects and

will facilitate continuous recording of interactional events in the classroom using additional technology. It will
also use the knowledge and experience of both primary and secondary teachers inndexepsed, age
sensitive, categorisation of feedback typese MICROMk.2 schedule is designedth the facility to use it

with atime-series analysis (Gottman, 1981; Bart, Fligner and Notz, 1998) kiddien semiMarkov statistical
model(ibid.; Yu, 2016)in order to investigate the causal relationship between teésbdivack and student
behaviour in a more convincing way than is currently determined by statistical correlation and regression.
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an evident utility in inspiring learning conversations within a school leadership team
(Chapter 5).

It is the authoro6s opinion that i f Educationa
small scale qualitative studies, theearch of the profession will continue to be sidelined

by educational leaders and policy makers who are more influenced and persuaded by the

large scale research of educational academics such as Hattie (2009).

7.5 The societal good of a holistically condtive sociatlemotional climate for learning

in schools

The societal good of a holistically conducive sceiadotional climate for learning requires
more research, discussion and developnidre current researdtluminates the corollary
that was also ceratl to the SEAL programm@umphrey et al.,2010): that an
improvement in the soci@motional climate for learning in lessons in a schabll ead to

t he school 6s puectvalyemastedbei ng more eff

The successful meeting of those purpdsemtonl v t o be measured by the
academiattainments howevgbut by the measured development of every attribute of their

presence in the world, including: their knowledge; their curiosity and their motivation to

learn; their potential and realiseativation for prasocial action and active citizenship;

their physical and emotional wddking; and their political knowledge, ethical judgement

skills; and recognition of their familial, community and societal responsibilities.

This is what ipromotel in this current researahroughthe adoption of the educationally
desirable concept offalistically conducive socisg@motional climate for learning in
schools muchas it wagpromotedoy Anderson, and Brewer, (194@nd Withall (1949)
and bySmuts,(1926) and by Dewey1897).
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Appendix T Raw Data and Textual Materials

=

= =4 =4 =4

Quantitative raw data for UK27 and UK1 datasets (p.181);

Parametric and nonparametric correlations for UK27 and UK1 datasets
(p.197);

Initial findings: presentation frames (p.20J);

ILCS transcription of UK1 senior leadership team meeting (p.210);

New Reciprocal Determinism (Apter, 2007)(p.231);

Distributed MICRO materials: manual, data summary sheet and letter (p.233).
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UK27 and UK1 Raw Data(SPSS output to PDF)

The following pages show Idisplays of raw datitom one SPS8ata entry sheet
that includesoth UK27 andJK1 dataets The datasets have been anonymised so
that individual schools and observers cannot be recognised.

KEY

LocType - Locality Type:1. inner city, 2. suburbaror 3. rural
FSM - Free school meals as a percentage
Roll - No. of students

Yr Gp - Year group

M_F - Gender of teacher

YrsTch - Years teaching (experience)

Subj. - Subject

Adlts - Number of adults in classroo

ClasSz - Class size

AMPM - AM or PM lesson

OnTsk - Time ontask as a percentage

INX - Teachettalking time as a percentage
TPP - Task performance positive comment
SBP - Social behavioural positive comment
TPC - Task performance itical coment

SBC - Social behavioural criticism

TME - Time: duration of observation

UK1 2 - Data row: 1. UK1, or 2. UK27

18¢



Adlts |ClasSz| AMPM | OnTsk

bj

M F |YrsTch Su

YrGp

Roll

LocTyp FSM

92
89
76

15
18

861
861
861

71

71

12

10

71

91
88
75

16
16
10

22

7
7
7

861
861
1199

39
39
17
17

71
71

81

10
28

22

7
9

i

1199
1251
1251

69
94
77
70
83
89
82
79
98
99
91

20

19
20
26
21

24

885
885
788
788
912
912

946

10

24

64
64

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

28

12
12

25

7
8
8
8

21

16
26
24

946
1651
1651

21

6
6

86
79
75
81

25

19
23
25
26
30
25
26
30
27

20

824
824
1480
1480

20

1

12

8
8

35
35

22
23
24

88

1

10
10

540

78
a7
98
a5
a7

640
1486
1484
1173
1173

25
26

15
15

8
9
7
7

LN
11
20
20

27
28
29
30
31

27
27
27
29

940

85
79
78
75
64
93
76
82
57

940

831
831
931
931
1100
1100
1049
1049

10

14
22

14
22
28
24

13

8
7
12
12

10
14

18
18

32
33

35
36

37
38
39

1/14

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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SBC | TIME | Uk1_2

TPP | SBP | TPC

INX

2

36
36
30
36
30
30
34
30

14

34
38

45

56
83
o1

32

80
91

27
22

38

12

21

32
34
36
36
36
36
36
30
30
36
36
36
36
30
36
36
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21
22
23
24

38
30
34
30
30
30
30
30
30
32
32
30
30
36
30

19

30
39
26

25
26

12

10

27
28
29
30
31

60
53
53
77
55
39
45

16
12
14
15

12

13

28

36
56
51

16
21

25
17
16

39

14

50
43

32
33

35
36

37
38
39

18

214

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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] | Adlts |Clas5z| AMPM| OnTsk

M_F |¥rsTch| Subj

YrGp

Roll

LocTyp FSM

95
71

30
29

11
"

9
11
8
7
7
8
9
10
7
8
9
8
7
7
8
11
9
11
7
10
11
7
11
10
7
10
9
9
7
10
9
11
7
7
8
11
11
12

11

1683
1683
1400
1400
1400
1400
1400
1400
1400
1400
1400
1400

543

9
9
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

23

40

M

62
75
69
65
72
77
65

30
23
29
27

42
43
44

14
23
27

45
46

47
48
49
50
51

54
48

30

12
12
20

56
83
89
67

52
53
54

14
19
14
13
12
20

543

23

543

23

39
89
45
86
81

543

23

a5
56

543

23

543

23

57
58
59
60
61

543

23

10

543

23

63
83

543

23

14
13
24

543

23

94
85
78
a7

543

23

62
63
64

543

23

13
10
25
25
20

543

23

543

23

65
66

98
86
84
66
87
62
81

543

23

543

23

67
68
69
70
71

543

23

10
13
12
20

543

23

543

23

543

23

543

23

84
73

14
19
14
10

543

23

543

23

55
89

543
1234
1234

23

58
58
23

95
80

72
73
74

75
76

77
78

13

543

314

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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SBP | TPC | SBC | TIME | Uk1_2

TPP

INX

30
30
30
30
30
32
30
30
30
30
30
30
32
32
38
30
32
32
30
30
32
32
30
30
32
30
30
30
38
38
38
38
38
38
38
34
34
34
36

12

18
15

21

45

40

32

12
14
14
14
25
21

15

55

15
18
28
24
23
20

10

83

56

36

65

41

42
43
44

45
46

47
48
49
50
51

32

12

68

19
29
27

71

17
23
31

73

53

28

52
53

32

33

25

13

12

17

33

10
22

22

55
56

16

41

16
35

57
58
59
60
61

14

15

28

31

17

48

10
15
21

10

38

47

62
63
64

11

42

15

10

19
42

65
66

27
11

34

38

38

67
68
69
70
71

10

37

35

25

10

17

24

16
48

27
26
21

48

31

11

49

72
73
74

22

22

75
76

59

85

77
78

14

414

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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] | Adlis |ClasSz|AMPM | OnTsk

M_F |[YrsTch| Subj

YrGp

Roll

LocTyp, FSM

87
89
86
86
78
75
80

24
13
14

10

543

23
23
23
23
23
23
23

79
80

15
15

7
10

i

543

543

81

543

14
24
24
18
18
19
23

7
10
10

543

543

543
1300
1300
1300
1300
1300
1300
1300
1300

8
8
8

11

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

31

82
83

85
86

87
79
75
71

87
88
89
90

29

7
7

11

95
93
76
60
94

30

91

14
22
13
17
18
18
27

15
14

92
93
94

9
12

794
1200
1300
1300

20

8
8
8

51

95
96

8

8
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22

85
65
48
77
72
75
62
56
48

97
98
99
100
101

994
994
994
994
994
994
994
994
994
994
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853

29

23

10

14
23

102

30

10

103

12
12
30

104

105

106

65
87
90
90
100

27

107

12

11
23
23

i
12
12
12

108

109

10

56
91

17

33

90
77
79
77

30

11
i
11

20

12

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

514

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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SBC | TIME | Uk1_2

TPP | SBP | TPC

INX

2

30
32
36
38
30
30
34
34
34
34
32
30
30
32
32
30
30
38
30
30
30
30
36
30
32
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

53
82
86
40

79
80
81

22
10

19

12
24
11

40

21

80
56
72
59
57
28

82
83

85
86

13

10

42

87
88
89
90
91

13

17

10

15
18
25

12

45

16
21

56
51

92
93
94

39

17

15
58
53
77
56
83

95
96

10
13

37
36
28

a7
98
99
100
101

14
13
21

10

18
23
24

25

65

14
12
27

15

21

102

15

55
53
73
71

103

22

104

29

17

105

19
32
25

106

29 12

25

68
70
23

107

108

109

23
100

28

37
58

17

14
37

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

14

"7

6/14

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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] | Adlts | ClasSz| AMPM| OnTsk

M_F ||YrsTch Subj

YrGp

Roll

LocTyp, FSM

79
80
80

20

12

853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853

22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22

118

15
15
26

93
88

17
26

90
88

14

119

120
121

122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131

17
26
28

90
73

14

53
54
99
79

14
12

33

12
10

25

a7
a7
77

30
13
17
20
28

132
133

10
10

92
79
76
79

10

135
136
137
138
139
140
141

12
25

10

a7
a7
77

30
13
17
20
28

10
10

92
79
76
76

10

142

12

11

143

144

63
49
86

16
26
7

853
853
853

22
22
22

145
146
147

81

26
23
27
28

10
12
20

853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853

22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22

148

71

60
70
71

19

10

11

76
63
49
86

16
26

149

150
151

152
153
154
155
156

10

10

7114

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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SBC | TIME | Uk1_2

TPP | SBP | TPC

INX

30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

12
12
12

18
18
26

37
28
28

17

17
13
13
13
13
12
18
24

13
13
20
15
20
16
20
16
12
18
11
12
18
11

18
18
12
10
11
15
11
15
21
15
21

43
15
30
60
20
15
29
47
15
21
60
20
15
29
47
19
25
40
31
23
35
27
38
26
19
25
40
31

118
119
120
121

122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
135
137
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155

8/14

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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Adlts |ClasSz| AMPM | OnTsk

bj

M_F | YrsTch Su

YrGp

Roll

LocTyp| FSM

81

26
23
27
28

10
12
20

853

22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22

157

71

853

60

853

70

19

853

71

10
25

853

52
79

853

158

159

160
161

162

13
27
27

853

163

91

853

164

46

853

165

56
91

30

853

166

12

853

167

&1

27

853

168

79

13
27
27

853

169

91

853

170
171

46

853

56
91

30

853

172

12

853

173

&1

27

853

174

7T

18
12
27
28
25

853

175

90
72

12

853

176

853

177

7T

34

853

178

58
88

853

179

13
27
28
25

12

853

180
181

72

853

77

34

853

182

58
&8

853

183

13
27

17

853

184

185

&6

853

35
54
92
84
&6

17
16

853

186

853

187

853

188

13
27

853

189

853

35
54
92
84
&89

17
16

853

853

853

13
12

853

190
191

192

193

194

195

12

853

9/14

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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TPC | SBC | TIME | Uk1_2

TPP | SBP

INX

30
30
30
30

23

157
158
159
160
161

35
26

15

36
26

32
30
30
30
30
30
30

23

40

21

12

48

162

163

164

60

165

17
35
29

166

167

32
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

168

21

169

12

48

170

171

61

17
a5
29

172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180

181

19
14

20

32

23

10
24

20

15

45

15

48

23

10
24

20

182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190

191

15

45

15

48

16
35

10

35
49

16
35

10

35
49

192
193
194

195

33

10/14

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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Adlis |ClassSz AMPM || OnTsk

bj

M_F | YrsTch| Su

YrGp

Roll

LocTyp FSM

75

12
20

10
12
12
"
11
12
11
"

853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853
853

22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22

196

94
94
83
82

12

28
28
34

90
91

18

80
65
64
91

10
19
14
15
17
15
15
10

10
10

197

198

199
200
201

202

203

204

205

12
12

206

73

12

207

03
95
84

208

10
10
14
30
30

209

10
12

210
211

92
66
71

22
21

212

10
12
11

10

213

76
82

16

10
10
15

214

215

95
49
83
82

13
26

216

217

11
11
12
11
"

218

28
28
34

219

90
91

18

220
221

80
65
64
91

10
19
14
15
17
15
15
10

10
10

222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231

12
12

73

12

03
95
84

10
10
14
30
30

10
12

92
66
71

22
21

10
12

"

76
82

16

10
10

232
233

234

1114

9/13/16 2:51 PM
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TPC | SBC | TIME | Uk1_2

TPP | SBP

INX

30

11

18
10

32

30

15
24

30

30

15

17
12
23

30

30

30

16

49

30

12
41

197

198

199
200
201

202

203

30

16

204

30

20

205

30

53

206

30

207

30

208

30

35

209

30

16
31

210
211

30

30

1

32

212

30

18

213

30

72

214

30

36

215

30

40

216

30

24

217

30

15

17
12
23

218

30

219

30

220
221

30

16

49

30

12
41

222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231

30

16

30

19
53

30

30

30

30

35

30

16
31

30

30

1"

32

30

18

232
233

234

30

72

30

36

1214
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LocTyp FSM | Roll | ¥YrGp | M_F |YrsTch Subj | Adlts |ClasSz| AMPM | OnTsk

235 2 22 853 10 2 23 9 1 13 2 95

236 2 22 853 7 1 0 9 2 26 2 49
9/13/16 2:51 PM 13/14
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INX | TPP | SBP | TPC | SBC | TIME | Uk1_2

235 40 6 0 0 0 30 1
236 24 5 0 1 2 30 1
9/13/16 2:51 PM 14/14



UR27 Dataset — parametric correlations using Pearson’s r

LotTp | FSM | Roll | ¥rGp | M F | ¥YsTc | Subj | Adis | ClaSz Az OnTsk | INX | TPP | SBP | TPC | SEBC
LocTyp  Pearson Coarelation 1) -3e3™| s01™| -032] 186 .146] -081 o84 | 3607|087 4| et 1 07| 2w 140
Sig (-ailed) oo mp| 4 055 135 | 405 515 00 £ e 205 Mol 102 437 04 125
N 107 105 107 a7 107 1a7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 104 107 107
FiM Pearson Comelation | -.3937 M7 e 42 053] 208T) 7| -3637| -034| M5 1] -5 -214 35 7
Sig. (2-tailed) 00D RilN| Jar 148 504 002] 026 00| 733 2 30| a6 0] 016 081
N 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 103 105 105 105 105 105 14 105 105
Rall Pearson Comelation BO1T| 24T 1 1M | 8| 2057 03@| 086| 3237 =5 03| st ase| -m17 173 016
Sig. (2-tailed) 00D 01l 87| 08l 035 4 376 00l 55 A1 Q00| .o Bes| 075 £73
N 07 105 107 o7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 104 107 07
YrGp  Pearson Coarelation -032 020 -120 1 A4| 08| -0 -147| -2267| 23 -161 155 ) -3407| -035| 070f -081
Sig. (2-tailed) 743 767|187 03 58 634] 083 019| 013 008 111 L00 381 420 405
N 07 105 107 o7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 104 107 07
MF Pearson Comelation 1845 142| .08 14 1] -08] 2187 004 002 0 -168 050] 082 063 -004) -115
Sig. (2-tailed) 0335 148 031 203 A7l 024] o8 347|186 084 543 A01 e L 240
N 107 105 107 7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 105 107 107
¥rsTch  Pearson Coarelation 145 053 M3 08| -016 1] -007| 3677 -030] 078 3587 24| 092 -4 123 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 135 04| (36| 53| BT SH] 000 761 438 000 06 343 §40| 208 202
N 107 105 107 7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 105 107 107
Subj Pearson Comelation -081| 2887|  me| -048| 2187 007 Loe -007| 003|032 137] -131 101 12 025
Sig. (2-tailed) 205 002| 34| 46| 04| o2 £20 %41 057 508 1] 12 05| 253 202
N 107 105 107 7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 105 107 107
Adits Pearson Coarelation 04| 2177 me| 167 oM 3T 009 1| -122] .04 17 Wi 367 -0 149 103
Sig. (2-iled) 515 026 376] 085 048 000 90 20| 658 232 @3] 001 389 125 201
N 107 105 107 o 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 105 107 107
ChsSz  Pearson Courelation 36077| -3637| 3137 -:6°| 2 030| -007] -122 1 151 -0 084 oee| 3167| -0d2 087
Sig. (2-iled) 00D 000|001 ne| 347 .| 941 210 0| 4T e 308 001 527 37
N 107 105 107 o 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 105 107 107
AMPM  Pearson Comrelation w7 -034| M3 2387 a2 076 005 042 -151 1| -082] -004] -155 73| -0 078
Sig. (2-iled) 32 733 A5 05| 186 438 Q57| .68 120 A3 60| 112 458 813 426
N 107 105 107 7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 07 107 105 107 107
OnTsk  Pearson Comelation 04| 2457 3| -1al 68| 3587| -082| 17| -069| -0E2 1 67| 078 -105| -O19) -3M4T
Sig (-iled) BDS 012 Bl 068 | 084 000 | 232 477 403 x| 423 it 000
N 107 105 107 7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 07 107 104 107 107
INX Pearson Comelation 19 01| 3807 -155| oaR| .2E07 137 045 084| -004| 037 1967 -095| 116 2%
Sig (-iled) 40 4| 00| 1N bt ] 005 159] 645 380|080 m 3 37| s 105
N 107 105 107 7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 104 107 107
TPP Pearson Comelation 158 -5 .160) -3407 | 0R2 | -5 3BT 9| -133 78| 198 1| - 176] 2017
Sig (-iled) 102 646) 0| 0W| 401 343 121 ool 308 12 425 (43 5| .0 037
N 07 105 107 o7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 104 107 07
SEP Pearson Comelation Q73] -218%| -017] -08§) 0G3| -48 00| -084| 3167 -073| -105| -08G| 2727 1 Ruill 038
Sig (Hailed) 437 020 B85 381 i 40 305 380 00l 458 283 37| 00s 2 606
N 1046 104 106 1§ 106 10§ 106 106 105 106 106 106 106 104 106 106
TRC Pearson Comelation a7 235 173 ) -0 03] 112 Q40| -062| 023 -009 118 176 001 373"
Sig. (2-tailed) 004 01| 075 AN | 966 08 153 123 57| B3 Bas 35| LT 205 000
N 07 105 107 o7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 w7 107 104 107 07
SBC Pearson Comelation 149 ¥l 016 -081 15 -1M 03| 103 087 -078( -3M” 16| 2017 38| 37"
Sig (-ailed) 125 081 73 A MO 2@ 02| 291 371 426|000 105 037 G05| 000
N 107 105 107 a7 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 105 107 107

**_ Carrelation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tiled)
*_ Correlation is significant at the (.05 level (2-failed).
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TUE27 Dataset - non-parametric correlations using Spearman’s rhe

YrsTc

LocTyp  Correlation Coefficient | 1000 -680| 6017 -o1g| 186| 1@ 138
Sig. (2-milad) . | 000 | ooo| ssa| .oss| 2o 53| 13| oo o34
N 07| ws| | w7l 1] 07| 106] 107] 107

FiM Caorrelation Coefficient | -6807 | Lo00| -4017| 051 034| 0%

Sig. (I-tailed) 000 | | ooy se| 720 421

osg | o0e| ool| g
N 15| 1es) aes| 1os) 10s] os| 1os] aos| sos| aos) yes| aos) gos| 1o+ 105] g0s
Rl Correlstion Coefficient | 6017 | 401 | 1o00| -111| 2167| 1as| -eo7| oer| ser|  oss| -oao| emo| ase| ose| 2100| -ois
Sig. (2-iled) 000 | 000 | 55| me| | oss| &7 | 000 | 0 | 38| ow| 05| s16| 030| 86
N w07] ws| ] 107 1er] 7| 17 wor| ao7| o] wer| a7l 07| wes| 07| 17

TrGp Carrelation Coefficient -0g|  0s1| -111) Looo| 144 13| -097| -2207| -136]| 2207| -120| -107) -3217| -092 056 -0M

Sig. (1-miled) 852 | 606 |

N 107] 1es) aer] 1ozl 1e7] go7) 1o7] go7] ao7f aorl w7l w07l w07) 106 107|107
MF  Corelation Coefficiant 186 o034 26| 44| 1ooo| -o0| 02| -pss|  d0sl | -13s| ose| om| 46| omo| -oes
Sig. (2-miled) 055 | 70 | 06| 138 | sm| sm | 285 | '_Eﬁl 164 52| ase| 637 82| 335
N w07] ws| ] 107 1er] 7| 17 wor| ao7| o] wer| a7l 07| wes| 07| 17
¥rsTch  Correlation Coefficiant wa| ome| 03| a34| -os0| vooo| -oes| as2| om| oes| 45| ;| o ws| om| -2
Sig. (1-miled) 287 | 471 | 2| 8| 758 N T | 754 | sm| ooo| o14| 83| es4| &m| om
N wi| 1es| 1er] 107 1e7] 07| 7] aer| aav| wer] wer| w07l we7] we| 07| ww

Sakbj Carrelation Coefficient -132| 2327 -007) -097 22| 0B | 100D oo2] -048 00l o00a) -150) -.183 M3 -058 088

Sig. (2-miled) 1?_=| .n17-'| 045|318 m4| 3w . .;-ssl 5'_E| ggsl 1ooo| am| m7| 34| 5 365
N 107] aesl aer] 1ozl 1oz 07| 1oz aor] ao7f wezl o7l a7l wo7)  10s] 107 7
Ades Corelaion Coefficient | -011] 2037 o4 -2207| -oe8| as| om| 1000l -1s0] ool 20| s3| 2o -13e| 077 -0de
Sig. (1-miled) 209 | o | 676 23| 3| oe1| e85 . | 14 | QEﬁl 0 022| 156| 4m| s
N wi| wes| | 17 wr| wr| wr] we| | wr] wrl vl wrl we| 17| e
ClasSz  Correlation Coefficient | 3507 | -450| 342™| -1ss| 04| 02| -mee| -150 1000] -13e]| -oe4| om 1| 256" 07| 085
Sig. (1-milad) 000 | 000 | o) o8| 85| 7es| 1| a24 | . | '.s4| 34| a2| %] 08| 36| 3m
N w07] aes) aer] 1ozl 1oz 07| 1oz aor] ao7f ael verl a7l wo7)  10s] 107 07
AMPM  Correlation Coefficiant 0e7| -3¢l o3| mor| 28| oss| oon| oozl 19| woeol -osi| oa3| -as7| -m06| -os1| -oe2
Sig. (2-milad) m | 385 | Jo1| .o23| ass| s00| ges| ess | 154 | | 604 so4| 054| 47| 4m9| 344
N wi| wes| we| w7 wr| wr| wr] we| 1| wr]| wr| wrl wrl we| 17| e
OoTsk  Corelation Coefficient | -016| 1087 -020) -120| -135| 45| ooo| 222 -051] 1oo0| -owe| oo -128| -om0|-3e7T
Sig. (1-milad) 868 | 043 | 8| a7 0| 1e00| om | 334 | 6o+| | es| ase| 474 o
N wi| 1es| 17| 107 1ev] w07| 1w7] or| 1ov| wor] wer| w07l wo7] we| 107]  ww
X Correlstion Coefficient | 230°| -140| 40| -107| ose| 26| -1so| s3] os2| o3| -ow0f rooo) aes| -pes| 47| a4
Sig. (2-milad) 013 | 10 | ooo| oms| ss| me| am| 37 | 40 | sml o1 ol osa| am| ae
N 1w07] aesl aer] to7) 1oz ao7) 1oz aor] ao7) aezl verl a7l wo7)  1es] 107
yic] Carrelstion Coefficiant 1| -a1ss| ase|-zne| oom| e -1e37) 2mt| 2| -as7] oe| aest| nooo| 3s27| me| 215
Sig. (1-milad) 153 | 038 | as| om| 48| 833) oe7| om | 249 | ns4| 83| 04 A o] oe| a0
N wi| 1es| 17| 107 1ev] w07| 1w7] or| 1ov| wor] wer| w07l wo7] we| 107]  ww
SBR Correlation Coefficient 147 -253™ | os| -oe2| oss| 06| wes| -139| 2s6| -006| -a28| -oss| 37| Loo0| m#|  oes
Sig. (2-miled) 133 | oog | 16| 34| 37| o8| 3m| 1% | 008 | 94?' 10| 64| 000 | oes| 310
N 6] ao4l aos| tos| 10| 1os) 10s] 105|108 aoel 06| dosl 06| 106 106|108
TR Correlation Coefficient | 3207 | -3217| 2107|056 .o20| ox| -055 o7s] -oml -om| 47| 208| 24| 1000| 3827
Siz. (1-miled) o0l | ool | mo| 5w s42| sw| 55 | 435 | m;l 474| 32| oe|  0os 000
N wi| 1es| 1er] 107 1e7] 07| 7] aer| aav| wer] wer| w07l we7] we| 07| ww

sBC Carrelation Coefficient 16| -1%0| -016| -020| -084| -1 088 -4 083 -092] -397 q41| 2F| e &7 100

Sig. (1-milad) 234 se| ee| 33| 0| 38 .s;=| ss_vl _144| 000

N 107 | 105 107 107 107 107 107 107 107 '.DT-'I 107 107 107 106 107 107

**. Correlation iz siznificant at the 0.01 lewel (2-tailed)
*_ Comelation is siznificant at the 003 level (2-tadled).
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UKl Dataset — parametric correlations using Pearson’s »

MiGp | MFE TP SED TRC SBC_|
YiGp Pearson Correlation 1 186" 3017 iy 126| -417 017 3t | st 01°| -030| -349™| 4TI
Sig. (2-iled) 0335 001 e 155 000 850 000 033 3 gE 000 000
N 128 pH] 118 128 18 113 2% 123 113 2% 123 128 1%
M_F Pearson Correlation 186" AL ) 013 004 076 06| -182t| 43¢ 15 050 141
Sig (2-miled) 035 087 001 706 201 390 463 03 006 088 577 1n
N 128 20 129 120 120 129 20 120 129 20 120 120 1%
¥rsTch  Pearson Correlation 30" 151 1| 207 147 113 o8| am” o8 gl -0 1827 -0
Sig. (2-ailed) 00l 87 0L 007 166 Eal 002 A% 501 785 030 703
N 128 120 129 120 120 129 120 120 129 120 120 120 1%
Subj Pearson Correlation a3t o201t 07 i S el -7 180" o -0a1 oge| -l -7
Sig (2-miled) e 001 001 04 000 308 032 788 306 7 250 on
N 138 20 129 120 12 20 120 12 20 120 120 1%
Adits Pearson Correlation - 126 o3 147 039 e -113 - 080 -030| -089) 303 1w
Sig. (2-ailed) 155 796 007 e 665 740 202 3% T35 315 000 219
N 128 120 129 120 10 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 1%
ClsSz  Pearson Carrelation 4T 4 13| -3 -030 1 0| -3457 -134 0] 067 o] 48"
Sig. (2-ailed) 000 | 165 000 3 815 000 13 242 40 815 000
N 128 20 129 120 120 129 20 120 129 20 120 120 1%
AMPM  Pearson Correlation -017 -076 08| -047 el 021 - 063 000 137|  -016|  -058|  -056
Sig. (2-ailed) 850 300 5] 308 40 815 480 00 121 B35S sl s
N 128 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 1%
OuTsk  Pearson Correlation 300 a5 2 gt o113 - -0§3 o8 003 152 -023| 30
Sig (2-miled) 000 453 o 031 20 000 480 an M6 085 798 000
N 128 20 19 120 120 19 20 120 19 20 120 120 1%
N Pearson Correlation 10t 18 06 3 -080 134 000 063 1 053 013 180" 019
Sig. (2-ailed) 033 E 40 708 3 130 000 1] 352 B2 032 828
N 128 20 120 120 120 129 120 120 129 20 120 120 1%
ToR Pearson Correlation SN0 243 ee| -0l -030 000 137 003 053 am~ 1)l I
Sig. (2-ailed) 023 06 5m 306 735 263 121 206 55 000 030 o0
N 128 120 129 120 10 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 1%
3BP Pearson Correlation - 030 151 -0 053 -089 067 - 016 152 o3| 3T om ]
Sig (2-miled) 738 083 785 447 315 49 255 085 288 000 43 L]
N 128 20 19 120 120 12 20 120 12 20 120 120 1%
TRC Pearson Correlation - 340 os0| 18| -] 3T 021 05| -0m | -1m0° " 071 1 07
Sig. (2-iled) 000 517 039 250 000 815 1 708 03 030 a0 ol
N 128 20 120 120 10 12 120 110 12 120 110 120 1%
SBC Pearson Correlation 4 04| 00| 4™ 056 -3057 | -p19|  2se 083 07 1
Sig (2-miled) 000 Al 703 002 219 000 53 000 228 001 352 010
N 128 20 119 120 120 129 120 120 129 20 120 120 1%

*. Correlation is siznificant at the 0.03 level (2-failed).
** Carreladon is sienificant at the 0.01 lewel [2-tailad)
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UKl Dataset — non-parametric correlations using Spearman’s rho

Yigp | MF | ¥sTch | Subj | Adss AmPm | OoTsk | X | TRR TEC

YrGp  Comslation Cosfficient 1000 | -1e| 40| oamr| oM 06| 3™ 10 -8 T

018 000 040 164 | 854 000 148 030 000

128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128

MF  Comslation Cosfficient 1| 10| -2sm| -ae 036 s e -1s| e 008

s 003 00 586 | 0| 3s 082 on 018

128 120 1% 120 120 120 120 Jol] 120 120

¥rsTch  Comrslation Cosfficient | -aa| 1o 3wt -2 o3| 3w 145 -0 - 236

000 003 001 07 | o] o0 (7] 430 003

28 120 1% 120 120 120 29 Jol] 128 120

Subj Carrelation Coefficient asr| -] sme| 1eoe| -5 o | e ws| -0t -084

0 001 001 014 | 581 38 ¢s3 544 345

128 120 129 120 120 120 120 120 120 120
Adls  Corslation Cosfficient - 124 sl 26" 05| 1000 053 145 -135 0o
164 536 007 04 . | 552 101 1 m

128 120 1% 120 120 120 29 Jol] 128 120

ClsSz  Comrslation Cosfficient -4 0e3|  -142| -amT| -0 00| -33 107 o7 025

000 204 108 002 202 | 208 000 10 M 782

128 120 1% 120 120 120 120 120 120 120

AMPM  Comrslation Cosfficient - 016 076 o3| -nae 053 1000 | -036 pal  -1s0 -110

54 380 870 581 553 | 654 833 056 215

28 120 1% 120 120 120 29 Jol] 128 120

OoTsk  Comrslation Cosfficient Eron o 3ot g 145 030  Looo 070 156 - 089

000 364 000 038 101 | 654 433 051 311

28 120 1% 129 120 120 28 Jol] 128 120

INX Comrelation Cosfficient 126 145 005 135 e o Lo 028 -183°

148 g2 0% 53 17 | 33 433 038

23 120 120 120 120 120 20 120 120 120

i Carrelation Coefficient 205 -0|  -054 008 7l -1 156 wos| 1000 185

030 o0l 430 544 011 | 7 | 056 .08l 757 038

128 120 1% 129 120 120 28 Jol] 128 120

SBP Correlation Coefficient -2 m 001 14| -os4 -128 148 | e 154

a3 m 87 182 343 | 144 0e4 054 on 082

28 120 129 120 120 120 20 120 120 120

TRC Carrelation Coefficient -3 wel| -2567|  -084| 334 10| w0 -as 183" 1.004
000 08 003 346 ool 215 am 038 038

128 120 1% 129 120 120 120 Jol] 128 120

SBC  Comslation Cosfficient -85 ne| - o260t 003 T L ms| 241 275

000 145 | 008 003 206 | 352 000 841 | 006 002 |
128 120 1% 120 120 120 120 Jol 120 120

*. Comelation is siznificant at the 0.03 level (2-tailed).

**_ Correlation is siznificant at the 0.01 level (2-tilad)
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DISCLAIMER These presentation slides contain uncorrected initial datggene
review and examiner scrutiny) that differ from final findings in the-body of this
thesis. These data findings should not be used in any subsequent publication.

The Social-Emotional Climate
for Learning in UK Secondary
Schools

Research Preview — Apter, 2016

Previous predicating research

+ Apter, Arnold and Swinson, 2010, ‘A mass observation of
student and teacher behaviour in British primary
classrooms’ — largest KS1/2 study of its kind to date;

+ Students on-task 85-86% of time in class: highest ever
recorded in UK;

+ On-task behaviour ‘associated’ (N.B.) with teacher’s
positive comments about student work and significantly,
with neutral teacher-talk (active teaching?);

+ As usual in such studies, teachers praised good work, but
did not praise ‘good’ behaviour and criticised ‘bad’
behaviour

* No difference in on-task behaviour between strategy and
non-strategy behaviours;

+ Headline BBC news and TES: ‘Motormouth teachers get
better results...’

2
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Current research

This data was collected using MICRO - a Mixed-Interval
Classroom Observation time-sampling tool developed for

Educational Psychologists;

Part 1: National sample (NaS) of 107 academic lesson
observations in 2013 in 26 UK secondary schools /

academies;

Part 2: 129 academic lesson observations Spring and
Summer terms of 2014 of each teacher, a.m. and p.m. in
one anonymous ‘bog-standard’ secondary school (BoS)
judged ‘inadequate’ (Ofsted inspection, December, 2013);
Part 3: statistically analyse Part 1 and 2 datasets;

Part 4. compare and contrast Part 1 and 2 data-sets and

analyses;

Part 5: share results with, and consult SLT in BoS, about
meaning and utility of results.

List of variables considered

City, suburban or rural;
Free school meals;
Roll;

Year group;

No. of years teaching
experience;

Teacher gender;
Time of day;
Subject;

No. adults in class;
Class size;

Student on-task time %:
Neutral teacher-talk time %:

No. positive comments
about academic
performance by teacher:;

No. positive comments
about social-behaviour

No. critical comments about
academic performance

No. critical comments about
social-behaviour.

20<




National sample (NaS): n=107

Tallies of types of comments by
NaS teachers, comparing means per lesson:

Teachers’ Teachers’ Ratio:
positive negative
comments... | comments. ..
...about 16.85 54 3=
students’
work:
...about 2.91 12.32 1:4
students’
behaviour:
Ratio: 51 1:2 Total Ratio
(+ive : -ive)
20 :18 5

Bog Standard (BoS) sample: n=129

Tallies of types of comments by
BoS Teachers, comparing means per lesson:

Teachers’ Teachers’ Ratio:
positive negative
comments... |comments. ..
...about 6.92 049 14:1
students’ (NaS 3:1)
work:
...about 0.86 6.44 1:6
students’ (NaS 1:4)
behaviour:
Ratio: 71 1:13 Total R_atio
(NaS 5:1) (NaS 1:2) | (*ive:-ive)
8 :7(20:18) 6

20¢




Bog Standard (BoS) sample: n=129

Tallies of types of comments by
teachers, comparing means per lesson:

Teachers’ Teachers’

positive negative

comments... comments...
...about 6.92 0.49
Sturdk§nt5’ (NaS 16.85) | (NaS 5.4)
PEOLIC (KS1/2 14.62) | (KS1/24.61)
...about 0.86 6.44
students’ (NaS 2.91) | (NaS 12.32)
behaviour: (KS1/22.85) | (KS1/2849) | _

Percentage-time neutral teacher-talk
(active teaching?) in academic lessons:

NaS 52.77%
BoS 31.88%
KS1/2 28.30%




Despite significant differences (lower
scores) in teacher verbal behaviour in
all categories, BoS students are not
significantly /ess on-task than NaS
students:

NaS on-task mean = 78.09 %
BoS on-task mean = 77.66 %
Why?

Do we envy the on-task mean enjoyed
by primary schools - particularly in BoS
YT?

BoS on-task mean = 78.09 %
BoS Y7 on-task mean= 62.89%
KS1/2 on-task mean = 85.76 %

Why the significant differences?

10
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Differences in year groups

Y

Nah Yoo _groep Bef Yoo _grog

1

Strong associations: causal and
correlational (as shown by regression,
correlation, parametric and non-parametric
statistical tests):

+ Critical comments by both NaS and BoS teachers about
student social-behaviour are strongly causally
associated with higher levels of on-task behaviour;

* Year group is correlationally associated with on-task
behaviour; weakly with the NaS sample, but more
significantly with the BoS sample.

* The number of years both NaS and BoS teachers have
been teaching are correlationally associated with higher
levels of on-task behaviour and with higher percentages
of teacher-talk in lessons.

12




Two missing correlations in secondary
schools in comparison to primary schools. ..

+ Insignificant correlation / association between
how much a teacher talks and student time on-
task;

* Insignificant correlation / association between
use of academic praise and student time on
task;

« But remember, we are getting significantly lower
on-task behaviour in both NaS and BoS
samples, compared to the Primary school
sample.

13

English and maths in the BoS

+ Students were significantly more on-task in
English (83.37%) than in Maths (71.18%).

» English lessons were characterised by higher
levels of positive comments about students’
work and higher levels of criticism of behaviour.

» Maths lessons were characterised by similar
levels of positive comments about students’
work but comparatively higher levels of criticism
of behaviour.

14

21C




English & maths in the BoS year by year

i
31514
$44

5
SEstE
83k

3?

Englah in the BoS Yoar by Year Maths in the BaS Year by Yow

15

The social / emotional climate for
learning hypothesis...

+ Learning in the academic classroom is in-part (N.B.) a
function of the social / emotional climate for learning;

* This climate can be characterised, measured and
quantified by examining the way that teachers talk /
feedback in the classroom and how this effects the time
that students stay on-task; e.g. BoS English;

+ The effect size (ES) of a teacher’s use of feedback is
1.13 - equivalent to 2 grade leaps at GCSE (Prof. John
Hattie, 1999);

* This hypothesis does not examine the curriculum; what
is actually taught; the materials a teacher uses to teach
with; or the teaching techniques that they use to explain
and embed new knowledge; or the student knowledge /
culture baseline (ES=1.0 ? that teachers are working
with, e.g. CDPDs (culturally deprived and parentally

disadvantaged). s
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Questions

. Students are on-task in the BoS as much as students in the

Na$S, but it appears that they are not being taught as
urgently / as verbally / as actively. How would you
encourage BoS teachers in all years to teach more verbally
and actively and improve the social emotional climate for
learning in all classrooms?

. How would you encourage BoS teachers to use more
strategic and effective behavioural criticism / management
with different year groups?

. Are the social emotional climates of maths classrooms

improving? If so, in what way and in what years? Could we
find out by measuring the use of feedback and on-task
percentages perhaps?

. Could you improve on-task levels (from77% to 85%) in Y7,
and Y8, by behaving more like cFrima school teachers
(more praise for good work and good behaviour, and more
verbally-vigorous teaching behaviour)?

Thank you for taking part!

18
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UK1 School SLT Meeting, 9.3.16 Transcriptiori Iterative Learning
Conversation with Foucauldian thematic discourseanalysis using threepass
coding

Pass #1' ILCS Coding

The first coding pass through the transcribed text was used to analyse and saobtéite
using lterative Learning Conversations codes (ILCS; Apter, 2014):

Iterative Learning Conversations ILCS categorical codes
Al: Agents / Lists of people involved in the change-process® — agentically {agents) and
andiences non-agentically (avdiences — stake-holders and bystanders) in
talking/communicatingbehaving within the transcribed/annotated [LCS.
Agents and audiences are described in respect of identities and in respect of
their context — the histoncal, culiural and political “givens™ that are
assumed by the perceiver/recorder” to apply to them.
A2: Attributions / The agency (evident intentions) of agents; and the assumed knowledge
AEENCY expressed by both agents and audiences — including speech-acts (ACT, Iy
or Py), represented uswally as verbatim adjacency pairs and perceptions
from the standpoint of the perceiverrecorder (usually the psychologist) of
others" attibutions. “Atribution™ 15 used in the Header (1958} Attribution
Theory sense of contextualised meanings.
P'1: Possibalities Possibihities of change (problems) that are special types of atinbubions
identified by each agent, including possibilitics/problems that are jointly
identified by agents or audience members.
P2: Propositions These are tentatively proposed functional relationships — uswally between
possibilitics of change (P1) and the clements that make up a context.
Differning from the concept of a hypothesis, a propesition is a senience
comprised of words that attribute a causal relationship existing between
different pieces of information, for example, the boy feels sad because his
mother has died, or if we put a plaster on the cut, it will stop Bleeding. Ina
given ILCS account, there might be multiple related propositions that are
decmed worthy of testing.
T1: Tests Quasi-objective tests, checks and trials that produce ostensible evidence
(El) that can be associated with propositions (P1) in order to expose their
utility. Tests might include behavioural expenments (trying a new
behaviour out), data from standardised assessments including
questionnaires, graded tasks or exposure (o new contexts (for example, tnal
placements), and verbal checking, for example, how is that so?
T2: Timescales Historical strings of related events, timed and dated, including when events,
contexts and behaviours have occurred, when assessments and
interventions were completed, and when they are planned to occur in the
future.
El: Evidence (Juasi-objective information and measures — including T, observations,
test and experiment results; and emergent information from trial placements
and changed contexts. Evidence should include judgements by the recorder
of ecological and systemic validity from therr siandpoini.
E2: Estimates Quasi-ohjective information that 15 not known has been estimated,
projected or regressed from El and the identification of information that is
still required. E2 is usually attribated information and thus can be
cxpressed as a factor of A2, thus: A2E?).
R1: Reflections Emotional, social and intellectual post hoc reflections of agents and
audiences including the reflections of the ILCS recorder (usually the
psychologist) which might be informed by cited research — expressed
optonally as A2(R1).
R2: Responses A punctuation at a hypothetical endpoint of an ILCS, as it has been
signified by the recorder; including planned next steps, reboots of ILCS,
repeats of sections {re-iterations) and the reasons for so doing attributed by
agents/audiences. A reiteration might branch back to an earlier specificd
point in the ILCS. A response at the end of an ILCS might include a
planned review cyvele or case-closure.

*Every socio-historical process is a change process, including organisational management,
rsonal therapy, and governance.
A perceiver/recorder is an ILCS practitioner who might also be a psychologist, management
consultant, therapist or politician.

Primary

Su bsidiary
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Pass #2 Speech Act Coding

The second pass employed a variation of Foucauldian disemuabgsis (Foucault, 1969;
Apter, 2014) using Speech Act codes for locutionary, iliooary and perlocutionary
elements (Austin, 1962).

Foucaulés (1962) method emphasises the power relationships assumed and utilised in
discourse. Austinl962 proposes that verbal behaviour is mostly comprised of a

series operformativesntended to hve an effect on others, in contrast to passive
statementsln order to annotate how power is utilised in conversations, ILCS uses@ustin
Speech Act Theory to categorise performatives into three integral elements
calledspeech acts:

(1) Alocutionaryact (ACT): theperformanceof an utterance: the actual utter
ance and its ostensible meaning, comprising the verbal, syntactic and 8éman
tic aspects of any meaningful utterance.

(2) Anillocutionaryact (y): the pragmatidorce of the utterance, irespect of

its intended sigificance as a socialyalid verbal action.

(3) A perlocutionanyact Py): its intentionakeffect, for example, persuading,
convincing, scaring, enlightening, inspiring, or otherwise getting somediie to
do or realise somethingihether intended or not. The perlocutionary act is
implicit in the illocutionary act but is gauged once a behavioural response,
usually a verbal response, has been made by a respondent.

Thesecopass coding analysis was used to reveal a
powerplays within the discours@he forcefulness of a selection of speech acts is coded in

bold script, e.gly for illocutionary andPy for perlocutionary. Theseodes and descriptive

annotations are placed between braces: { and }. The selection and forcefulness of lines in

the transcript is necessarily made, judged an
standpoint.

Pass #3 Thematic Coding

The third pass entipyed thematic coloucodes (Harding, 2013) for broad themes identified

by the author as having particular relevance for the hypothesis and research questions of the
current researci.hematic analysis of the transcript reveatgdiemes that were colour

coded, thus:

Method Red Historical / previous research

Dependent variable (Ghask) Green | Independent: teacher verbal
behaviour

UK1 Results and solutions Blue UK27 Results

UK1 v. UK27 Comparison Violet | Independent variables: non
verbal

Ofsted Orange | Omissions and alternative
(nonresearch) solutions
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Transcription with Three -pass Coding analysis annotations

Al:Location staff conference room with author (
Senior Leadership Team (SLT) present AUT, Head Teacher (HT) [female (f.)], Assistant

Headteacher 1 (AH1) [male (m.)], AH2 [m.], Class Teacher 1 (CT1) [m.], AH3 [m.], Head

of Key Stage 4 (HKS4) [f.], Head of Key Stage 3 (HKS3) [f.]

1. Al: AUT A2: ACT: Anne[HT] has invited me to talk to you today about this research

which has two strandsé One of which relates v
know a bit about itfPau® . A u thidb loef, adgS e ewtendlg AUTh o ?

establishing leadership of discussion and power relationship with attendees apparently

invitationally.} Can we go round?

2. ALl: AH1 A2: ACT: {Pycompl i ant response -gnabi}Joltnai ni ng AU"-
[surname¢ Assi stant head?é

3. Al: AH2 A2: ACT: {Pycomp | i ant response supporting AUTEZ
status.}Chris[surname¢ Assi st ant Head?é

4. Al: AUT A2: ACT: {ly AUT further provocation of power relationshipfith
particular responsibilitie8®

5. Al: AH1 A2.ACT: Yeh, years eight and nineé
6. Al: AH2 A2: ACT: Year sevene

7. ALl: CT1 A2: ACT: Seanf sur nakPy€Td g£stablishing hebds bott
order.}Just a teacher.

8. AL: AUT A2:ACT: Just a [AdTarotheesrchticklesvar mawh'o , 6e . g.
AH1, AH2, j 0i n aia#ng,éntmook &ommise@tion]Jand 6

9. Al: AH3 A2: ACT: {Pycompliance}J ami e [ surname] é Assistant H
Pastoral.

10. Al: HT A2: ACT: {Pycompliance.}JAnne[surname¢ Head Teacher.

11. Al: HKS4 A2: ACT: {Pycompliance.}Bernadettd s u r n &Heael pf &ey stage
four.

12. Al: HKS3 A2: ACT: {Pycompliance.]Doris[ s u r n Kayesthge three.
13. AL: AUT T1: ACT: {lyAUTselfd epr ecati ng, saydkmgiéheds not

There is somethinger y boring about statisticsé And | t|
statistics, ar e, the more boring they seemé U
tal k by saying ho wgrouplaughtegAnd indéed| [emphasisgn t o beé

do6 thinkyou are going to find thighis statisticsgpui t e i nt erestingé Becaus
to, toé Youé

14.P1: [Pause, intake of breath. ContinuéRhk thing that strikes me about a lot of the

stuff; | 6ve been pawing ovpguttiitnaggtahins otveg e tt the

you. One thing that is evident, is that there is nothing very clear in this. And | come to you,
in the hope that vy o{ly AdTarepeating setiepfegatiosrmme of t hi s
threat}Becauseé Aft er ws|réally. | knowthabevesyone Whe coenespoe

talk in this way says tiedilyate.Btuda mpmoaopl| d ® mMBwtutr ed
gameé | just do work for the British. Psychol o
Obviously, foranumbergfe ar sé But , umé | 6m now a | ittle Db
in the city[emphasising modesty of position and superior knowledge of audiencé] 6 m

really perplexed by some of the data thatds p
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15.E1/R1: [Pause, intake of breath. Contiisulg{ly AUT no longer seldeprecating AUT
saying heds an auitnhohivtayd aidreiolt hiels elg mactot er s .}

[points to PowerPoint Slide 2 (PS2)i

{lysAUT developing his authority in these matters.}

16.R1: [Pause, intake of breath. Continues.p a s {lysAUTadeweloping his
authority in these matters:}

[National Curriculum literacy
and numeracy lessonsj {ly AUT-emphasising his authority in
these matters.}

[PS2]

[published school league tables].

17.T1: [Pause, itake of breath. Changes overhead display to F88]he current research
i's a bit mdyrAYT continuipg teeemphasise authority in these mattdrst} 6 s

to do also with my doctorateé | am in the | as-

studyagainSo | did a | arge UK surveyé So | got abo

|l esson observationsé Of secondariesé Ofeée Of ¢

seven secondary schoolsé Mainly in the | arger

Birmingham,ii ver pool , Gl asgow, Cardiff and Manchest

pl acesé But thené Ilsampldi hhiOephnit guaéanglidme
{ly-AUT

continuing to emhasise authority in these matters but with tentative tone.}

18. Al: ALL A2: ACT: [General murmur from group{Py Compliant group response.}
No, no, [Embt yet é

19. A1l: AUT E1/R1: ACT: [Pause, intake of breath. Contisue

Out oflthatistady, ©fsted was invented.
20. AL: HT A22ACT: Noé Not sure that | knew thateé
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21. Al: AUT P2: ACT: [Continues.]A lot of the things that Ofsted have beaten their
drum about over the years have come out of th

22.R1: [Continues.]

23.T2/R1: [Continues with pause (for dramatic effect?)]

24.R1: [Continues with pause (for dramatic effect2)p unds | i ke Of st edods che
it? No account takené Of the catchmenté Or t h
whentheytak st udents iné I n year seveneé

25.E1/R2: [Continues.] fy AUT continuing to emphasise authority in these matteisi}

26.P1/P2:[Continues.] {y AUT Hyperbole joké emphasising authority by implied self
depracation my study willNOT be perfect but it will bauthenticc So of cour seé My
st udurét udy fPauses(fér dramatic effectPrfect!

27.A1: ALL A2: ACT: {Py Groupmirth. Compliance.} [General laughter from group.]
Of course.

28. Al: AUT A2/T1: ACT: [Continues.] {y AUT continuing to emphasise authority in

these mattersyo part twoé So | did part one, and org
andsevenlessons up and down t[HT¢s &JiIKé&é Avier ¥ hleinn dinyne A
said that | could observeé Every teacheré 1|n

afternoon. Which was very kind of heré And yo
earypa t of two thousand and fourteen. This proc
t hat | had a young psychologist help meé He w
observe some UK classroomsé And he was willin
hisname is now Doctdsurname]So we |l |  Ana goe alllprobatdy met him and

knew him when he was hereé
29. Al: ALL A2: ACT: [General murmurs of agreement and pleasure.]
30. Al: AUT A2/R1: ACT: [Continues.]

Which was
fine and we agreed for that to happené Anne
not publishing anything without a further agreement with myself and Aonesti8 have
control over thaté And the data is of course

31.E1: [Continues.] {fy AUT developing authority by proxy association with Ph.D
st udent Sosnowwwith Rfsupnamed s a s d hasetadnmpressive dataset from

your school . 't i s huge. I have one hundred a
This is |l eaving out P.E., music and | . T. I ha
|l eft them outé For n o mdédadhdtventy nire acaderhiclésson e t he
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observations using this timeampling protoco{lly AUT | arge &énd used to uni
authority})l t i s stil | a huge dataseté And it has a
intention was to compare the two datasets @mé comprehensive statistical analyses on

ité And then come to you to aské Armed with t
with meé I s this comparison in any way useful
of it? ... And are there things the future that we can do together, that might be useful to

your school ? é

32. Al: AUT A2: ACT: [Uses clicker device to move to PS4y {fAUT using humour to
enrol SLT audiencel n t his presentation | have referred
Schooé Which | hope is ironic enough not to offe

33. Al: ALL A2: ACT: [Murmurs, quiet laughter.]

34. Al: AUT T2: ACT: [Continues.]Andé You were Judged I nadequat
i nspection, end of two ddhdomilstasmedearahaddthehi rt een é
data-collection from your school. But strangely, plays into one of the more implicit themes

of my researché Which is to question how cl as
done. And hopefully ask some challenging glueso [Pause.]

35.P1: [Continues.] {y Use of irony to empathise with, and continue to enrol SLT.}
Somet i mes, I get this strange notion that Ofs
rigorousé But obviously, [Rauselm probably wrong

36. Al: ALL A2: ACT: {Py Compliance.}}Much laughter of agreement.]

37. Al: AUT T1: ACT: [Continues.] {y AUT next 3 lines: 37,38 and 39 are about giving

information that will be of interest and engage this audience because of specific relevance.}
Okayé Soé Soeé[CMkswiPB4gsoornérese are the variabl es
considereé

S'o §Reading from PS4]
[in this:school]

Reading again from PS4]

38. [Continues.Then we go to the s-eashkdPauselfta mné Studer
collect thoughts?).T1: Neutral teachet al k t i meée That 1 s as a perce
basically how much of the observed period a t
[Pause, expecting request for clarification?. Thinking does more need to berdaigd?) ¢

Number of positive comments about any student
Number of positive comments about studentsod s
behaviour in the classroom per se. Numbegridical comments about academic
performance and number ofiticalc o mme nt s about behaviouré Soé T
Just tallies. You candét do those as percentag
thoset ypes of comments.-t Abkodél wkecbhnestaanl esebambe
None of these can be related to particular st

ver bal bElhBhe osioréet of discourse thateis being
teachers. Just , -sstoirctk 6o fnée aAs worieté o@n awhoadtigps g o i n
emotional c¢climate for |l earning that is happen

39. [Continues.R1:
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[Apter et al.,2010] {ly AUT
tentative tone: How do | say this tactfully? If | am seen to smear other researchers, this
might backfire on current research’}

40. A1l: HT A2: ACT: [Laughs, knowingly.]

41. Al: AUT R1: ACT: [Continues.]indeed, there was an article today on the radio.

About the rigorousnessé Or noté Of scientific
How oftené Umé That there is a slippage of <co
the 6cl eani ngVedaaiti aidg psroorcee d urrees.

42. Al: ALL A2: ACT: [Chuckle, knowingly.]

43. Al: AUT T1/E1: ACT: [Continues.]l t i s |just inthisfeurrent}t i ngé That
st u dly AUT tentative tone.}

| 6 mdgosien gl hteoy s huosw  ydooué

44. [Continues.J1:But 1t i s particular interdwting with
datasets. | have t he H&dassetthatll ltage giflodhydur have a
school[Pause] can make a power f ul compari son. It ca
Added suretyé That | am on the right trackée |

That seem to be emerging. One dataset carsbd tadestthe otherS 0 é O KRaysé.]
Are you all with me so far?

45. A1: ALL A2: ACT: Ye s é NEtwcd

46. Al: AUT A2: ACT: [Laughs.]{ly AUT using humour to consolidate enrolment of
SLT audienceNone of you dar e s[Backgroundhlaughtei$e of cour s
Right,,,

47. [Continues.E1: [Clicks PS5]]

Yeh? Do you see how thetable works, yeh?
48. A1l: ALL A2:ACT: Yes é Newcd

49. A1l: AUT E1: ACT: [Continues.]
[Pause.]
[Pause.]

50.E1/T2/R1: [Continues.]

[Laughs:]



51.R1:[Continues]Nowé Of c our s {fdyeAUTflattess SLH auglience that
they will have understood the hard data that has been preselezkperienced senior
t eacher s é Y[PauseRhem are rio Burpsises here in anything, | have told
youé Riogihto?

Right?

52. AL: ALL A2: ACT: Ye s é NEtcd
53. Al: AUT R1: ACT: [Continues.]

If that'makes
sensePause.]

54.E1/P2:[Continues.] {y The next 3 lines counter previous research trends and might
appear critical of UK1 schodlso AUT is invitational itone. SLT have hopefully brought
along and their support embedded by humour and flattedy.}t is important to note here

though, thaté Primary and secondary school sé
studentgeceivepr ai seé For t hyed[ re s\pe g0 boivgecddasy

students get embarrassed I f you praise them t
as Odsmaaidl s6é And youdbreé Youdre... Youbre tol
isé It can be qui t e cahiafyschoolsdrd quite differeretoei ve é Soé
pri maryé Generally, primary kids | ove to go u
Head Teacheré A gold star or a certificate or

55.E1l:[Continues.]S0é So as we gyourschod heRS6Eh Anéé i s

Andé WebdVYeugoar see strai deweré abvawer Wedmme mgtog € |
You knowé I n every boxé And |l etbés remember th
elevené | tds all the way throughé So againé |
yearé Year by year differences as we go oné
56.El:[Continues.]Sa overall the verbal behaviouré Letd
ratios and the differences with the national
make of that é [PHF]lseM d éj Bt hpute in red the UK fi
figureals&@ So you see in each caseé I n each boxé T
are roughly similaré Except foré I n the botto
di fferenceé But generally s B@adouraghaoel @rles i n
quitedi f ferent. Quite differenté

57.E1/R1:[Continues.] t i s al most i mplausibly | oweé

58. Al: HT [Murmurs concerned aagreemerfR: ACT: {Py Not sure?Mmé

59. Al: AUT [Continues] E1: ACT: {ly This is not good news for UK1 schdolines 59
-62}Compar ed t o t[Raase]ARd ysuanigip bag that this looks really

badé Teachers in our school dondét talk enough
either work or behaviour. .. But, itds more co
thosecop | i cati ons that | am interested in and wa
60.E1: [Continues]S o h PS8 Iethe neutral teacher a| ké The tal k that 1 s
praising nor criticisingé Basically, teaching
webve gopoifrntf tsyevtemo sevené Here, quite a | ot |
eighté But in the primary sample, we have a |
[Pause.]

61.R1: [Continues.]
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62.R1: [Continues.]

[Pause. Nobody speaks:]

63.E1/P2:[Continues.]fyBut t he good nhews IEFRSOr iSoéit goo
So t hi s [RSY]Ydurkidseateypcdlessenas k t han the UK sampl eé |

Itds an insignificant differenceé So theyodre
UK sampleé Which isé Againé | fé | fé The work
hard verballyé Which was my previous hypothes

shoul dnét be the caseé
64. Al: ALL [Murmur agreement.JA2: ACT: Mmé Yes é
65. Al: AUT [Continues]A2: ACT: But it i sé You kids seem to be

66. Al: HT A2: ACT: [Agreeing.] {Py>ly Tentatively picking up on the bad news.
Implicitly: but what doesitmeanBut t here i s | ess teacher invol

67. Al: AUT [Continues]E1/P1: ACT: E1: But there seems to be less teacher

i nvol v gPyrdyTteédnt ati vely picking up on HTO6s respo
whatdoesitmeanl} dondét knowé You tell meé This is it
Soé Just compar i ngt ashke .me a n[BEROMberthiedée On
interesting in your school-taskimeanthrsughoytihe k ed out
school,seventg i ght point oh nineé But y#ask seven has
meané Significantl yeilgdhhwemi ate és iAntdy ytewo th@i mptr i
t wo mean is eighty fiveé So it would appearé
undisciplined and not wanting to get-bna s {{yéThisis good news.}And then they

i mprove massively over that year é

68.P1:[ContinuesJThat 6 s what appears to happené You do
sevené That compel s your vy @amingtsheewmedbn s atso iltear n
we r fPause.]

69.P1: [Continues.]JAnd there could be an issue with some of your feeder pristhools
maybe? é | dondét knowé | doedbdbughowesgbluyéfBed:

70. Al: AH1 E1: ACT: {Py AH1 apparently buyingn to good news.5o they are
improving through years eight and nine then?

71. AL: AUT EL:ACT: | 61 | shatwé you t

72. Al: AH1 R2: ACT: [Continues.] 6 m wond#dewi ggéckl yé You use t}
0t a mi{Pyply AH1 damns AUT with feint praiseWhi ch | find amusingé |
what you mean thoughé Did you find thaté 1 6m
[Pause.]

73. Al: AUT E1: ACT: {Py Sensing mounting attack fromAHMe h, |1 611 show you

t ha[Pll]Can you see thaté Héees, iyvou hearKs esea mph atéé
i s your school é -tTahsek thoeph alviinoeu riés Ainbde rivtesé not a

But you wouldndét expect it with this sort of
trend in the UKtaakhptateFbto gbedown year by vy
I n year sevené | s that steepupwareddiéd Ymwar e v

towards the upper yearseé
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74.El:[Continues]You can see that teacher input di mini
sampleandy our school é

75. A1: HT EL1:ACT: Yesé You can see that is very simil:
green one, BriafAUT] ?

76. Al: AUT A2: ACT: The green line is neutral teachera | ké Ver bal teaching

77. Al: HT A2: ACT: {Py>ly Sensing mounting attack from AH1 and forming alliance
with AUT.} T h avedisnt er est i ngée

78. A1l: AUT A2: ACT: Again the curve is not smoothé [|1t0s
trend seems consistefRause.]

79. Al: AH2 T1/R2: ACT: {ly AH2 (unexpectedly AH2) uses an extended series of

questions to wrest authority from AUT and attack the reseatch.}k e € Yatking ar e t
about a UK sampleé And you are talking about
Predominantl yé What were the | esson observat:i
top middle and bottom ability? What was the starting point with the UK sample? Where did
thestudents start from? What were the abilities of the students? How many lessons in a

good school ? What was the profile of the teac
NQTs or were they more experienced? Etceteraé
aae |looking até You are |l ooking até These pred

many variablesé Even down to the fact that wh
What was being expected of them at that ti meé
up? Is that why the teacher talked more? Is that why the teacher talked less? How much

does it take into consideration those variables? Because those could be some of the reasons
behind some of the data that youbve got.

80. Al: AUT T1/R2: ACT: {Py Partal agreement, AUT gaining time to consider what

was the subtext. It felt like an attack.} di dndét control for the d6abil

ability grouping was not something that | was

dat aset sé Tateamna interested ireshoult largely average out in each

dataset as long as the samples are properly representative of the variables that | am

i nt er e Partedarlyiomtéa sk behaAdinovarTaamd@er sd lver bal b e
have factoredinmostf t he ot her wvariables that you | i st:¢

81. Al: AH2 R2: ACT: {Py>ly } What about times of the day?

82. Al: AUT T1/ELl: ACT: {Py A firm volleyed return; AUT becomes clear, and re
establishes authorityy}e s é | have two variables that fact ol
And al so whether the |lamsEsbarbsfedei orthodserval

83.T1/R1: [Continues.]

84. Al: ALL A2: ACT: [Murmurs of agreed understandinylmé Mmé
85. Al: AUT R1/R2: ACT:

The moreinteresting vable effects are
coming up shortlyé

86. Al: AUT EL1: ACT: [Pause.D k a {RS12] {ly AUT resumes standpoint in discourse
and position in meetingWithont as k behaviouré The strongest ¢
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checked this with a range of statisticaltecqnie s ¢ The st r onmgdelr®t correl a
strongest predictive or causal association th
critical comments used by teachetrasslk®out st ud
behaviour vari abl etitPltisthe$eachedsavhogump earlyamdme i n

hard on antisocial behaviour who achieve the highest rates ethgk behaviour in their

cl asseseé

87.E1: [Continues. Reemphasising.}o that is significantly different in secondary schools

in comparisont@ r i mar y Ismc hsopeodsmdary school sé Where a t
Where they are picking up on ité And comment.i
to get more o#iask behaviour.

88.El: [Continues.]And t hat 1 s correlationally truee |1
analysis of regression statistic:-pardinetiic ever |
data distributioné Thi s Usiagdifferentlanguagete+e d o mi nan
emphasise the pointj teacher in the secondary context relentlessly picking up on bad

behaviour willgetmoreeh as k behaviour é

89.R1/P2:[Continues.] {y AUT able to be magnanimously deprecating about
psychologists and the psychological standpbiatpaadoxically statusenhancing

device.} pisychol ogi sts have been advi s
praising kids is mor e Andthoeecpsychul@gists imcadethe r i t i ci s
[Paused]

90. Al: ALL A2: ACT: [Murmurs of agreementjimé Mmé

91. Al: AUT E1/P2: ACT: {ly AUT develops standpoint, lines 91 and 92, in digse
and further enhances position in meeting.}

92.E1/P2:[Continues.] [PS12; bullet point 3]

[Newly qualified teachers]
[PauseWaiting for a reaction.hm looking at yoAH2] n o w é

93. Al: AH2 E1: ACT: {Py Sounding conciliatory.No, | am just, like, correlating what
you are saying withsoméo t he results and outcomes that we

94. A1l: HT A2: ACT: Ye h, vy €Knows WhatsABI2 is going to say and agrees with
AH206s query.]

95. Al: AH2 E1/P1:[Continuing.]é So i f our students are compl i a
the UK sample and standhrs PyVal ui ng of A ahd dow attereptng a g e
synthesis between his owmMWesphouldiba getingbedtend AUTO s
results than what we are,

[Meaning: AH2
believes they not stretching and challenging students enough.]

96.A1: HT A2: [Interjecting.]Y e h é
97.A1: AH2 P2: [Continuing.]

98.A1: AUT E1: ACT: [Pausd.We | | &€ OQRyalyAgreeing to synthesis between
AH26s position and his own standpoint. Re s umi
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There are some caveats to a | ot [BF13]30hi sé And
therearetwomissingor r el ati ons | expected to find, and
insignificant correlation between how much a teacher talks and student titaslorso, in

the primary sample | have a positive correlation. Here, in the UK sample and in. In. In.
Yourschol ¢ | dondét findé So that doesndét seem to
very slight effect, but ités not reportable.

99.E1l: [ContinuesJAnd al soé Academic praiseé Thereds a
correlati oné Bettaske etni mepér alins ey oaunrd sochhool € But |
confidently. I n the UK sample, thereds no cor

100.P2/E2:[Continues.Bu t | have to factor in thdwe factor
expecting secondartysk gt dlewerde ekl i dishéa nT op rbiemaorny s cho
{ly AUT is surprised that this does not have a significant effect on SLT. AUT attempts to

emphasise thepointQver al | € Year by year é

101.E1: [Continues. PS14low because ofly NewsubjeccAUTcer ns é

develops thease for relevance to the UK1 SLT in respect of authoritatively drilling down

in to the maths and English statisticeh your school é About maths, a
of Englishé And how t hi n §mmediately,posdfstedk i ngé At t
inspection in 2014, when maths had been cited as a particular area of cdrioeknd

particular interest in those two tsadblfyectsé So
AUT emphasises his informed familiarity with Uk§lc ho o | 6 s ¢ Bathlisismalst ances . }
about your school nowé I n Englishé Throughout

three point three sevené Whaisckh fiisg uarlenéo sAtn duép Tth
mat hsé Whi ch was s ev e menyerthatéstwpiidusandamdne ei ght é
fourteen and | know that t he{Majorheargapisatipe en | ot s
of the maths depart mgmtd.gnd a number of staff

102.E1: [Continues. Reading from PS14&d English lessons were characsed by
dasbout st udentesdelswicrtikismain d

103.E1: [Continues. Reading from PS14MMths lessons were characterisedshy

dsbout st ud eanbasabelywigherkevels wft
& So basicallyé Maths t €dosher s wer e \
¢ Which foll ows, i f mat hs | essons arenot

104.A1: AH2 A2: ACT: {PyAH2 iscompliant}l t makes senseé

[From this poin onwards in the meeting the dialogue between AUT and ALL became much
more excited and faster in pace, with more rapid conversationabking. {Py There was

also an evident reduction in expressed scepticism: from the sceptical position represented by
AH2, line 79 (above).}]

105.A1: AUT E1: ACT: [PS15. Pause$ o t hi s i s {lyleviationah}yButy e ar é
| 6ve got this strange [Phuse]{yilnvitatiomalbutshewinght € | n E
collaborative leadership styleinybody? Any ideagPause.]

106.A1: CT1E1/P2: ACT: {Py>ly CT1 responds to invitation by sharing it with SLT
group.}That 6s the current [YnssenrwithtHE hMakes sslotdft 1t € Whi
senseeé

107.A1: HT E1/P2: ACT: Y e s[{fPy Highest status SLT member (HT) jeimith lowest
status (CT1) and model working together.} UnisonwithCMd k es a | ¢qHT of sense
and CT1 in strong agreement?]

108.Al1: ALL E1/P2: ACT: [{ Py Everybody joins iri SLT group compliance with HT.}
Loud laughter. Joint recognition ofpaoblematic rogue year group?]
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109.A1: HT P1: ACT: {ly HT develops subsidiary hypothesi&hd also it would have

been interesting to see who was teaching tfiemglishijwhen t hey wer e i n year
see if that is the reasone

110.A1: AUT R2: ACT: Ye€ {Py Does not want collude by identifying an apparently

6f ai |l i nObviousky that tvauld belup to you to find out rather tharjbeeause of
confidentiality / anonymity agreement with in

111.A1: HT A2: ACT: Ye s , of Bwwtoutrtsie®2 i s really interestin
something?

112.A1: AUT E1: ACT: [Reason for AUT ignoring question from HT: apparent foHopv
on oOf ai | i{PydAdT andeSaTchleginningjto join together in enthusiasBu} the
mat hs é& [Ovar éxsitéd bbbub ingroup.T h e mat h'ou canseeitarakes
gui te a |[Ndtngthé slumgimaasiébehaviour in year 10/ 11: GCSE exam
year.]

113.A1: HT A2: ACT: [Slow thoughtful agreementfe hé Yehé Yehé
114.A1: AH1 R1: ACT: [Pause.] {y AH1 tentative invitational of alternative hypothesis.}

115.A1: AUT P2: ACT: [Pause.5 0 € O KRSY6§{ly AUT ignores AH1 and

endeavours to drive the discussion forward to primary hypothésis.} what 6 s t he

hy p ot Hreeshypsthéesis that this is working on, is that: learning in the academic

cl assr ¢Pause]n-maé A f unct i oemotworal climate fordearairig.a |

[Reads from PS16That climate can be characterised, measured and quantified by

examining the way that teachers talk and feedback in the classroom and how this effects the

time that students staynt a s k € EA dgoo@ed case studyé Your Engli
Englishé And [HTEl KAibrogutt cEngnnes h and how itbds be
Has sort ofé Sort ofé Reinforced that viewé Y
Emotional Climatasisnéomsé Thairis particul ar/l
|l earningé

116.P2:[Continues.] {ly AUT continuing to drive the discussion forward using
other research to support hypothesis.} [Hattie,-2008}

117R2: [Continues. Pausk{ Py AUT reintroduces contradictory view in lines 117 to 119,
as per AH2, line 79.}
Soeme of the variables that y{iu wer e as kiThegstugy blaeunoié

118.R2: [Continues.]
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119.R2: [Continues. ]

120.P1: [Continues. ]

[Long pausé 2 minutes.]
121.P1: [Continues.] {y Offers limited democratic choiceto SLT.}o0 m not sur e what

want to do with thesgluestions S h al | we take them one at a ti
122.A1: HT A2: ACT: Ye s . I think soé

123.A1: AUT P2: ACT: {ly AUT invitational but maintaining control.$hall we go wh
one[BauseWwhat do we think? Soé I f thisé Soé | f w
are not beingé Well there are two ways of [l oo
verballyé Er. As verbally vigorousé&galds they c
observational effecté And that is not reflect
noté But either wayé | s there a way of invest
talking in the classroomé Active teachingé

124.A1: HT R2: ACT: {Py>ly HT accepts invitation and takes control:}

125.A1: AUT P2: ACT: {Py AUT knocked back.Wellsortof € Rol | that in to
four é. Becauseé Maybe there is a difference t
have been tHYAUT ngeapoud® by reintroduces i ssi
underdeveloped baseline and the solution another school has attemptit if your

yearsevenoh as k baseline is | owé As MagbsetubHanbdtséarl
{Py Responds to own gagon. Offers apparently new solution which is outside remit of

current research.}

126.A1: AH3 R2: ACT: {Py Partial but modified agreement.}

127.A1: AUT A2: ACT: Yes é

128.A1: AH3P1: ACT:And it o6l |l be T1hatcermestd mgdiho seeé
{ly Continues to develop solutions outside-of scope
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of research.}

129.R1/P2:[Continues.]

{Py
Partial but modified agreement.}t 6 s | nteresti ng when we tal k ab
feedbacké And generally the feedback as a who
are challenging enough or supportive and push

attainersé Just -taskernonagdwhetherdve are hapmamplacerd] n
with that or not e

130. [Continues.] t hink praise 1 s a very complex thing
131.A1: AUT A2: ACT: Yes é

132.A1: AH3 R2: ACT: [Continues.]And | think it is very easy to put all your eggs in to

one or t wmndtb@eslme eighténine hundred people will respond to two
strategic positive approaches to praiseé Beca
t hat é

133.A1: AUT A2: ACT: lagr ee é

134.Al: AH3 R2: ACT: [Continues.]And | think you may see a difference if you really

t hought through the way in which you praiseé
Il n a much more complex wayé | f you kdnew much
y o u ¢ o u l{ly Continues té develop solutions outside of scope of research.}

Theont as k behavi obacavawihd hingeehalnhg eté

135.A1: AUT A2: ACT: {Py Apparentcompliance} agreeé | agreeé

136.A1: AH3P2: ACT: [ Cont i nuesc.Jné
éo[ly Implied criticism of HT?}

137.A1: AUT A2: ACT: Ye h é

138.A1: AH3P2: ACT:[ Cont i nly€antinjies ® deflop solutions outside of
scope of research.}

EspeciallyBnvhen ydu
are in a school, thatds beyoonargtakidgbgdsks nadequat
withé You knowé Because youbve got to explici
think some of the teacher behaviour cofAE HT A2 ACT: Ye h, ]Jyehé&ée | n my
opinioné I s the paranoi a opregreddAldAUT AZ: | about p
ACT: Yeh, yéhAndyeshoéd t he restée BecauA 1 f | can
HT+AUT A2: ACT: Yeh, ]¥ehéne can argue with mee And |
back, to what y[All AU A2: ACTaMeh] ThatehingdikeaQfsted
hel pe D[Al: AUTAZ ACT: No. no, nd.

139.A1: HT A2: ACT: {Py Distancing and defending from implied criticism.}

140.Al: AH3 A2: ACT: [Continues.{Py Admission.}T hat 6 s wher eé That os wt
crux of some of the problem isé And | 6m guil t
About Ofstedeée These [aardeditnhge ttoh icrod sl etahgaute sy csut rde



141.A1: AUT T2: ACT: | k n {byvirhe reality: AUT demostrates empathy.}hear
from Anne that youdve probably got vyour

142.A1: HT T2: ACT: {Py Accepts the conch of leadership back from AUT for final part

of meeting.}Easter is earliest that they can inspectusasnew school & Chances

wedd hopeé That itds going to be a bit onger
1t tl e [ALIAUT A2DACT: &eh, yel.

[first names AH1-and AH2j]
143.A1: AUT A2: ACT: Ye h, we discussed that, | recal |l é
144.A1: HT R1: ACT: [Continues.But i t 6 s us e four Englisthdata@nlfis bec aus e
own entirely confirms your dataé Because | ast
been part of thaté Achieved the best set of r

but é |t wh Contintes ty devel®dp solutions outside of scope of research.}

145.R1: [Continues.K ly Continues to develop solutions outside of scope of researai.}

[A1/AUT A2: ACT:
{Py Partial agreement[JChuckling. Appreciative.]]

146.A1: AH2 A2: ACT:

147.A1: HT R1: ACT: [Continues.] Py Responds to seffrovocation by developing
argument.}

[Al: AUTA2: ACT:
M m €] [students]

148.R1: [Continues.] Py Returns to confirmatory benefit of current research.
Magnanimous leadership equals authoritative standpbihirik that there arsome
nuances to come out within the different subjects... But absoluteljlJhtdataset and

AUTO6s amahfyisi m§ absol ut[Alll AUTADAQT: Vel b@s i evedé

better than we would have thoughté Based on w
But absolutely we need to move aAldhel ook at wh
things that have c¢hangAARAUTSA2:IACTe Yehjou wer e her e

149.A1: AH3 A2: ACT: {ly Moving back from current research:}

150.A1: HT A2: ACT: [Hymer , Whitehead and Huxtabl e,

151.A1: AH3 R1: ACT: [AL: HT A2:ACT: Y e h 2
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e [AL: HTA2:ACT: Yeh, ]Jyeheé
[Al:/ALLA2: ACT: [Shared laghteri in recognition that CT1 was
taken on unqualified and was now a successful member of the SLT.]

152.A1: HTP2: ACT: {lyPar ti al acknowl edgment of UTO s
will involve hiring and firing.}

[Al: AUT
A2: ACT: Yeh]

[rye
tone]

153.R2: [Continues.] {y Moves back to acknowledging the role of feedback and the UK1
dataset.}

154.A1: AUT A2: ACT: {Py Checking in. Are HT and AUT on the same side.}

155.A1: HT T1: ACT: {ly We acknowledge the research but we are heading in a different
direction.}
[afteriaperiod of iliness]

156.A2: [Continues.]

[Al: AUT A2: ACT! Yeh]

[AL:AUT A25ACT: Yeéh]

[Al: AUTE
A2: ACT: Yeh]

157.A1: AH1 R2: ACT:

{ly: We:acknowledge/the researchid}

[AL AUT A2: ACT: Er é Mrephs
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158.A1: AUT A2: ACT: {Py Appealing for further agreement with centrapbyhesis of

research) wasé | was intriguedé And | sort ofé Th
learning[Anderson and Brewer (1945; 1946a; 1946&b) | s a ter m whi ch | hav
L't wasec foromdt he nineteen fortiesé
forty fiveé And what intrigued melimatemfs t he mov
the classroom as conducive to |l earningé Toé

159.R1/R2: [Continues.]

[Repeats:x3]

160.R1: [Continues. ] {y Recontextualising discussion in to the current reseaBilit.}

thesetmset hing much more complexé Much more com
You knowé Anne said that we h[tadH8hsdidprassd ways go
i s much more compl exé[toATlgagseéeéaYbaviEhpwexampl e
said, ygothavtengdite right but well doneé That
Maybeé But a year sevené Whobs come in with |
done! End of. Do you know what | medA&1: HT A2: ACT: Yeh] Then you might make a

mental note ad say the next day you are going to meet up with that year seven and say,

next time try thisé And you |l eave it a day, b
parts, the bpiréailste iasndatt hleeadst t hat compl exé

161.A1: AH2 R2: ACT: {Py Partial agreement}ye do  hat JpALIAUT t eacher se
A2: ACT: Yeh,yeR'wWe do that with the people we are co:
real ly the stage 1 [AEHKHTA2rACT: Xeh[Laughs,t hel r career e
appreciatively.]] di d that vyesterdaye

162.A1: AUT A2: ACT: [Lengthy metaphor about the difficulty of getting a person to
change their behaviour!]

[A1:ALL
A2: ACT: [Laughter of recognition.]j

163.A2: [Continues.] {y Fighting back. Bringing theneetingfocus back to focus of
current research.}

Why | have given yosu btehcea utbaetét iMa ydboec u me ntsé s
that you give to every JPLOUDARIACT Yeheacher in yo
Becauseé Feedback is the keyé To optimisng th

classroom for | earningé Feedbat&éBWAmhdmyry é Ev
teachers donét do ité And yeté This | earning
much easier.[Al: HT A2: ACT: Mm]

164.R1: [Continues. ]

0)
n

[AL: ALL A2:
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ACT: [Laughter of recognition]f hi s i s not changingé And this i
school é To @etcapeecplmneo sttoé& eachers woul d saye T
So why don[AL HT A2eACT: They forget]JHer e wi th this resear
both samplesé Youbve got one to one... Positi:

165.A1: CT E1/R1: ACT: {ly CT supports resedrdy expanding on indirect feedback
techniquejlitisi nt erestingé Todayé Wedve beefas doi ng at
part of @arngcourssatheyou knowe Thibshaviowtat a of  he

negati vese | used <[Applied Psychology: Behaviour ik Schools ¢ u f f e

in-service course (Apter, 2004] Pr o x I ma | prai seé | used the exa
i's not sitting up correctlyé | used as an exa
Sir, you know | almost feltlikesiti ng up t hené | never said anyth
in the room and sayé Well done for sitting up
But you dondét necessarily have to go on at a
appropriate resultoutaf hemé So thatdéds is a powerf ul way t

Putting it simply.

166.A1: AUTP2:ACT:Yehé The ol d way of doing things is
this courseé Hereds this trainingé Assertive

way to do ité But all/l I am suggesting to you,
am saying this is what it |l ooks |likeé Simplyé
somet hing about ité Design somethihgayoaneéel v

| 6ve given you the Hattie document as a catal
167.R2: [Continues.] Py>ly Responding to / checking out perceived scepticidmo} 0 k é

Wedbre at five nowé | am sure that you are rea
hope that this has beens e f[All ALL A2: ACT: [Murmurs and yehs of polite
agreementJ]jve | | ¢ To be honeste You are not going to

ru b b i[AlhALL A2: ACT: [Laughter of recognition.]]
168.Al: HT T2/R2: ACT: {Py Reassurance.}

[Al: ALL A2: ACT: [Laughter of recognition.]j

Thits & oTrheits miess tyootua lclay

on the backs of some of the conversations we?o:
169.R1: [Continues.]A n d | have been thinking about how w
Of sted coming iné But that is driving what we
has toé I f it didnoété It would be &Ofsted ave or
said regardlessé Thatodés built iné But we are
significantlyé The approachesé The | eadership

everything about the culture ofm twhiag 9 dh ovalsé

170.R2: [Continues. ] Py Reassurance Your research confirms some of the stuff that we
knowé And also makes wus thinké It would be in:
our key stage three nowé

171.P2: AL: AUT A2: ACT: Welbys é You coul d organise th
do that your selpgesin@anodshirreqp tteena cnlge rway é |
treasured the hope that a school would adopt a{pegching monitoring and measuring
model € One teachemé wOarme ismyt d omyanlogd heon andé
of ti meé Il 61 1 do t Goee ist@myéessbnomth ogecoitheme xt we e k é

at é
have a
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MI CRO measurAnndg ttehlilngmseé how | am doingé 1611 b
as | can be whil sTelyloumearwhavtatlc ha mgd aniereg ver bze
di scourse is |ike in this |l esson witBut this pa
clearly they are not going to do that i f they
comi ngé

172 AL: HTR2: ACT:We | , t o be honesté Wedve got a set
that Ofsted wil.l |l ook at to measure progress
Therebdés a | ot of stuff in this that is not in
thestuft hat i s going well hereé The culture of | e

stronglyé Even though webve got dlhewyeart hi ngs |
eight group when Ofsted failed the school December 2qi8viously discussed during
yearby year analysis above. ]

173.Al: AH2 R2/P2/T1: ACT: {ly Gently presented critiquel}think it would be really

interesting to cross reference some of the va
be really interesting to get yours¢UT] orSean[ CT 1 Dr éwhoever it wasé Lo
at the things youbo6yveButhak kledeoalbiotaré@mWmaa | esso

174.A1: AUT T1: ACT: {Py Partialagreement.} d o € [You AHR ére sceptical of

the variables chosen for this study, as perline 76 dlsber e6s an evi dent <cave

studyé One of the things this study is doingé

toaverysmallnumbexf quanti fi abl & aws&r ibe&lhlaews é ult i€k el akn n ¢
) I

my most important andependenfsoc al | e d Bvuatr iiafblyecéu | ook from t
There have been many different ways of | ookin

175.R1: [Continues.] [ OB Lear y e 2000104/

s

176.R1: [Continues.]Probably the difference between the psychological and educational

researcheré | f they can usefully be distingui.
myr eadi ng of the researché The psychol ogist is
a few significant variables whereas the educationalist appears to try and include as many

variabl esé Measurable and i mmeasurableé I n th

177. Al: AH2 A2: ACT: {Py Admission of scepticism} 6 m pl aying devil 6s ad
I &m not tryi nlyesttam]l]be awkwar dé

178.A1: AUT A2: ACT: {Py Partial agreementl o € NOf&ourse, not!]

179.A1: AH2 P2: ACT: {ly New competing hypothesis¥ou could be lodkg at a lot of
passive [AkHKS4A2ZPACE | was goi ngFotesam@eayypu t hat é]

could see a | ot of compliant behaviouré It <co
of students | ike thaté Who &r eejopdteénadAmnur avlhloy
areont ask but what theydre doing is nowhere nealil

why | think it would be really interesting if

youdd have the depart mene ¢ @ywidamthefcarttkétt he ot he
is gédmwdée challenge was goodé We had a bit of

180.A1: CT1P2/T1: ACT: {ly New competing method.¥ou could take a more
qgualitative approach, I would thinkEé
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181.A1: AUT T1: ACT: {Py Partial agreement. Then defericines 181- 183.}Y e h é

Yehé Yehé You are absol uBuwwhathappegedwvasthdihat i s a
Ted Wragg and many educationalists before him
schedul esé | donoéy Hkeroew rwéhrad hieer antylbesleé A huc
boxes to measure what was going on in the cl a
rich stuff that was going on é The curriculum
and sB8uton¥hat happenedhi schédcdul es became unwie
unrel i ablteeés tTersetl,i abei |l ity was very poor é

182.R1: [Continues.Po |l i t i cal ly, there was a reactioné N
g u i d aTodhe éxtent that Ofsted inspectors use a very limited sealitatjue
headings to try and capture al/|l this stuffé.
cl assr oomé But iIs this a robust or valid way
capture so much almost byqaick feee Usi ng a €téwnedguebdiycdtorsé |
short visit to your <classroomé

183R1/El:[Continues.]So i nsteadé Hereé | have gone back
psychol ogi cal approaché Measuring one or two
w a y[Pause.JThisis alimitedsimplappr oaché But | know more pr ec

trying t [Paused a skinroewée we have got to finish nowé

184.A1: HTR2:ACT: Yes. Webve got to finish nowé But t|
different way of doing things andithasshaws di f f er ent aspectsé Thank
comi ng Whoedtalyeér we can do much with tBut s before
I definitely want to address the domegddo And how
get bet t[Alr AL A2: [Marinsséf agreementind wedd | i ke to have
backé Maybe to hE@me KRerSuwnp ptohrits Sweiatnh t he mat hs d
show how much t h[Ay CTAA2vVACT:iVanée oY e reé

185.A1: ALL A2: [Thanks, mutual praise statements degartures.]

[End of transcript.]
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NOTES:
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x PhysicalL imitationsincluding appearance
6. PE=Perceptibl&nvironment =PBz, PB3,é , 2 BerceptibleBehaviour of
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SURVEY OF UK SECONDARY CLASSROOM (Y7-Y11)
BEHAVIOUR - SUKSCB

OVERVIEW

Thank you for taking part in what will be the largest observational survey of

secondary school student and Teacher classroom behaviour attempted to

date. It follows a similar study of primary school behaviour -t he 06 Mas s
Observation of Primary Classroom Behaviour
2010, Educational Psychology in Practice, 26, 2, pages 151 to 171). The

findings of that Primary phase study were widely reported in national

newspapers, and by DEMOS, the cross-party policy and research think-tank
(http://www.demos.co.uk/) and by the BBC. The research design of the

current Secondary phase study has been examined and vouchsafed by the
University of Cardiffds School of Psychol c

With the current study, | am interested in investigating a number of research
guestions including:

1 Do previous findings about ratios of social and academic praise
setting currently apply in the secondary school setting?
1 Are there regional variations in data?
T Are there 6time of dayé variations in c
T Are secondary p-haskodstdadseoant a v dn
behaviour better or worse than previously reported?

SUKSCB 4 STEPS

1. Obtain materials by emailing: SUKSCB@aol.com Please do not send
results to this address. It is for project enquiries and registration only;

2. Preparation for classroom observation (Teacher Selection, Teacher
Preparation, Student Selection);

3. Complete 2 x observations of 20-30 minutes each, one a.m. and one p.m.

4. Transfer observation results to the SUKSCB Data Summary Sheet and
email the results to: SUKSCBresults@aol.com .

The period for you to complete your observations and email them back to
the SUKSCB Project has been extended and is between now and
20.7.2014. On receipt, your name will be placed in a weekly draw for a £10
gift/book token. These tokens have been donated as incentives for SUKSCB
observers by the University of Cardiff.

If at any time you require any clarification of these instructions or have any
further questions please e-mail SUKSCB@aol.com.

Thank you for taking part.

Brian Apter
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SUKSCB Project
GUIDANCE NOTES

STEP 1 Materials and familiarisation
In order take part in this survey and to carry out the observation you will need to send an
email expressing your interest to SUKSCB@aol.com . The 4 documents that you

require will be sent to you by return. [You can also download the documents from the
EPNET file cache labelled SUKSCB.] The 4 documents are:

SUKSCB Overview and Guidance Notes

SUKSCB Letter to Head Teachers (exemplar template)
MICRO Recording Sheet

SUKSCB Data Summary Sheet

oCow>

You will need to familiarise yourself with all the materials - especially the MICRO
observation recording sheet and the instructions for use (files A and C). Incidentally, MICRO
stands for Mixed Interval Class Room Observation. If you have not used a classroom
observation schedule like this before, it is helpful to have a practice run before attempting to
use it for this research.

This will be an ethically and methodologically rigorous study and it is important that you
follow the procedures described below.

STEP 2 Preparation for observations
2.1 Teacher selection

The school chosen will probably be a familiar mainstream school within a group of schools

that you regularly work in. You will need both a Head Teacher and the Teacher(s) you

intend to observe t oohegenteneSUKSEB. ThHe SUKSECBhLetterltocd s i n v
Head Teachers (download document B) is a suggested letter for Head Teachers which

explains the project and aspects of confidentiality and ethics. You may alter letter-headings

and layout to suit your professional style or the style-sheet of your EP service but the

content should fundamentally be the same.

1 Choose standard academic lessons where the students are mostly seated such as
with English, maths or science. Do not choose lessons with large proportions of
student-movement or equipment-dependent activities such as: P.E., music or I.T.

1 Avoid choosing a school (or classes) where there are exceptional behaviour or
classscontrol issues or a school which has been pl
Ofsted.

1 A 20-30 minute observation of a teacher in the morning and a 20-30 minute
observation of the same teacher during the afternoon session would be ideal, but it
is not essential that the same teacher is used for both observations.

1 You may decide with the Head Teacher to complete more than one pair of
observations in the school.

2.2 Teacher preparation
Once the teacher(s) and classes have been selected you need to:

1 Reassure the teacher(s) that they have not been chosen for a critical purpose.

1 Explain that all recorded aspects of the observation are anonymously and
confidentially stored and will only be used in a generalised unattributed form for the
SUKSCB project.

1 Emphasise that teacher(s) have the right to not take part and that they have the
right at any time during the observation to ask you (the observer) to curtail the
observation and leave the classroom.
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1 Explain that teacher(s) have a right to see the record of observations at the end of
the day.

1 Itis important that you do not discuss with teacher(s) the detail of your observations
prior to completing all the observations in a particular school. If teachers have
advanced knowledge that you are recording their verbal behaviour then they may
well alter their behaviour. It is sufficient to use the following form of words: 6 T h e
observation will be concentrating on student behaviour and the classroom variables
that influence behaviour. 6

2.3 Student selection

Use 5 students in the morning session, selected randomly; and 5 in the afternoon, selected
randomly.

9 It does not matter if the observed students are the same in the morning and
afternoon sessions but it is important that students are chosen at random for each
observation.

1 One quick way observers have used to choose random selections of 5 students is
by privately assigning numerical identifiers to a list of all students in a class, e.g. 1
to 25, and then asking a teacher in the school staffroom who is not associated with
the observation task to pick 5 numbers at random, between 1 and 25.

1 The teacher you are observing should be unaware of which students you will be
observing as this may result in the teacher giving that student more attention than
would otherwise be the case.

STEP 3 Observations
The following is a set of instructions for using the MICRO recording sheet.

3.1 Fillin details at top of form - Students Initials, Class / Teacher identifier, Date, Type
of Lesson (circle type), Learning Suppor t As s i st &nonmber®f, or ibit{als))
and Class / gp. size. EnSTARTTIMEG as 24 hour clock ti

NOTE: Individual identifiers are only suggested for your convenience. The survey
protocol requires that all staff and students are anonymous to the researcher. The
completed MICRO is not required by the researcher. Data is returned to the researcher
ontheanonymous O6SUKSCB Dafsaeb8lawjhmary Sheetd

3.2 Locate in the classroom your randomly selected target students - S1, S2, S3, S4 and
S5. The S6 column is for your observations of the main class teacher (or adult Learning
Support Assistants if they take over the main teaching role.).

3.3 Decide on the time frequency of your observations. Try 2 minutes for each row to begin
with. With increased experience of using the MICRO you will be able to complete rows
of observations every minute. Using your wrist watch or a stopwatch, you should enter
the minutes: 0, 2 (e.g. start time and start time plus 2 minutes) and then 4, and 6, and
so on, down the +T column as you observe the lesson. The MICRO form will cover an
hour of 2-minute observations (30 rows of 2 minutes each), or half an hour of 1-minute
observations.

3.4 Now quickly look at your first student S1. Is s/he following the last direction (fd) given
him or to the class by the teacher as far as you able to observe? Mark a tick (V) or
cross (x) in the fd column according to your best judgement of their behaviour.

OPTIONAL: When not involved in completing a MICRO for the SUKSCB project, you
might wish to record what the first student S1 is actually doing each time you observe
them. There is space on the MICRO observation form for this purpose. This information
is not required for SUKSCB but might be useful to you if you have a particular interest in
thespeci fi c S%)bahalieunwhérsusifg MICRO for a different purpose with the
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teacher i perhaps when asked to observe a behaviourally challenging student. For
example: you might fill-in a code such as @Woéwhen S1is QuietWo r k i nT@§when o
they Talkingto Pe e r i n @ dolemnoPteasd sedthe first column of MICRO form
for suggested codes. You will see that there is additional space on the MICRO form to
create new codes that you can invent as you require.

3.5 Quickly repeat process for target students S2, S3, S4 and S5 in respective fd columns.

NOTE: There is no option for recording a behaviour-code for S2, S3, S4and S5 6 s
behaviour, in contrast to student S1.

3.5 For remainder of the observational time-slice, you will observe the class teacher (or
Learning Support Assistant if they have taken over the main teaching role during your
observation) and record their verbal behaviour in the 5 columns under the S6 heading.

FOR EXAMPLE: if you are using a 2-minute time-slice, you might have used 30
seconds to observe and record fd (or not) for S1, S2, S3, S4 and S5. This would leave
1 minute 30 seconds to observe and record the teacher S6.

3.7 The column, INX, will give an indication of how much whole-class neutrally-toned
teacher-talk there is during an observation. It is a percentage estimate of the amount of
neutrally-toned verbal behaviour (neither critical nor praising) used by the teacher
during the time-slice. To aid your estimate, you can make up to 5 tally-marks -
approximately one per each 15 to 20 seconds - in the INX column during the process of
observing the teacher using INstructions, eXplanations and/or eXpositions (INX) to the
class, to groups of students or to individual students.

NOTE: 5 is the maximum count in an INX box. If you reach 5 in any INX box then | will
assume that you have observed continuous teacher-talk occurring during the remainder
of that time-slice. This makes it possible to estimate a % figure for INX, i.e. INX%
(where each tally mark is assumed to be equal to 20% of the time-slice).

OPTIONAL: You might wish to annotate the record with your own comments for your
own purposes | perhaps to help you give feedback to the teacher later. The OBS
NOTES column to the far right of the MICRO sheet provides you with a small amount of
space for your comments. The SUKSCB project does not require you to fill in this
column and there is no space for notes on the SUKSCB Data Summary sheet.

38Si multaneously but separ apraidingorcriticalcdmgnentshe t eacher
These might occur within their continuous teacher-talk or as discrete instances in
otherwise silent periods when the teacher is not talking.

Tally individual instances of positive or negative teacher verbal behaviour by making
marks in the columns: Task Performance Positive (TPP), Social / Behavioural Positive
(SBP), Task Performance Criticism or redirection (TPC), or Social / Behavioural
Criticism or re-direction (SBC).

FOR EXAMPLE: if a teacher is conducting an eXplanation for the entirety of a time slot,

but -BimowWod t a@lolind®tdéd eam, b a cthereovould pecauatly okt5h ai r ! 6
(100% teacher-talk) in the INX box and a tally of 1 (one instance of social-behavioural
criticism) in the SBC box.

NOTE: Whereas the INX maximum is always 5, simple tallies in the TPP, SBP, TPC,
SBC boxes can exceed 5.

3.9 At the end of the time segment, begin the whole process again by observing the student
S1 again and recording your observations on the next row down, repeating steps 3.3 to
3.8 (above). Continue to repeat this cyclical process until the end of the observation
period (minimum 30 minutes).
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3.10Examples of <categori sadmmems of teacherdé c

General note: Categorisation of student and teacher behaviour is not an exact science.
Observers will rely on their best judgement of how to categorise a particular behaviour. For
example, the observer must decide whether a student staring into space is pausing for
thought and following directions or vacantly day-dreaming and not following directions. A
statistically acceptable degree of inter-observer unreliability has been allowed and tested for
in a reliability pilot-study during the design and development of the MICRO observational
protocol.

311INX:AGet your books out and find page nineteeno, f
underline all the verbso, AThis is the way to s
a diagram of an i nt er nliiNstrucioosmdXplandtionear engi ne, 0 ar
eXpositions. Typically, INX are neutrally delivered instructions, academic
commentaries or descriptions being given for the first time to groups of students at
the beginning or during academic activities or at activity-transition points by a class
teacher (or a substituting TA).

3.12TPP:AiWel | done, <c¢class, good worko, fADarren, thato
made about Shylockbés motivationo, and ASophie,
examples of Task Performance Positive comments. Typically, they are enthusiastic or
positive recognition / praising comments addressed to students about outcomes from
a specified activity that has been directed, organised or sanctioned by the class
teacher.

3.13SBP:fiGood, 7N. I't was great to hear a | ot |l ess ch
happeningo, ATIlepngRa Dlarwietnh ftoirs spellingsodo, and
cooperating as a research group and working wel|
Social Behavioural Positive comments. Typically, they are enthusiastic or positive
recognition / praising comments to students in respect of their pro-social behaviours
or compliance with instructions or rules that an adult has given them.

3.14TPC:AJ o hn, I anoiantheidt tchiastapypou havenét completed t
iYou need to up your work rate, if you are goin
and ASophie, remember. The examiner needs to be
examples of Task Performance Criticism.
NOTE: TPC includes repeated directions (redirections). Typically, they are implicitly
critical or corrective comments to students about outcomes from a specified academic
activity that has been directed, organised or sanctioned by the class teacher.

3.15SBC:ASt op |l eaning back on your chair, John and in
work, even if you are noto, Al need to remind vy

hands and feet to yourselfdd, savwedri Kigglos e ya.r eErad U
examples of Social Behavioural Criticism or re-direction comments. Typically, they

are corrective comments and repeated directions addressed to students about anti-

social, non-compliant or unacceptable behaviours by an adult.

3.20 Easy Step by Step Calculation of Averages

3.21 At the bottom of the MICRO recording sheet there are 2 grey rows with 13 vacant
white boxes to fill in. This is for the anonymous data required by the researcher.
Calculate the time as a percentagastkidbat Ttoha oob s
this, add S1(fd) column ticks, divide by the number of observations and then multiply
by 100. Put this number fd%1 into the labelled box at the bottom of the MICRO form.
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3.22 Repeat this procedure for S2(fd), S3(fd), S4(fd), S5(fd) columns. You now have 5
6f ol | owi n geragritages:cfd%1o fu%®m fd%d fd%40 afdud56a t he
boxes at the bottom of the recording sheet.

323 To obtain average st ude restimaiefa thd ctasgithatgoudi r ect i ons
observed as a percentage, add fd1% + 6 f d 2 fd3% + 6 f d 4 fdb% and divide by
5.

3.24 Transfer this figure into the On-Task (ON%) box of the SUKSCB Data Summary
Sheet. Note: If it is a morning observation, you will fill in Section 2, left-hand column
a.m. of the SUKSCB Data Summary Sheet or right-hand column p.m. for afternoon
observation data. To obt diasktdhe i aneerngga Pteudemt a
subtract the same figure (ON%) from 100. Transfer this figure into the Off-Task
(OFF%) box on the SUKSCB Data Summary Sheet.

3.25 Countup:te a ¢ h &Nstiuctions, eXplanations or eXpositions INX. There is an
imposed maximum of 5 per time slot so it is possible to calculate a percentage
teacher talk time INX%.

FOR EXAMPLE: For a 32 minute observation there are 16 x 2 minute time slots.
Pupils are observed for 30 seconds in each time slice, so their teacher is observed for
1 minute 30 seconds in each time slice. The maximum number of tally marks would
still be 16 x 5 = 80. A total of 60 tally marks in the INX column would be the equivalent
of 75% (60/80): the teacher would have been estimated to have been speaking for
75% of the observed time period.

3.26 Count up: Task Performance Praise comments from TPP column, Social Behavioural
Praise comments from SBP column, Task Performance Criticism comments from
TPC column, and Social / Behavioural Criticism from SBC column. Enter totals into
boxes at the bottom of the MICRO.

3.27 Calculate ratios: Task Performance Praise comments to Social / Behavioural Praise
(TPP:SBC); and Praise to Criticism ratio (TPP+SBP):(TPC+SBC). Enter into boxes,
bottom right-hand corner of MICRO.

STEP 4 Transfer Observation Data to SUKSCB Data Summary Sheet and Email or
Post

4.1 Record details of the School Context for the 2 observations (a.m. and p.m.) on the
SUKSCB Data Summary Sheet:

Observer name

Educational Psychology Service

Post code of School

Locale type, e.g. Inner City OR Town/Suburban OR Rural/Village
Free School Meals (as percentage of school roll)

School size as number on school roll

E I e

There are then two columns for Class Context information, morning and afternoon:

Date of observation (dd / mm / yy)

Year group (Yr 77 Yr11)

Gender of teacher

Total years teaching

Time of day of observation, 24 hour clock (hh / mm)
English / Maths / Science / Other

Number of Adults in room (not including observer)
Number of Students in class

=A =4 =8 =8 -8 -8_-9_-9
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4.2

4.3

Transfer INX%, TPP, SBP, TPC and SBC into the appropriate boxes on the SUKSCB
Data Summary Sheet.

When you have finished a pair (a.m. and p.m.) of planned observations, you should
have in your possession one completed SUKSCB Data Summary Sheet in respect of
each pair of observations completed.

You can, of course, email or post the data from as many pairs of observations as you
are able to complete on separate SUKSCB Data Summary Sheets.

Please email electronically completed SUKSCB Data Summary Sheets to

SUKSCBresults@aol.com or post paper copies to: Brian Apter, District

Educational Psychologist, Jennie Lee centre, Lichfield Road, Wednesfield,
WV11 3HT
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4. Example of completed MICRO for a 30 minute observation:
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