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Executive Summary 
 
1.1 Background 
 
Every Child Matters: Change for Children is a new approach to the well-being of 
children and young people from birth to age 19. The aim is for every child to have the 
support they need to be healthy, stay safe, enjoy and achieve, make a positive 
contribution, and achieve economic well-being. Poor attendance and disruptive 
behaviour in primary schools have a negative impact on learning and teaching. For 
those children whose attendance is continuously disrupted or behaviour is particularly 
difficult there can be a substantial impact on subsequent life chances. Improving 
attendance and behaviour in school depends on addressing a range of inter-related 
issues at the whole-school level, in the classroom, and in relation to individual pupils. 
Evidence suggests that schools with high levels of communal organisation, adopting a 
whole-school approach, show more orderly behaviour. It is also important for schools 
to nurture a sense of rights and responsibilities in school cultures. In the longer term, 
students need to internalise the need for good attendance and responsible behaviour 
and value them for the benefits which accrue to themselves as well as others. This can 
be assisted by having a knowledge of emotions, and understanding and being able to 
manage them. There is little evidence based on a UK sample on how this might be 
achieved.          
  
Behaviour and attendance are amongst a number of key priorities for the Primary 
National Strategy. The Improving Behaviour and Attendance Unit and the School 
Standards Group are working together within the DfES to ensure that strategies to 
improve behaviour and attendance are embedded in whole school policy and practice 
and work on teaching and learning.  
 
The Primary Behaviour and Attendance Strategy pilot took place from 2003-05 and 
involved 25 Local Authorities. The pilot aimed to: 
• enable schools in the pilot Local Authorities (LAs) to access high-quality 

professional development on behaviour and attendance issues, that was  sustained 
and collaborative; 

• develop and test out models of LA support where behaviour and attendance were 
key school improvement issues; 

• trial curriculum materials which develop children’s social, emotional and 
behavioural skills and materials for school self- review and training in improving 
behaviour (SEAL); 

• implement and evaluate small group interventions for children needing additional 
focused help with their social, emotional and behavioural skills; 

• promote the development of a common approach across the 25 participating LAs 
and the Department’s Behaviour Improvement Programme (BIP) LAs.  

 
The pilot had four strands, a CPD strand, a school improvement strand, a curriculum 
materials or SEAL strand, and a small group strand. The LAs selected to participate in 
the programme were those which were not eligible for other funded programmes. 
They were LAs with above-average levels of social deprivation, often bordering EiC 
areas with significant numbers of schools where behaviour was likely to be a key 
issue. 
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For the CPD strand, LAs were provided with funding to free school-based ‘leading 
teachers’ to work with teachers visiting to observe their practice, and to provide 
supply cover for all schools to send a representative to termly cluster/network 
professional development meetings. For the school improvement strand, they were 
funded to employ a ‘teacher coach’ to work with existing services (educational 
psychology and behaviour support) in schools experiencing difficulty, using a 
systematic process of audit, action plan, and professional development that included 
on-the-job solution-focused coaching. Funding for supply cover was provided for ten 
schools in each LA to receive training and have time for planning their use of the 
curriculum materials in the SEAL strand. For the small group interventions strand 
each LA was funded to appoint a specialist professional (usually a mental health 
worker) to work with children and families. 
 
1.1.1 Aims and objectives of the research  
 
The evaluation aimed to test out the effectiveness of the range of measures proposed 
by the DfES, singly and in combination, assessing the impact of the measures in 
relation to: 
• improvements in behaviour, attendance and attainment for individual children; 
• teacher skills and confidence; 
• and the promotion of effective whole school approaches to positive behaviour, 

attendance, and improvements in attainment.  
 
Emerging best practice, particularly for the more innovative measures, was identified 
as was their sustainability within schools and LAs, and transferability to other LAs.  
 
1.2 Methodology 
 
The research involved a range of methods: 
• Analysis of each Local Authority’s plans for the implementation of the pilot; 
• Telephone/email interviews with the 25 LA pilot co-ordinators; 
• Selection of 10 LAs for more detailed evaluation work.  This involved sending 

questionnaires to school staff on their perceptions of the impact of the pilot, and 
interviews with LA and project staff.  Note that schools/LAs which were self-
evaluating their pilot work were also able to fill in and return these questionnaires; 

• Visits to 16 schools which were identified as exemplars of good practice.  This 
involved interviews with school staff, pupils and parents/carers; 

• Children in schools involved with SEAL or the small group work were asked to 
complete pre- and post-intervention questionnaires to assess change in their social, 
emotional and behavioural skills; 

• Case studies, parental, teacher and children self-assessments were used to assess 
the impact of the small group work; 

• Analysis of attainment and attendance data in the pilot schools between 2002/03 – 
2004/05 to assess levels of change.  These were also compared to data for all 
primary schools. 
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1.2.1 The sample  
 
Questionnaire responses were received from 156 teachers/teaching assistants, 23 non-
teaching staff, 26 parents with children involved in the SEAL programme, and 22 
parents whose children were involved in the small group work.  46 head teachers 
completed the open questions in the questionnaire but not all completed the rating 
scales. Questionnaire data were available for 4237 children at Key Stage 1 prior to the 
introduction of the pilot initiatives and 2163 following it. At Key Stage 2, 5707 
children completed questionnaires prior to the pilot and 3311 following the pilot. 
Interviews were undertaken with 13 head teachers, four other senior school managers, 
34 teachers/teaching assistants, 19 parents and 102 children. The children were 
interviewed in small groups which varied in size according to their availability.  
 
Twenty case study examples of pupils receiving individual support and attention were 
collated. Pre and post Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) data (517 
children pre-intervention, 175 post intervention) and questionnaire data (KS1 132 pre 
intervention and 108 post intervention; KS2, 118 pre-intervention, 107 post 
intervention) were collected for pupils participating in the small group work.  
 
1.3 Findings 
 
1.3.1 Management of the programme  
 
The specific management structures adopted in LAs varied considerably in size and 
makeup. Communication and feedback were enhanced by wide representation on 
steering groups. Staff recruited for the pilot were extremely well qualified. Good 
management and the adoption of problem solving approaches were important for 
effective multi-agency working.   
 
Issues arising in relation to management of the pilot included: 
• competition between initiatives; 
• poor communication; 
• joint line management; 
• the need for an overarching strategic view.  
 
1.3.2 The Continuing Professional Development Strand (CPD) 
 
Attendance at CPD cluster meetings was at the 50-60% level in most LAs. Some 
schools were never represented at the cluster group meetings. 
 
For effective dissemination in schools the CPD attendee needed to be in an influential 
position in school. 
  
Activities that were particularly valued included solution-focused problem solving 
approaches and sharing practice in relation to improving behaviour. 
 



 6

The CPD clusters were valued by LAs as a means of communicating consistent 
messages about behaviour face-to- face. This was particularly important in rural areas. 
Long term sustainability was perceived to depend on schools continuing the work. 
 
Key issues related to: 
• variable attendance; 
• lack of appropriate accommodation; 
• difficulties for staff in travelling long distances; 
• lack of information about who had overall responsibility for behaviour issues in 

school;  
• work overload of CPD facilitators. 
 
1.3.3 School improvement where behaviour is a key issue 
 
Schools participating in this strand of the pilot were those identified by LAs as in 
need. The behaviour and attendance audit was perceived as time consuming but 
valuable in identifying issues requiring attention.   
 
A whole-school approach to the coaching was successful in reducing the defensive 
position of staff and ensuring cross phase consistency in behaviour policy 
implementation.  
 
The coaching was highly successful and valued by teachers. The supportive, collegial, 
non-judgemental model gave teachers confidence to admit to problems and be open 
and reflective about finding solutions to them. Leading teachers provided valuable 
role models particularly for NQTs.  
 
Qualitative and quantitative data indicated that the majority of head teachers believed 
that the coaching had improved the skills and confidence of teachers in promoting 
positive behaviour. This was supported by the qualitative data. 95% of teachers 
believed that it had improved their skills and 100% their confidence.  
 
There was a perceived positive impact on children’s behaviour, the working climate 
in the school, children’s well-being, confidence, communication skills, social skills 
and control of emotions. Some impact was reported on learning and home-school 
relationships.  
 
Factors reported to contribute to the success of the school improvement strand 
included: 
• the commitment of the senior management team; 
• a whole school approach with the participation of all teachers; 
• sufficient time being available for trust to develop and feedback to be given. 
 
1.3.4 Curriculum materials to develop the social and emotional aspects of 
Learning  (SEAL)  
 
There was variability in the extent to which the SEAL programme was implemented 
in schools. The programme was most effective where it fitted in with existing PHSE 
work or circle time, was complementary to the school ethos, and was adopted across 
the whole school. 
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Appropriate training was crucial to successful implementation and management of the 
materials which were themselves perceived as excellent.   
 
The programme increased staff understanding of the social and emotional aspects of 
learning and helped them to understand their pupils better. This changed their 
behaviour, enhanced their confidence in their interactions with pupils, and led them to 
approach behaviour incidents in a more thoughtful way.  
 
All staff perceived a positive impact on the children’s behaviour and well-being. 
Classrooms and playgrounds were calmer. Children’s confidence, social,  
communication, negotiating skills, and attitudes were perceived to have improved. 
50% of teachers believed that listening skills had improved and 44% concentration on 
work. The interview data revealed positive perceptions of the impact on the children’s 
work. Overall 90% of teachers indicated that the SEAL Programme had been at least 
relatively successful.  
 
The impact on reducing exclusions was perceived as limited but given the small 
number of exclusions in primary schools this was to be expected. A small number of 
children did not respond positively to the programme and additional support was  
needed to engender change in these children.  
 
Parents were reluctant partners with the programme. In the longer term the 
introduction of the family activities within the SEAL materials may assist with this.  
 
Analysis of the responses to the children’s questionnaires before and after the pilot 
revealed a range of complex relationships between age, gender, and school factors 
which all contributed to children’s perceptions of their emotions, self-esteem, social 
skills, attitudes towards school and academic work.  
 
At KS2 children’s responses to statements about attitudes towards school, 
relationships with teachers, and perceptions of academic work were less positive after 
the pilot. However, questionnaire responses before and after the pilot revealed age 
related differences in response which became more negative with increasing age 
suggesting that the changes were related to age rather than the impact of the pilot. 
Responses to awareness of emotions in others and social skills and relationships 
showed positive changes following the pilot, which may also have been as a result of 
increasing age. However, multiple regression analyses suggested that the positive 
changes in social skills and relationships and awareness of emotion in others were due 
to the impact of the programme. Without a control group it is not possible to say 
whether other factors may have contributed to these changes.   
 
There were clear gender differences in response to almost all of the measures girls 
demonstrating more positive responses.  
 
School ethos was an important contributory factor to children’s personal and social 
development.     
 
Factors perceived to contribute to the success of the programme included:  
• the commitment of the senior management team;  
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• allowing sufficient time for staff to understand the conceptual basis of the 
programme, recognise its importance and plan how it was to be implemented;  

• appointing a designated co-ordinator in the school; 
• the focus on topics over a period of time within a spiral curriculum; 
• the adoption of a whole school approach; 
• building on existing work.   
 
Further improvements to the pilot suggested by staff included:  
• visits to schools where the programme had already been implemented 

successfully; 
• the provision of briefing sheets for non-class based staff; 
• greater involvement of parents.  
 
Barriers to implementation were few. The following were raised: 
• staff resistance; 
• the lack of commitment of senior managers; 
• the low status of PSHE in the school.  
 
1.3.5 Small group work 
 
Children were included in the small group work because of poor behaviour, risk of 
exclusion, lack of response to rewards or sanctions, withdrawn behaviour, social 
difficulties in relation to other children, or fears of attending school. It was important 
to have a balanced group, not one focused entirely on children with poor behaviour.  
 
The multi-agency approach was crucial to the operation of the small group work. 
There were sometimes tensions between educational and health approaches. There 
were differences in the language adopted by each group of professionals, ways of 
working, and the perceived aims of the group work. 
 
Issues arising from the implementation of the small group work related to: 
• the need for some children to have 1:1 attention; 
• the integration of the work into the classroom; 
• inadequate time for teachers and small group workers to communicate.  This 

problem was partially overcome by the involvement of Teaching Assistants (TAs) 
to support the small group work.  

 
Teachers welcomed the small group work as an additional resource to support 
children with particular needs. They learnt from the expertise of the group workers.  
 
TAs or other staff working with the group were trained ‘on the job’ and indicated that 
more formal training was required.  
 
There were difficulties in engaging parents in the small group work. When parents did 
participate in the programme they reported that it was worthwhile and of benefit to the 
whole family.  
 
Assessment using the Goodman Strengths and Difficulties scale showed  statistically 
significant improvements in emotional symptoms and pro-social behaviour of 
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participating children. The benefits to the children depended on the particular 
problems that they were exhibiting initially. 82% of parents perceived that the 
programme had helped their child.   
 
Factors supporting success included: 
• the commitment of the whole school, teachers, parents and children; 
• integration of the work into other school initiatives, e.g. the SEAL programme.  
 
The Small Group work revealed that some children had serious problems requiring 
further support, some related to Child Protection Issues.   
 
1.3.6 The impact of the programme on attendance and attainment  
 
There was a statistically significant reduction in authorised absence across the 
programme as a whole over the period of the implementation of the pilot. There were 
no statistically significant differences between the different elements of the 
programme in their impact on authorised absence. On average, there was no change in 
unauthorised absence for the pilot schools. The largest decrease in unauthorised 
absence was seen for those schools which implemented the SEAL programme, the 
school improvement strand and the small group interventions together, followed by 
schools which implemented the school improvement strand only, and schools which 
implemented the small group intervention work and the school improvement strand 
together.  These decreases were statistically significant. 
 
At KS1 across the programme as a whole there were no statistically significant 
changes in relation to scores in reading, writing or mathematics in national tests. 
However, there were statistically significant differences between the various strands 
of the programme in relation to improvement in writing. The writing scores for 
schools implementing the small group work and the school improvement strand were 
improved more than those for the other strands.  
 
At KS2 there were improvements in national test scores in English and mathematics 
for the pilot schools on average.  These reflected national trends. Schools participating 
in the school improvement strand appeared to make significantly greater 
improvements than CPD-only schools, the average for all pilot schools, and non-pilot 
primary schools. This may have been because of the lower levels of performance of 
the school improvement strand schools at the start of the programme. Schools 
implementing SEAL and small group interventions together, and those implementing 
SEAL, the school improvement strand and small group interventions together appear 
to have made consistent improvements across all subjects from 2003-2005.   
 
1.4 Overview  
 
The pilot encouraged the involvement of a range of teams and agencies working 
together in supporting schools. This inter-agency work was seen as a particular 
strength of the pilot 
 
The pilot operated effectively at a number of different levels. The cluster groups 
provided support for all schools. The school improvement strand and the SEAL 
programme operated at the level of the whole school, addressing the needs of teachers 
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and pupils, while the small group work enabled a focus on children with particular 
needs. All of the elements operated very successfully in some schools. What emerged 
from the evaluation was that for a small minority of children, ongoing individual 
attention was required. This was not always available.  
 
There were differences in the extent to which individual schools implemented 
elements of the pilot effectively. Much depended on the leadership within the school 
and the extent to which the head teacher and staff were committed. In some schools 
there were competing initiatives. Risk factors identified included a change of head 
teacher, OFSTED inspections, being in special measures and staff turnover.  
 
A small number of LAs and schools perceived that there was a lack of input relating 
to attendance. While the programme hoped to improve attendance by making schools 
better places to be some schools wanted a more specific focus.  
 
LAs held different perceptions about the sustainability of the pilot. Overall, every 
strand appeared to be sustainable in the long term if schools and LAs were sufficiently 
committed.   
 
1.5 Transfer of initiative to other Local Authorities 
 
There was consensus that the pilot would transfer positively to other LAs providing 
that there was: 
• sufficient lead in time; 
• good communication; 
• identified people to contact in case of difficulties;  
• centrally co-ordinated specialist training prior to the start of the project for teacher 

coaches and small group workers; 
• ongoing supervision built into the projects for both teacher coaching and the 

child/parent work.  
 
Suggestions for LAs introducing the project included: 
• being clear that they are competing for schools’ time and attention;  
• giving a positive lead in and introduction through existing communication 

channels at every level through both regular formal meetings and informal contact 
between schools and services; 

• ensuring that the details of the programme are communicated throughout the LA 
to all schools through normal channels;  

• ensuring that the links  with the Primary National Strategy, school needs and 
existing services are made explicit; 

• stressing consistently how the time invested will pay dividends in the long term; 
• being prepared to re-configure LA services as a result of what is learned through 

the pilot.   
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1.6 Conclusions 
 
Overall, the pilot was successful in attaining its aims. There was evidence of 
improvement in attendance at school, behaviour while at school, and in attainment 
particularly at KS2 across schools participating in the pilot. The management of the 
programme was effective overall, and the CPD provision, which was available to all 
schools was well received, although there were issues relating to attendance at 
meetings. The school improvement strand was effective in identifying areas within 
school which required improvement through the behaviour and attendance audits and 
the coaching was particularly well received by teachers. This strand was particularly 
effective in improving attendance and attainment. The data gathered in relation to the 
SEAL programme demonstrated positive changes in the children’s behaviour 
particularly in relation to their social skills and relationships with other children. The 
small group work was effective in supporting pupils with specific problems relating to 
their emotional and social needs.  
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Chapter 1: Background and aims 
 

 
This chapter provides an account of the background to the research and a short review 
of the relevant literature. It also sets out the aims of the Primary and Behaviour Pilot 
and the aims of the research.  
 
Background 
 
Every Child Matters 
 
Every Child Matters: Change for Children is a new approach to the well-being of 
children and young people from birth to age 19. The Government’s aim is for every 
child, whatever their background or their circumstances, to have the support they need 
to: 

• be healthy; 
• stay safe; 
• enjoy and achieve; 
• make a positive contribution; and  
• achieve economic well-being. 

The Primary Behaviour and Attendance pilot aimed to contribute towards this agenda 
by enhancing children’s social, emotional, and behavioural skills.  
 
Behaviour in school 
 
A significant body of research has highlighted problematic behaviour as a major 
source of discontent among teachers. Poor behaviour creates difficulties for teaching 
and learning  (MacBeath et al, 2004). Intake factors are one aspect of the variation 
between schools in poor behaviour and exclusion. There is a positive association 
between high excluding schools and schools whose intake includes disproportionate 
numbers of pupils from groups which are over represented in exclusion rates, i.e. 
pupils with socially disadvantaged backgrounds, boys, black and ethnic minorities, 
and pupils with special educational needs (DfES, 2004). However, there are schools 
with high risk populations which have low levels of exclusion. These differences can 
be explained by the different disciplinary climates in schools. Research has identified 
four: controlled (low misbehaviour, severe punishment), conflictual (high 
misbehaviour, severe punishment), libertarian (high misbehaviour, light punishment) 
and autonomous (low misbehaviour, light punishment) (Cohen and Thomas, 1984).   
 
Improving behaviour in school depends on addressing a range of inter-related issues 
at the whole-school level, in the classroom and in relation to individual pupils. Work 
at all these levels can have an impact (Gottredson et al., 1993). 
 
The whole school environment 
 
Well organised schools, with a positive ethos create a whole-school environment that 
promotes positive behaviour rather than reacting to particular incidents. Teachers 
view the school as a place where they and pupils work together for success. There is 
collaboration and co-operation at the whole school level, the school is pupil oriented 
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and focuses on the causes of indiscipline rather than the symptoms. Prevention rather 
than punishment is central. Head teachers play a key role in developing policies and 
practices alongside other key members of staff, and staff as a whole are committed to 
the pupils and their work. Most routine behaviour problems are dealt with by teachers 
themselves and there are strong links with parents and community agencies (Wayson 
et al., 1982). Schools differ in their degree of community, collegial relations being 
key to this, coupled with a role for teachers which frequently brings them into contact 
with other staff and students outside of the classroom. Schools with high levels of 
communal organisation show more orderly behaviour (Bryk and Driscoll, 1988).  
 
Behaviour in the classroom 
 
In the classroom teachers need to establish an ‘activity system’ which includes 
attention to goals, tasks, social structure, timing and pacing and resources. These need 
to be planned and managed to support good behaviour (Doyle, 1990). Where teachers 
are pressured to take increased responsibility for standards of attainment they tend to 
become more controlling and the development of learner autonomy is reduced with 
potentially negative effects on behaviour (Ryan et al., 1985).  
 
The behaviour of individual pupils 
 
It is important for schools to nurture a sense of rights and responsibilities in school 
cultures (Osler, 2000). Pupils can participate in addressing behaviour issues through 
participation in school councils and school leadership programmes. In the longer 
term, students need to internalise the need for responsible behaviour and value it for 
the benefits which accrue to themselves as well as others. Their emotional intelligence 
needs to be developed and they need to acquire a value system which ensures that 
they put into practice the knowledge that they have gained.          
 
Emotional intelligence  
 
Emotional intelligence is a much contested concept and there are many different 
interpretations of what it is (Hallam and Goodwin, 2006). The concept has its roots in 
the work of Thorndike (1920) who described what he called ‘social’ intelligence as 
the ability to understand others and act intelligently in human relationships.  Gardner 
(1983), in his theory of multiple intelligences, further developed the idea referring to 
intra-personal and inter-personal intelligences, the former concerned with the extent 
to which the individual is self-aware, the latter with their skills in understanding and 
relating to others.  
 
‘Emotional Intelligence’ was first formally defined by Salovey and Mayer in 1990. 
They suggested that it consisted of five domains: knowing one’s emotions; managing 
emotions; motivating oneself; recognising emotions in others; and handling 
relationships. This conception was adopted by Goleman (1996) in his book 
‘Emotional Intelligence: Why it can matter more than IQ’ which popularised the 
concept raising awareness of the importance of the emotions in the way that we 
manage our everyday lives. Later, in an attempt to align emotional intelligence more 
closely with other intelligences, Salovey and Mayer suggested four major skill areas, 
perception and expression of emotion, assimilation of emotion in thought, 
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understanding and analysing emotion and the reflective regulation of emotion (Mayer 
and Salovey, 1997).  
 
An early, similar, but slightly different construction was outlined by Bar-On (1997) 
who suggested that emotional intelligence included intra-personal skills, inter-
personal skills, adaptability, stress management and general mood. Currently, there is 
no agreed conception of the nature of emotional intelligence. Petrides and Furnham 
(2001), in an attempt to provide an overarching conceptual framework, undertook a 
content analysis of existing definitions and identified 15 distinct components which 
were common to more than one model. These were adaptability, assertiveness, 
emotion expression, emotion management (of others), emotion perception (of self and 
others), emotion regulation, impulsiveness (low), relationship skills, self-esteem, self-
motivation, social competence, stress management, trait empathy (taking someone 
else’s perspective), trait happiness (being cheerful and satisfied with life), and trait 
optimism (looking on the bright side). Their work highlights the lack of clarity of the 
concept ‘emotional intelligence’ and the tensions between contrasting conceptions 
which either view it as a relatively stable personality trait, or as a meta-cognitive 
capacity related to the development of knowledge and understanding of one’s own 
emotions and those of others, and the skills to manage them to promote learning, well-
being and success.  
 
The neurological basis of emotional intelligence 
 
Emotional responses to incoming stimuli are controlled by the amygdala which 
evaluates sensory input for its emotional meaning in a relatively primitive and 
automatic way, a function which has had evolutionary value, but is now less 
satisfactory for our functioning in the modern world. The amygdala receives input 
about sensory information directly and quickly from the thalamus, a relay station for 
incoming information, before the information has been processed by the conscious 
thinking part of the brain, the cortex (LeDoux, 1993). Information is processed very 
rapidly and messages are sent to other parts of the brain which can, for instance, 
trigger flight or fight hormones which in turn prepare us for action. It is this process 
that can lead us to act without conscious cognitive thought. The prefrontal cortex 
provides a more complete cognitive assessment of emotional situations and operates 
to attempt to control our emotions but it takes longer to react to incoming information. 
As Goleman puts it, in some cases ‘the amygdala’s extensive web of neural 
connections allows it, during an emergency, to capture and drive much of the rest of 
the brain – including the rational mind’ (pp 17). The amygdala also retains emotions 
that are linked with the knowledge derived from the interactions in our everyday lives 
and the high levels of arousal occurring in relation to emotional events seem to 
imprint these memories very strongly. These memories subconsciously influence our 
future reactions to similar events. Strong emotions can also diminish the capacity of 
working memory (the part that enables us to retain information that we need for 
undertaking a given task or problem), for instance, anxiety can inhibit examination 
performance, or disrupt learning over long periods of time when there is long term 
emotional stress, for instance death of a family member. There is increasing evidence 
of the role of the emotions in determining levels of attainment, truancy and exclusion 
in school pupils (Petrides et al., 2004), and job performance and job satisfaction in 
adults (Wong and Law, 2002).   
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The assessment of emotional intelligence 
 
Since the recognition of the important role that emotional intelligence can play in our 
lives, there have been a number of attempts to assess it. Tests are often based on self-
report questionnaires and assess the individual’s perceptions of their own emotional 
self-efficacy (e.g. Schutte et al., 1998; Bar-On, 1997). An alternative approach is to 
attempt to assess what has been called ‘cognitive-emotional-ability’ (Mayer et al., 
2002). Here, participants might be given an abstract design and asked to indicate the 
extent to which they believe that a series of distinct emotions are depicted in it. 
Responses are assessed against those of the majority of respondents and consensus by 
experts. A review undertaken for the DfES of measures assessing emotional and 
social competence in primary schools and early years settings identified 58 
instruments from around the world. Most of the instruments focused on social rather 
than emotional competence (Edmunds and Stewart-Brown 2003). The reviewers 
identified much interest in assessment of social and emotional competence but also 
doubts about the extent to which it was possible to assess these skills and concerns 
about the purposes of such assessment. One identified purpose was to assess change 
brought about as the result of particular interventions to enhance emotional, social and 
behavioural skills.   
 
Enhancing emotional, social, and behavioural skills 
 
There have been a number of initiatives which have been designed to enhance 
children’s mental health which have some relevance to the current evaluation. Wells 
et al. (2003) undertook a systematic review of universal approaches to mental health 
promotion in schools reviewing 17 studies which satisfied rigorous standards for 
inclusion. Positive evidence of effectiveness was obtained for programmes that 
adopted a whole school approach, were implemented continuously for more than a 
year, and were aimed at the promotion of mental health as opposed to the prevention 
of mental illness. Wells et al. (2003) concluded that the interventions to improve 
mental health that were moderately or more successful were more likely to measure 
self-concept, emotional awareness and positive interpersonal behaviours. Those that 
were less successful were more likely to measure conduct problems and antisocial 
behaviour. Only three of the studies involved more than 500 students in more than 10 
schools and almost all of the studies were undertaken in the USA. Examples of 
specific programmes which share some characteristics with the pilot programme work 
are given below.   
 
The Child Development Project (Battistich et al., 1989) was designed to improve 
cognitive, affective, and behavioural aspects of children’s development and promote 
concern for and understanding of others. A key element was the establishment of a 
caring classroom environment. Children participated in co-operative and helping 
activities, teachers used positive discipline techniques to communicate pro-social 
norms and values, and role-play, stories and games were used to enhance students 
understanding of others. The final evaluation was based on 133 children who were 
followed up over five years. The outcomes included the assessment of children’s 
behaviour in difficult social situations and their ability to resolve conflict. These were 
assessed in interviews using hypothetical situations. The results showed significant 
change favouring programme children on five out of 13 measures, interpersonal 
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sensitivity, means end cognitive problem solving, general resolution strategies, the 
use of pro-social conflict resolution strategies, and consideration of other people’s 
needs.  
 
The School Development Project (Haynes and Comer, 1990) focused on schools 
serving largely African-American children from socio-economically disadvantaged 
backgrounds. The programme established a school management team involving staff 
and parents, a mental health team which focused on school ethos issues and the 
mental health concerns of individual staff and children, and a programme to 
encourage parents to participate as equal partners in the school. There were also 
community-based projects for the children and social activities. Following the 
programme the participating children were found to have higher scores on a self-
concept scale.  
 
The Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies (PATHS) curriculum (Greenberg et al. 
1995) is based on an ABCD model of development which is underpinned by the 
premise that a child’s behaviour and internal regulation is a function of their 
emotional awareness, affective-cognitive control, and social-cognitive understanding. 
The curriculum was delivered three times per week for a period of 20-30 minutes over 
three terms using traditional instruction, role-play, discussion, modelling by teachers 
and peers, social and self-reinforcement, worksheets and generalisation techniques. 
Four ordinary schools and 14 special needs classes of 2nd and 3rd grade children were 
randomly allocated to PATHS groups or controls. Eighteen measures were used to 
assess emotional understanding. The PATHS children showed positive change in 
relation to eight of them. They knew more positive and negative feeling words, were 
better able to identify three emotional states in others, had a better level of reasoning 
as regards general questions about feelings and could provide appropriate personal 
examples of their own emotional experiences.  In the UK, implementation of the 
Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies (PATHS) curriculum, which addresses 
emotion related issues, was rated positively by class teachers, pupils and other staff 
(Kelly et al, 2004), although no direct assessment of change in the children was made.   
 
In the USA, the Self-Science Curriculum teaches children about self-awareness, 
managing their emotions, taking responsibility, and how to develop empathy and 
skills of co-operation, conflict resolution and negotiating compromise. Other school 
based programmes have integrated emotional learning into the curriculum using 
stories as illustrations to generate discussion, while other programmes have focused 
specifically on reducing violence (see Goleman, 1996 for details).  
 
Weare (2004) in a review of the research outlines the difficulties in assessing whether 
programmes to enhance children’s emotional, social and behavioural skills are 
successful. The methods used to evaluate such programmes vary enormously and it is 
therefore difficult to compare findings. Multi-methods drawing on responses from 
school staff, children and parents using quantitative and qualitative methods are 
required. On the basis of existing research reviews she concludes ‘that programmes 
that teach social and emotional competence can result in gains that are absolutely 
central to the goals of all schools. Gains include improved school atmospheres, more 
effective learning, better behaviour, higher school attendance, higher motivation, 
higher morale of students and teachers, and better results for students schools’ (p13).  
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Exclusion from school 
 
The ultimate sanction for poor behaviour in school is exclusion. This can be a fixed 
term or permanent exclusion. Anecdotal evidence suggests that exclusions also occur 
without regard to official procedures, where parents are asked to keep a child at home 
for a few days. There are very few permanent exclusions at primary school and data 
relating to fixed term exclusions is sparse and often unreliable. While the causes of 
exclusion are many and complex (Parsons, 1999; Munn et al., 2000; Osler et al., 
2001), the reduction of exclusions depends on schools developing inclusive 
approaches to the curriculum and teaching, while also developing strategies for 
working with other agencies in supporting pupils who are at risk. Successful 
interventions to reduce exclusion and improve behaviour often actively involve 
parents (Hallam and Castle, 1999). Schools have direct control over absences created 
by excluding students from school.  
 
In the 1990s, after a long period of stability, the number of students excluded from 
school increased dramatically, from 2910 in 1990/91 to 12,458 in 1995/6.  In the mid-
1990s the DfEE set up a series of projects which had the reduction of exclusion and 
indiscipline as their principle aim. They were successful in raising awareness of the 
importance of reducing exclusion and succeeded in slowing the rate of increase to 2% 
during 1996/97. By 1997/98 there was a further 3% reduction to 12,700 which 
continued to 10,404 in 1998/99 and 8,323 in 1999/2000. Since then exclusion rates 
appear to have stabilised although at a slightly higher level than in 1999/2000, for 
instance 9,860 in 2003/04. The highest rates of exclusion are for boys, pupils with 
Special Educational Needs and some minority ethnic groups. There is a positive 
relationship between eligibility for free school meals and exclusion rates, although 
schools with the highest rates of exclusion do not always have high rates of free 
school meal eligibility. However, they do tend to have higher proportions of pupils 
with Special Educational Needs and low levels of pupil attainment (DfES, 2004b).  
The exclusion rates for children at primary school are generally very low, particularly 
for permanent exclusions. 
 
Attendance  
 
Since national statistics have been available there has been a gradual improvement in 
attendance at school, although it has been very small. In primary schools unauthorised 
absence has ranged from a high of 0.5% in 1996/97 to a low of 0.4% in 2004/05 while 
authorised absence has varied from a high of 5.7% in 1997/98 to a low of 5.0% in 
2004/05 (DfES 2002; 2005). Levels of absence increase as pupils progress through 
school particularly in years 10 and 11 (Grimshaw and Pratt, 1986). In a study of 
attendance in Excellence in Cities (EiC) schools, higher than average levels of 
authorised absence were seen amongst girls, and higher levels of authorised and 
unauthorised absence among young people with special educational needs and those 
in receipt of free school meals (Morris and Rutt, 2005).  
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The causes of non-attendance are many and complex (Hallam and Roaf, 1995; 
Hallam, 1996). Pupils may not attend because of: 
• illness or anxiety; 
• holidays, special occasions, outside activities; 
• family circumstances (helping at home, family needs or desires, extreme family 

pressures); 
• issues within school (the environment, school requirements, school circumstances, 

attitudes towards school, relationships with teachers and peers, exclusion); 
• attractions outside school (peer pressure, excitement of truanting, employment 

opportunities).  
 
Schools vary considerably in the extent to which they maintain high levels of 
attendance even when they have similar catchment areas. Their procedures and ethos 
are implicated (Hallam et al., 2002) in particular, pupil teacher relationships (Bealing, 
1990, O'Keeffe, 1994). While the school has an important role in promoting 
attendance, families also have a part to play. Recent evidence from ‘truancy sweeps’ 
suggests that parents often collude with their children in non-attendance at school. 
Improving attendance requires the adoption of a range of strategies including those 
involving parents (see Hallam, 1996). 
 
Impact of poor attendance and exclusion from school 
 
There is evidence that there are relationships between poor attendance at school, for 
any reason, and academic performance (DfES 2001; Morris and Rutt, 2005). In the 
long term persistent truants and those who are excluded from school tend to have 
lower status occupations, less stable career patterns and greater unemployment in 
comparison with others sharing similar backgrounds (Hibbett and Fogelman, 1990).  
Some, but not all may be involved in delinquency (Audit Commission, 1996; 
Cullingford, 1999). Reducing exclusion and improving attendance are therefore 
crucial for the individual pupil and for society as a whole. As there is evidence that 
poor attendance at primary school tends to lead to poor attendance at secondary 
school it is important to establish habits of good attendance early on (Reid, 1985).  
 
The Primary Behaviour and Attendance Pilot  
 
Behaviour and attendance are amongst a number of key priorities for the National 
Primary Strategy. New programmes are being implemented by the Improving 
Behaviour and Attendance Unit and the School Standards group working together 
within the DfES to ensure that strategies to improve behaviour and attendance are 
embedded in whole school policy and practice and work on teaching and learning. 
The DfES Primary Behaviour and Attendance Strategy pilot was developed to 
implement a range of initiatives to improve behaviour and attendance in primary 
schools.  
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Aims of the programme 
 
The DfES Primary Behaviour and Attendance Strategy pilot which took place from 
2003-5 aimed to: 
• enable schools in the pilot LAs to access high-quality professional development 

on behaviour and attendance issues, that is sustained and collaborative; 
• develop and test out models of LA support where behaviour and attendance are 

key school improvement issues; 
• trial curriculum materials which develop children’s social, emotional and 

behavioural skills and materials for school self- review and training in improving 
behaviour; 

• implement and evaluate small group interventions for children needing additional 
focused help in this area; 

• promote the development of a common approach across the 25 LAs and the 
Department’s BIP LAs.  

 
The pilot had four strands: 
• a universal element providing professional development opportunities to all 

schools in the pilot authorities ( the CPD strand) ; 
• a targeted element providing focused support to schools where behaviour and 

attendance had been identified as key issues (the school improvement strand); 
• a universal element providing curriculum work focusing on the social and 

emotional aspects of learning  for all children in pilot schools (the curriculum 
materials or SEAL strand); 

• a targeted element providing group work for children needing extra help in this 
area, and their parents/carers (the small group interventions strand). 
 

Twenty five LAs were invited to take part in the pilot. They were selected from LAs 
which were not eligible for other funded programmes. They were LAs with above-
average levels of social deprivation, often bordering EiC areas with significant 
numbers of schools where behaviour was likely to be a key issue. All of the schools in 
each LEA were engaged with the CPD element of the project with smaller numbers 
participating in each of the other strands. Some schools were engaged with all four 
strands.    
 
Aims and objectives of the research  
 
The evaluation aimed to test out the effectiveness of the range of measures proposed 
by the DfES, singly and in combination, assessing the impact of the measures in 
relation to: 
• improvements in behaviour, attendance and attainment for individual children; 
• teacher skills and confidence; 
•  the promotion of effective whole school approaches to positive behaviour, 

attendance, and improvements in attainment.  
 
The evaluation also considered issues relating to the implementation of the pilot, how 
this was delivered at a Local Authority, cluster and school level, learning  from this 
for future roll out. Emerging best practice, particularly for the more innovative 
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measures, was identified as was their sustainability within schools and LAs and 
transferability to other LAs.  
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Chapter 2: Methodology 

 
 
This chapter describes the methodology of the research. To evaluate a pilot 
intervention of this complexity required the collection of a wide range of different 
kinds of data, quantitative and qualitative. For practical reasons questionnaire, 
interview and case study data were only collected in pilot schools. No control schools 
were identified limiting the extent to which the findings can be conclusively argued to 
have resulted from the pilot. The data were collected in three phases. The chapter 
provides a detailed description of the data collected in each phase.  
 
The design 
 
The strongest research design would have been to randomly identify control and pilot 
schools and collect identical data from each. In practice, the disruption to control 
schools of administering questionnaires to children, teachers, and parents, undertaking 
interviews and collecting case study data would have been unacceptable given that 
these schools would have accrued no benefits from the pilot. For this reason data were 
collected directly in schools only in relation to the particular strand of the pilot being 
implemented. This does limit the extent to which any findings can be conclusively 
stated to have resulted from the implementation of the pilot alone. However, in 
relation to change in attendance and attainment it was possible to make comparisons 
between pilot and other schools both within the LEA and nationally giving some 
indication as to whether change had occurred as a result of the pilot or other 
unidentified factors.    
 
Measures used to assess impact    
 
The research team, in conjunction with the Steering group at the DfES, developed 
questionnaires and interview schedules to be used with participating head teachers, 
and teachers across all the strands of the pilot. These included rating scales and open 
questions.  
 
Questionnaires for parents to be completed towards the end of the pilot work were 
developed in relation to the SEAL programme and the small group work. 
Questionnaires were developed for use with non-teaching assistants in relation to the 
SEAL programme.  
 
For children participating in the SEAL programme and the small group work 
questionnaires were developed to be administered at KS1 and KS2 prior to and after 
the pilot. The rating scale questionnaire for pupils was designed to evaluate the impact 
on pupils of the curriculum materials. It assessed pupils’ social, emotional and 
behavioural skills, their perceptions of classroom and school ethos and their attitudes 
towards school. It included statements relating to the ability to recognise feelings, 
respond appropriately to others’ emotions, set goals, examine actions, understand 
other’s feelings, and talk about feelings. It also assessed perceptions of the learning  
environment in the classroom, pupil/pupil relationships, pupil/teacher relationships, 
and feelings about school. It was short, and designed for use with young children. It 
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was adapted from existing measures, including those developed to assess emotional 
intelligence (Goleman, 1995), well-being (Prince, unpublished), readiness for 
reintegration into mainstream school (McSherry, 1996), school and classroom ethos 
(Fraser, 1982), and attitudes towards school (Ireson, Hallam and Hurley, 2001).  
 
For the work with children in small groups, pro-formas were developed for LAs to 
assist in the consistent documentation of case studies. The Strengths and Difficulties 
Questionnaire (SDQ) also known as Goodman’s SDQ was used to assess change in 
the emotional well-being of children. This was completed by the parents and teachers 
of participating children. The SDQ contains 25 items divided into 5 scales: conduct 
problems, hyperactivity/inattention, emotional symptoms, peer relationship problems, 
and pro-social behaviour. Some children engaged in the small group work completed 
the questionnaire developed specifically for the pilot pre and post their engagement 
with the small group. 
 
Data were collected in relation to attendance and attainment for all schools in the 
participating LAs. Use was also made of national statistics.  
 
Conference to explain the design of the research and evaluate the development of 
the materials  
 
A meeting was convened at the Institute of Education for participating LA co-
ordinators and LA project staff to explain the purpose of the evaluation. Participants 
commented on the materials prepared by the researchers to assess change in pupils’ 
social, emotional and behavioural skills, perceptions of classroom and school ethos, 
and attitudes towards school. The questionnaires were changed accordingly. This 
ensured that the developed measures were appropriate and valid, gave LAs a sense of 
ownership of the evaluation, and facilitated contact with participating LA 
representatives. LAs were encouraged to use the developed materials as part of their 
own self-evaluations.  A summary table indicating the number of schools providing 
data for each strand of the pilot is provided at the end of the chapter.  
 
The Phases of the Research 
 
The evaluation was undertaken in three phases. The different elements of the research 
are described within each phase.  
 
Phase 1  
 
Analysis of pilot plans   
 
Information provided by LAs to the DfES regarding their plans for participation in the 
Primary Behaviour and Attendance Pilot was scrutinised and collated to establish the 
nature of the pilot plans for each LA.   
 
Mapping the extent and type of interventions adopted    
 
Telephone interviews / e-mail conversations were undertaken with all LA co-
ordinators to establish the nature of the initiatives being implemented, how they were 
being implemented in schools, how they were being managed, perceived challenges 
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and successes, and perceptions of the role of the DfES (see appendices for details of 
the interview schedule).   
 
Interviews with officers from the primary strategy team  
 
Interviews were undertaken with those members of the primary strategy team 
involved in the management of the programme to explore any difficulties that they 
had experienced and how they felt that management systems might be improved (see 
appendices for details of the interview schedule).   
 
Selection of Local Authorities to form the research sample   
 
On the basis of the interviews with the LA co-ordinators an interim report was 
prepared based on responses from 22 LAs (88%).  On the basis of this report 10 LAs 
were selected for further interviews. They were selected so as to represent a range of 
different school populations, different combinations of interventions and approaches 
to implementation, and examples of innovative practice. The selection of the sample 
made by the steering committee at the DfES and the research team was also informed 
by the views of a quality assurance and advisory group set up at the Institute of 
Education.  
 
Pre pilot questionnaires and inventories  
 
Schools participating in the SEAL and small group strands were provided with pre-
intervention questionnaires to be completed by children who were engaged in the pilot 
work. Parents and teachers of pupils involved with the small group work were asked 
to complete the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) for each child. Small 
group workers were asked to complete case study pro-formas. 
 
Phase 2  
 
In the ten LAs selected for further study, interviews were undertaken with key LA and 
project team staff, e.g. those delivering training to school staff or supporting ‘at risk’ 
pupils. A list of personnel interviewed is provided in Table A.1 in the appendices. The 
interview schedules are also set out in the appendices.  
 
Phase 3 
 
Post-intervention questionnaires, including open questions and rating scales were 
administered to head teachers, teachers and support staff in a sample of participating 
primary schools in each LA to explore their perceptions of the impact of the various 
elements of the project. The schools for this aspect of the evaluation were selected on 
the basis of their willingness to participate and the recommendations of the LA co-
ordinators.  
 
Post pilot questionnaires and inventories 
 
Children engaged with the SEAL programme or the small group work who had 
completed a questionnaire pre the pilot were asked to complete a questionnaire post 
the pilot. Parents and teachers were asked to complete post pilot SDQ inventories.  
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Extended field visits to good practice schools  
 
In consultation with the LA co-ordinators 16 schools were visited. All of the schools 
had access to the CPD groups. Three of the schools were implementing small group 
work alone, five were implementing the SEAL programme alone, four schools were 
participating in the school improvement strand alongside the SEAL programme, and 
four were implementing the SEAL programme alongside small group work.  
 
Interviews were undertaken with 13 head teachers, four other senior school managers, 
34 teachers/teaching assistants, 19 parents and 102 children. The children were 
interviewed in small groups which varied in size according to their availability. 
Permission was sought from parents before interviews were undertaken with pupils.  
 
Questionnaire, inventory and case study responses  
 
Questionnaire responses were received from 156 teachers/teaching assistants, 23 non-
teaching staff, 26 parents with children involved in the SEAL programme, and 22 
parents whose children were involved in the small group work.  46 head teachers 
completed the open questions in the questionnaire but most did not complete the 
rating scales. Interpretation of the head teacher rating scale data was thus problematic.  
 
Questionnaire data were available for 4237 children at Key Stage 1 prior to the 
introduction of the pilot initiatives and 2163 following it. At Key Stage 2, 5707 
children completed questionnaires prior to the pilot and 3311 following the pilot.  
 
Twenty case study examples of pupils receiving individual support and attention were 
collated. Pre and post Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) data (517 
children pre-intervention, 175 post intervention) and questionnaire data (KS1 132 pre 
intervention and 108 post intervention; KS2, 118 pre-intervention, 107 post 
intervention) were collected for pupils participating in the small group work.  
 
Summary of data collection 
 
Table 2.1 sets out the number of schools from which questionnaire, inventory and 
case study data were collected in relation to the School Improvement Strand, the 
SEAL programme and the small group work. The much larger size of sample for 
pupil questionnaires pre and post the SEAL programme arises because many schools 
submitted data to be analysed as part of their own self-evaluations. The submission of 
data by schools as part of their self-evaluations made the calculation of response rates 
impossible as the questionnaires were made available on the web to any school which 
wished to complete them. The table also outlines the number of schools participating 
in the field work for each strand of the pilot.  
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Table 2.1: Summary of data collection by number of schools 
 
Element of 
the research 

Type of data Number of 
schools 

Head teacher questionnaires 28 
Teacher questionnaires 31 

School 
improvement 
strand Field visits to good practice schools 9 

Head teacher questionnaires 30 
Teacher questionnaires 31 
Non-teaching staff questionnaires 12 
Parent questionnaires 6 
Pre and post-intervention questionnaires to children to measure 
their social, emotional and behavioural skills 

80 

The SEAL 
curriculum 
strand 

Field visits to good practice schools 9 
Head teacher questionnaires 8 
Teacher questionnaires 14 
Pre and post-intervention questionnaires to children to measure 
their social, emotional and behavioural skills 

20 

Pre and post-intervention SDQ assessments (teachers) 33 
Pre and post-intervention SDQ assessments (parents) 13 

Small group 
interventions 

Field visits to good practice schools 7 
*Some schools participating in the field visits were implementing more than one element of the pilot 
*The large sample for the pupil data arose because many schools submitted data to be analysed as part 
of their own self-evaluations. 
 
Attendance and attainment 
 
Nationally available data for attendance and attainment were analysed for all of the 
primary schools in each of the 25 participating LAs from 2002/03 to 2004/05. At KS1 
data were only available from 2002/03 to 2003/04.  
 
Consultative conference 
 
A consultative conference was held with representatives of participating LAs on 
completion of the field-work to facilitate the validation, clarification and 
interpretation of findings.  
 
Data analysis 
 
The quantitative data were examined to consider the relative efficacy of the different 
interventions in different combinations in relation to perceived change in attendance, 
behaviour, attainment, the impact on children’s social, emotional and behavioural 
skills, classroom and school ethos, and attitudes towards school.    
 
Statistical comparisons were made between pupil ratings relating to their social, 
emotional and behavioural skills, their perceptions of classroom ethos and attitudes 
towards school before and after the implementation of the initiatives where these data 
were available. Multiple regression was undertaken to attempt to establish what 
contributed to final questionnaire responses. Statistical analyses of ratings made by 
teachers, head teachers and pupils following the implementation were also 
undertaken, taking particular account of the perceived success of different types of 
interventions.  
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Case studies of the progress of individual pupils were derived from the LAs involved 
in the participating self-evaluation and from the field visits. These data were 
supported by analysis of parents’ and teachers’ ratings of children’s behaviour pre and 
post the small group work using the SDQ and children’s self-evaluations using the 
questionnaires developed for the research.   
  
The qualitative data were used to highlight the benefits and drawbacks of each type of 
intervention in relation to different client groups, pupils, parents, teachers, teaching 
assistants, those working in LAs and other agency teams. The data from the field 
visits provided examples of effective practice which will facilitate the development of 
the programme to include other LAs and schools and provide material for a  ‘good 
practice guide’  which will be produced to accompany this evaluation report.    
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Chapter 3: Management of the Project 

 
 
This chapter considers the way that the pilot was managed in the 25 participating LAs 
and to what extent a common approach across participating LAs developed. It 
addresses issues relating to management structures, staffing, the way that schools 
were recruited to participate in the pilot, multi-agency working, and self-evaluation 
procedures. The findings presented are based on data collected from interviews 
(undertaken over the telephone or through e-mail) with all LA co-ordinators, and 
visits to the 10 case study LAs and 16 good practice schools.   
 
Management structures 
 
While the specific management structures adopted varied between LAs, key personnel 
in most management teams included representatives from the primary strategy team, 
school improvement/effectiveness teams, social inclusion teams, educational 
psychologists, education welfare officers, and LA behaviour support services. In a 
few cases head teachers, advisory teachers and health professionals, e.g. healthy 
schools, CAMHS, home-hospital services were included. In many cases, line 
management for those involved in the project lay with different individuals within the 
management team. The most elegant management structure reported included only 
two elements, Education Quality Services and Children and Young People’s Services. 
These subsumed all other relevant teams. Descriptions of the structures adopted in 
each participating LA are given in the appendices in Table A.2.      
 
LAs in the pilot had been asked to set up both operational management 
(implementation) groups and broader multi-agency steering groups for the project – 
wherever possible using existing local structures. There was wide variation in the size 
of the steering groups. The largest had 26 members.  In some cases the steering group 
was the same as the management team.  Most steering groups included representatives 
from the various teams involved. Few had head teacher or teacher representatives. A 
small minority lacked representation by health professionals.  
 
Several LAs stressed the importance of making management links through the 
steering group with a range of initiatives which were ongoing in the LA, for example:  
 
‘The management team have met with all agencies conducting projects within the LA 
and areas of overlap have been explored.’  
 
‘The Primary Behaviour and Attendance pilot is fitting into the Primary Strategy and 
Behaviour Support Plan. The LA is looking into a continuum of support for schools. 
The Education Psychology Service, CAMHS, and Behaviour Support work together 
and there is an intention to link with Child Protection.’   
 
‘The pilot fits into other projects within the LA such as the Healthy Schools project. 
The Healthy Schools Co-ordinator is part of the steering group. There are 
opportunities for schools to share learning  and evaluate the work across a number of 
Emotional Health and Well- being projects, Discovery, PATHS, Circle time. The 
Mental Health strand is continuing work formerly funded by the Children’s Fund. The 
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Primary Mental Health Worker is also working alongside staff from the Preventing 
Youth Offending Project.’  
 
‘The Strategy Steering Group oversees all behaviour initiatives including the Primary 
Behaviour and Attendance Pilot, the Behaviour Improvement Programme and the Key 
Stage 3 Strategy ensuring a coherent rigorous policy is adhered to and all schools 
receive the same information. They also oversee the Healthy Schools initiative.’  
 
Several LAs made links with the National Healthy School Standard initiative and in 
one case, the small group interventions linked with projects being carried out with 
Access and Inclusion and Home and Hospital services. One LA stressed that with the 
complexity, variety and number of initiatives ongoing it was essential that key 
personnel had clear roles and lines of responsibility.  
 
Overall, the steering groups proved to be very useful. They had been particularly 
helpful in giving feedback on progress from a range of different perspectives and 
identifying schools in the early stages of the pilot. Some LAs realised that initially 
their steering groups needed further development: 
 
‘Joint line-management led to some uncertainty about roles and decision making and 
also communication problems. Initially some groups that should have been involved 
were overlooked, e.g. Healthy Schools. Over time these groups were brought in and 
this added strength to the programme. More time should have been given to 
identifying these groups at the outset.’ (LA co-ordinator)  
 
As the pilot developed and was implemented, some LA co-ordinators reported that it 
was increasingly difficult to get people to attend meetings. Where LAs had both a 
steering group and an implementation group, both worked well. The groups brought 
together various people from the LA and had benefits for communication across the 
LA as a whole:    
 
‘The steering group is the only place in the LA where senior people in the different 
services meet to discuss current work. It is chaired by the Primary Strategy Manager 
and includes the senior officer for behaviour support, the senior EWO, the senior EP 
and the people who are doing the everyday work. It is facilitated by the Primary 
Phase Inspector. It could be a key group in linking up quality assurance and Children 
and Young People’s Services. The group has grown beyond the pilot.’ (Primary Phase 
Inspector).  
 
In one LA the steering group was the existing multi-agency team which was part of 
the Young People’s Strategic Board. They had an overview of the different projects 
and made the links between them. The implementation group consisted of head 
teachers, the LA co-ordinator, the teacher coach, the Primary Strategy Manager and a 
small group worker.   
 
Other benefits arising from the operation of the steering groups included increased 
general communication between agencies:   
 
‘When selecting schools we met with the School Improvement team to discuss and 
agree the SI strand. We have also worked closely with healthy schools teams.  The 
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appointment of the parent and child small group worker took longer than anticipated 
because of having to work with health services.’  
 
In some LAs links were made with the KS3 strategy facilitating issues related to 
transition:  
 
‘The steering group is really effective.  It is the fact that we have people from all the 
agencies. There has been an increase to the original membership of the steering 
group.  It is helping us to work well with Key Stage 3 Strategy and see ways forward. 
For instance, the mental health worker has ideas for working with children through 
the transition phase.  (LA co-ordinator)  
 
One issue for the management of the pilot was the sheer number of initiatives in 
place. Schools needed help in prioritising what was best for them. The behaviour and 
attendance audit was used in some cases to enable schools to identify priorities.     
 
Staffing 
 
The staff recruited to the project were extremely well qualified for the work that they 
were undertaking (see Table A.3 in appendices). Most LAs did not have difficulties 
recruiting staff, although in some cases this was because they seconded people from 
other posts. Where there were difficulties, in about one third of LAs, these tended to 
be centred on the appointment of CAMHS workers. In some cases there were tensions 
between CAMHS managers which created particular obstacles. By the second phase 
of the evaluation most LAs had recruited fully but some still had vacancies, 
particularly for mental health workers. Some LAs had staff with long term illness 
which put extra pressure on others in the team.     
 
Involvement of schools  
 
The number of schools participating in each strand of the pilot varied. While LAs 
attempted to engage all schools in the CPD work most followed the suggestion to 
select a few schools for each of the other strands, although at least one LA intended to 
introduce the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) curriculum materials 
into all schools (see chapter 6 for details). In one LA, all schools took part in the 
behaviour and attendance audit (see chapter 5 for details of behaviour and attendance 
audits), while another LA held meetings where the various strands were explained and 
schools were invited to participate. Overall, LAs engaged between 2 and 8 schools in 
the school improvement strand, between 10 and 17 in the SEAL programme, with the 
exception described above, and between 2 and 7 schools in the small group work.    
 
Schools were selected for involvement depending on the particular strand of the pilot 
being considered. Where generic criteria were adopted they tended to focus on the 
ability of the school to respond to the new initiative. For instance, schools might be 
considered in relation to the characteristics of their leadership and management and 
whether they would be able to sustain the initiative. In one case schools were selected 
to facilitate school to school learning . In some cases schools were selected because 
they were not involved in any other initiatives, e.g. EiC. In some cases infant schools 
were included in response to pressure from head teachers.  
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For the schools selected for the school improvement and small group strands there 
was usually extensive consultation with a range of professionals, e.g. the inspection 
team, education directorate, education managers, head teachers, behaviour support 
teams, educational psychology teams, and existing teaching and learning  consultants 
from the primary strategy, and healthy schools. There was also scrutiny of attendance 
and exclusion data.  
 
Some of the schools did not wish to be involved in the pilot: 
 
‘We were instructed to attend. The impact has been very small although we have 
attended all the meetings and have participated because we have a strong behaviour 
policy which was already in place and is reviewed regularly. We were reluctant 
members of this project.’ (head teacher)  
   
Multi-agency working  
 
There was variability in the extent of multi-agency working and its success. One LA 
reported that the team met regularly and worked effectively. A team day early on was 
helpful in enabling everyone to share their work. There was a forum once a month for 
exchanging ideas and progress. In one LA there were some difficulties relating to the 
work of the 0.5 mental health worker and the differing cultures of health and 
education. The mental health worker needed a lot of support, found it difficult to 
understand her role in the educational context, and tended to blame the schools and 
their systems for her difficulties. There were also issues relating to supervision and 
debriefing. In another LA multi-agency communication was reported to be effective 
because there was a small number of people leading each strand who met regularly.  
 
In another LA existing strong links between the EWOs, EPs and Behaviour Support 
Teams were enhanced through the pilot and some very supportive partnerships 
formed. The CAMHS representative attended the steering group meetings and 
supervised the small group worker. This worked well. In another LA the team work 
relating to the school improvement strand was very effective. The teacher coach, EP, 
Primary Phase Inspector, and Behaviour Support Teacher provided extensive support 
for schools in developing an action plan. The behaviour support teacher worked with 
issues around the most challenging pupils, the EPs with teachers, and the teacher 
coach with a whole school approach to behaviour and learning  in the classroom. 
There was very effective cross agency working.  
 
Multi-agency working was reported to have enabled better links to be made across the 
LA, for example:  
 
‘The teacher coach sits in the behaviour and attendance working group meetings and 
behaviour focus group across the city. The behaviour support teams and EPS all get 
involved with primary mental health care, Connexion links with all those different 
things that are going on in the city.  This all helps to bring it all together.  There are 
not many roles that sit across School Improvement and Pupil Services so these links 
are important.’ (Teacher coach).   
 
Generally multi-agency working was viewed positively:   
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‘With the parent groups there is close working with a family centre and an EP.  The 
groups for the pilot are all multi-agency. There is a lot of multi agency working.  This 
helps with not duplicating, sharing ideas and supporting each other, seeing things 
from other perspectives and identifying gaps more easily.’    
 
In general working across divisions and teams within the LA was reported to be 
beneficial but some areas were identified for further improvement:   
 
‘Communication between staff is quite effective but needs to be better between the 
teacher coach and teachers who support behaviour in schools.’  
 
For multi-agency teams to work well together management was seen as important as 
was adopting a problem solving approach:  
 
‘There are no difficulties in being a part of a multi-agency team.  The strengths are 
the manager who is very supportive and encouraging to the team and the high skill 
level of the team. There are many meetings but they are action based and solution 
focussed. (Small group worker)  
 
In one LA, carefully planned links within the LA were facilitated by working in the 
same building. Where there were difficulties they often related to involving CAMHS 
workers, the different conditions of employment, starting work at different times, and 
the different cultures of health and education. Sometimes there were communication 
problems relating to crises in schools. This required teams to work flexibly:  
 
‘Difficulties in communication can be because people’s work commitments change 
depending on any crisis issue that has happened in school.  That is particularly so 
with the behaviour support service.  Then you find you need to change meetings.’ (LA 
coordinator)  
 
In many cases these problems were overcome and most staff and LAs had positive 
experiences of multi-agency working.  
 
Self evaluation 
 
Most LAs reported that they would be using the self-evaluation measures 
recommended in the pilot materials. Specifically mentioned were data relating to 
exclusions and attendance, the Goodman’s Strengths and Difficulties measure, the 
Boxall profile, questionnaires for evaluating change in the SEAL programme, the 
NFER Emotional Literacy Assessment, and a self-esteem questionnaire. There was 
also evidence of ongoing evaluation at CPD meetings. The CPD work was generally 
evaluated through questionnaires completed after each session. For instance, in one 
LA attendees were asked to rate their skills and knowledge against each of the session 
objectives at the start and then again at the end of the session using a 9 point scale. 
This provided a subjective measure of what participants felt they had gained. They 
were also asked to complete a rating for the relevance of content and presentation. 
Some LAs indicated that this approach was insufficient and that a more global and 
long term evaluation was needed of this strand. In the school improvement strand 
there was evidence of monitoring of impact on school action plans and feedback from 
individual teachers was being recorded.  
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In one LA the evaluation of the pilot had been delegated to the Educational 
Psychology Service. In another LA the evaluation was being undertaken in relation to 
their termly supported self-evaluation work in all schools. All the LAs had plans to 
undertake evaluation and some had written substantial reports evaluating all strands of 
the pilot. One LA planned to utilise national attainment data as part of the evaluation. 
Schools also completed evaluation forms and provided qualitative feedback. School 
inspectors were asked as part of their own monitoring and review procedures to feed 
back on the pilot work. Reports from literacy and numeracy consultants were also 
used to evaluate the various strands.  These reports were integrated with teacher coach 
planning activities in the schools engaged in the school improvement strand and 
related to the ‘Raising attainment plan’ used in schools who were also involved in the 
Primary National Strategy Intensifying Support Programme and the post OFSTED 
action plan so that schools had only one plan to follow. In most LAs the steering 
committee monitored the ongoing evaluation.  
 
Issues arising from the management of the programme  
   
Generally, the management of the programme at LA level was perceived to be 
effective by schools and LA staff, although the management of the SEAL programme 
tended to be more distant from the schools than the other strands. Management 
structures with clear lines of accountability and steering groups which had 
representatives from schools in addition to LA staff seemed to provide a more 
effective foundation for the pilot. In some LAs there were difficulties with 
communication both within the LA and with schools. Where staff had joint line 
management this had the potential to be problematic. There were also problems 
through initiative overload and tensions between competing initiatives. There was 
agreement that LAs needed to have an overarching strategic view, plan, or model to 
guide the way that the wide range of different initiatives being implemented could be 
integrated. There was a need for consensus and commitment to key concepts and 
principles. On the whole the multi-agency work was successful but there were some 
issues relating to the way that the CAMHS workers were fully integrated into multi-
disciplinary teams. These were related to different working patterns, recruitment 
procedures and working practices. Where Principal EWOs or attendance leaders were 
part of strategic and operational management groups, the LA was more successful in 
explicitly relating the work to improving attendance as well as behaviour.  
 
Summary 
 
Overall, the pilot was beneficial in developing stronger links within LAs and 
communication between different teams. Steering groups were particularly effective 
in supporting the setting up of the pilot and the feedback from them when they 
included head teachers was particularly useful to LAs. There were clear benefits of 
multi-agency working but differences in culture between health and education could 
be problematic unless opportunities were provided for sharing practice and 
communication systems were good.  
 
To improve the programme’s implementation in the future LAs should consider 
ensuring that steering groups have representation from all involved parties including 
schools. Where possible joint line management of staff should be avoided. Effective 
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systems of communication need to be developed between all involved parties and 
ways need to be found of bridging the differences in working practices and cultures in 
health and education at the LA level. While LAs were undertaking evaluation of the 
pilot there was room for improvement in the methods used and their implementation.  
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Chapter 4: The Continuing Professional Development 

Strand 
 
This chapter considers the extent to which schools in the pilot LAs were able to 
access high-quality professional development on behaviour and attendance issues that 
was sustained and collaborative. It considers in detail how the Continuing 
Professional Development (CPD) strand of the pilot was implemented and how 
effective it was. It describes the way that the CPD networks of schools were 
established, who facilitated the meetings, those who attended, and the way that the 
meetings were conducted. The findings are based on interviews with LA co-
ordinators, LA personnel in the 10 case study LAs involved in the implementation of 
the CPD strand, and interviews undertaken with school staff in the 16 good practice 
schools.   
 
Implementation 
 
Nature of the CPD clusters 
 
The underlying intention of setting up the clusters was to involve all primary and 
infant schools. In some LAs the CPD clusters were already established - some based 
around existing local government district boundaries. In one LA panels already met 
termly or half termly focusing on literacy, numeracy and Physical Education. The 
pilot was an extension of this work. In other places clusters were set up specifically 
for the Primary Behaviour and Attendance pilot. In one case the CPD groupings were 
organised matching up advisor link schools with Educational Psychology (EP) link 
schools and getting the best fit so that all teachers had an EP and an advisor linked to 
each cluster. In some cases the CPD clusters were based on geographic lines, in others 
on religious lines. In one LA, clusters were set up using the existing six districts. 
Schools were used to having district meetings and courses based on districts, although 
in terms of clustering there were a number of different clusters within each district, 
for instance based on secondary schools. In another LA, the CPD was run on an LA 
wide basis. There were no small CPD groups. It was viewed as INSET for the whole 
LA, although schools were being encouraged to set up smaller groups for the future.   
 
In one LA the meetings were seen as a way of networking the different teams, 
primary strategy team, members of the behaviour support service, and the EPS.  As 
the networks progressed they responded to issues as raised by schools. In this LA, 
there was a tension between facilitating meetings across the LA and forming smaller 
network meetings of groups of six schools. When the CPD clusters were small there 
could be as many as forty meetings to facilitate. There were practical difficulties in 
this. However, operating at the level of the larger districts had its limitations and the 
smaller clusters were viewed as possibly more self sustaining for the future.   
 
Facilitators 
 
CPD meetings were facilitated by a wide range of LA staff who had the necessary 
skills. This meant that staffing was readily available for setting them up. In some LAs, 
teacher coaches and leading teachers were involved. Where this was the case, they 
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were reported to have made positive contributions. Using leading teachers, who 
offered a wide range of skills to lead the CPD empowered them and also developed 
capacity and sustainability in the LA. One teacher coach reported that co-delivering 
sessions with an educational psychologist was very successful as he had the 
psychological knowledge while she had the practical knowledge. They complemented 
each other.  
 
Attendees 
 
A range of staff with different areas of responsibility and from different year groups 
in schools attended the CPD meetings including head teachers, deputies, Special 
Educational Needs Co-ordinators (SENCos), Teaching Assistants, Learning Mentors, 
and Lead Behaviour Professionals. Some CPD groups indicated that the attendee 
should be a teacher or someone from the senior management in the school, not a 
Teaching Assistant, as the materials were designed to enhance school development 
and the attendee therefore needed to be someone who could operate as a conduit in 
the school to disseminate information and utilise the materials. Despite this, most LAs 
preferred schools to be represented by someone rather than not at all. Typically, the 
sessions addressed issues which were of more interest to some staff than others.  
 
In one LA, the CPD leader sought advice from primary school heads about who 
should attend and they recommended that it should be someone with ‘influence and 
clout’ within the school and not necessarily the SENCo.  It was agreed that deputies 
or advanced skills teachers would be most appropriate as there was a clear brief for 
disseminating information.  Attendance at CPD for this LA was at 60% which was 
described as disappointing. Some schools did not respond, while others sent emails to 
apologise for not being able to attend.     
 
In another LA, EPs and EWOs took the lead. A solution focused approach was 
adopted and schools were encouraged to share what was working well. Levels of 
dissemination depended on how enthusiastic attendees were about what had been the 
focus of the session. The strength of the meetings was that they provided a regular 
focus for consideration of issues relating to behaviour and attendance. They also 
helped the work of the project co-ordinator as they provided information for the LA 
on what they should be doing to support schools – they provided another form of 
communication with schools.  
 
In another LA the CPD meetings included an LBP from each primary school, an 
advisor, an EP, a representative from the local multi-agency support team (MAST), a 
representative from speech and language and in some of the CPD clusters there was a 
representative from Family Action Support Team (FAST). In another LA the 
attendees were frequently head teachers:  
 
‘Quite a lot of head teachers have taken on the role of attending the clusters in this 
LA. One head asked if he could send a Teaching Assistant who had responsibility for 
behaviour in his school.  The facilitator made it clear that as long as this person had 
some influence on the behaviour management of the school that was fine. This was an 
unusual case. Typically there are a lot of SENCos, deputy heads and heads. 59 out of 
65 schools have attended the meetings.’ (Cluster group worker) 
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Levels of attendance varied with many LAs attaining between 50 –60% overall. This 
was in part due to the difficulties in releasing staff to attend, even though supply cover 
was provided through the pilot. The schools that did not engage were sometimes, 
although not always, those described as being in the ‘leafy’ parts of LAs. 
 
‘Attendance initially was very good but it went down. Some came and felt that they 
had no behaviour problems in their school and it was not meant for them. In other 
cases is was mainly head teachers who attended. The reason for this was that 
everyone else was reported to be tied up with other responsibilities and the head 
thought it was only fair that they attended. This was useful as it is generally the head 
who is driving forward in this area of behaviour management.’ (Teacher coach)  
  
Some LAs were encouraged by the number of head teachers that attended and 
continued to attend meetings which suggested that at a strategic level they were 
interested in implementing the pilot. In some LAs there had been a spontaneous 
interest in continuing the networks and people were making contact with other 
delegates with a view to a longer term commitment.   
 
Implementation 
 
In some LAs, schools were encouraged to take a role in deciding the focus of the CPD 
meetings. Much of the time was spent sharing good practice. In one LA, facilitators 
believed that for some very experienced staff the pilot materials were set at too low a 
level. Because of this, the materials were used as a base line and were supplemented 
by other materials drawing on participants’ experiences. Some CPD activities were 
directly related to what was happening in the pilot as a whole. Time was spent on the 
behaviour and attendance audit process, the initial self-review, and updating attendees 
on the in-depth audit programme and how it could be used. Sessions also focussed on 
the small group work, the SEAL programme and the teacher coaching. The activities 
undertaken in the groups included discussions, role-play, video presentations, and the 
sharing of good practice.  
 
‘We try to make it as interactive as possible, flip chart work, lots of discussion and the 
sharing of good practice was particularly valuable. Evaluations indicated ‘if only this 
had been a full day. I would like to talk to more people about the strategies that they 
are using.’ (Teacher coach)  
 
The most difficult things to tackle were those relating specifically to teachers’ 
practice. The feedback indicated that attendees liked to have a variety of activities. In 
one LA where they had problems getting staff to attend on one specific day they:  
 
‘decided not to allocate a specific day for schools but moved to holding specific 
meetings for a particular topic. They are run 4 times usually during the morning 
sessions. We have mop up sessions at the start of term for those schools unable to 
attend sessions in the previous half term. This works really well.’ (Teacher coach)  
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Dissemination 
 
The materials developed for use in the CPD groups were well received generally and 
in many cases dissemination had taken place:  
 
‘Some members I know are disseminating information to their schools, others I don’t 
know about.  That is something we will check and see how much they are embedding 
it.  I know some schools are actually using the materials already.  I could not answer 
as a general thing.  At the start of term the Lead Behaviour Professional (LBP)  was 
doing INSET in her schools and was delivering CPD materials to her staff.  That 
makes me think it is working.  The stuff is user friendly and can be taken and used 
with others.  Even for people not that confident about delivering INSET it is laid out 
very helpfully.’  (Cluster co-ordinator)  
 
LAs, typically, did not monitor the extent of dissemination. However, some had noted 
that dissemination had occurred because of the way that schools had become more 
articulate in their analysis of behavioural issues, more focussed on behavioural issues, 
and on the importance of the integration of good practice into all areas of school life. 
School visits also confirmed that dissemination was being undertaken.   
 
From the school’s perspective dissemination was often an issue: 
 
‘The difficulty was getting the message from the training for one person to having an 
effect on whole school development. Using staff meetings to feed back helped but 
more than one person being involved would have had a greater impact. It was useful 
for the teacher representative with some degree of usefulness for the whole school 
and useful for networking and sharing ideas.’ (Head teacher)  
 
Impact 
 
Where schools attended the meetings the outcomes were very positive. The CPD 
clusters were reported as breaking down barriers and providing a forum for sharing 
ideas and practice. Particularly valued were the contributions from teachers from 
special schools and the solution focused approach. The CPD networks sat well with 
multi-disciplinary work and the idea of developing learning  communities. Some LAs 
indicated that the meetings needed to be more frequent, perhaps twice termly. Overall, 
the CPD clusters were seen as useful in developing communication between schools 
and also between schools and the LA.  
 
The meetings provided opportunities for staff to think about behaviour in a non-
reactive, relaxed and calm way at a distance from their school. The solution focussed 
approach was particularly valuable and individuals were able to develop a range of 
skills in relation to it. The meetings also sent a message to schools that LAs were 
taking issues of pupil behaviour seriously:   
 
‘Primary schools appreciate that the LA are trying to take the behavioural agenda 
forward, that it is being taken seriously and that time is being put into this and that it 
is not being seen as a school problem.’ (Cluster/CPD co-ordinator)  
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The meetings were also useful because they made it possible for a consistent message 
to be presented across the authority about behaviour.  
 
‘It means that we have that shared message and a shared understanding about how 
we work in different parts of the service, and at school level that they are really clear 
about what we are saying and they know it is a shared message.’ (Cluster co-
ordinator) 
 
Although in some LAs, schools in more affluent areas tended not to attend the 
meetings, some co-ordinators reported that:  
 
‘The pilot has engaged areas of the borough which are not perceived as having 
behavioural issues but who have them occasionally. They have come along and seen 
that there is something in the meetings for them.’ (Cluster/CPD co-ordinator)  
 
One facilitator commented on the extent to which staff had been willing to discuss 
behaviour issues and share their experiences and indicated that there had definitely 
been an impact in the short term because schools were trying new strategies and new 
ideas and were adopting tried and tested methods.   
 
An unintended outcome of the meetings was the growth in confidence of those 
teachers leading CPD sessions on particular aspects of good practice. This was even 
more marked for those who presented their practice at conferences.  
 
Teachers reported that the CPD clusters had supported the strategies that they had 
been developing and that this was further supported by effective dissemination in 
schools. The discussion with other group members was seen as most useful as it gave 
opportunities to learn from one another. One teacher described how it had reinforced 
further awareness of circle time, had emphasised the importance of positive behaviour 
management strategies, and following the results of the pupil support systems in-
depth behaviour and attendance audit had led to the introduction of the golden box (a 
whole school reward scheme).   
 
Evaluation 
 
Evaluation of the CPD was usually undertaken at the end of each session. Typically 
feedback was very positive.  
 
‘Staff have reported back to the co-ordinator that they enjoyed the cluster group 
sessions and they had taken so much from them. We get really good evaluations with 
very positive comments.’ (Teacher coach).  
 
However, there were issues about evaluating the cluster strand as a whole and the 
extent to which it was valued across whole LAs given that attendance was an issue.    
 
Sustainability 
 
Several LAs indicated that they would like to sustain the networks but that it would 
depend on finance. During the pilot, funding was used to provide supply cover. This 
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was perceived as too costly to be replaced from other budgets. The way to sustain the 
CPD was perceived by LAs to encourage them to become self-managing.  
 
Strengths of the CPD work 
 
A particular strength of the CPD work was the way that it encouraged intercollegiate 
work. The materials were useful and were of a high quality. Teachers reported that 
they were useful. The opportunity to network, discuss issues, share good practice and 
bring in colleagues from across services was highly valued. The CPD clusters enabled 
colleagues to share good practice and review progress. Ideas were frequently taken 
back into schools and implemented.  
 
The CPD networks were very valuable in getting schools in rural areas, which were 
often isolated, involved in the initiative and raising their awareness of behavioural 
issues. 
 
Issues arising   
 
The biggest single difficulty with the CPD strand was attendance – teachers were not 
always able to attend meetings. Fitting in the meetings when there were already 
cluster meetings for other initiatives, e.g. literacy and numeracy, and schools felt 
overloaded, sometimes proved difficult. In some cases schools did not see the value of 
the initiative and engaging them was problematic, for instance, in one LA no church 
schools were represented at the meetings. Where LA co-ordinators persevered and 
persuaded people to attend the time invested was reported to have been worthwhile. In 
LAs where there were no schools in special measures or with serious weaknesses and 
generally behaviour was managed quite well, attendance at meetings was poor. There 
was an apparent reluctance to engage with something which was not seen as an issue. 
To improve attendance, some LAs gave schools more control over the agenda and 
planned sufficiently far in advance so that schools could decide if they wished 
someone to attend or not.  In some LAs a range of venues were offered which meant 
that more schools were able to access the networks. This sometimes meant them 
attending a meeting that was not in their own district. The people who attended the 
meetings were not a consistent group. Schools tended to send whoever was available 
which varied between meetings.  
 
In some LAs, accommodation was a difficulty. Rooms were often too small and 
sometimes lacked heating. Some schools wanted the sessions to be longer and in some 
cases sessions overran because teachers became so engaged.  
 
Some schools wanted two members of staff from each school to be able to access the 
meetings so that dissemination in the school could be enhanced.  
 
In large, geographically dispersed LAs there were problems managing the clusters.  
For an example see Box 4.1. There was a huge time commitment and heavy workload 
for the personnel involved who were already over worked and under pressure. In 
addition unless there were a lot of clusters staff had to travel huge distances to attend 
meetings.  
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Box 4.1  
  
Case study: Overcoming the problems of organising CPD clusters in a rural LA 
 
There were some particular issues about the operation of CPD cluster groups in large 
rural LAs. In one such LA there were 14 CPD clusters. The co-ordinator convened 5 
or 6 of them.  The others were convened through ‘climate for learning ’ CPD 
meetings.  Another primary inspector led those adopting similar agendas.  In the LA 
there were also ‘communities of learning ’, where schools met together to discuss 
SEN and behaviour issues. Those meetings were facilitated by others but could 
address similar issues. Sometimes depending on work commitments the EPs 
contributed to these. The Leading Teacher Coach contributed to one or two CPD 
clusters but his load was very heavy with the coaching. The LA was split into 4 areas 
and each area had several clusters. The LBPs also played a part attending the CPD 
meetings when they could and sometimes led sessions. Different areas and the CPD 
clusters within them tended to have different difficulties.  There was also a special 
Newly Qualified Teacher (NQT) CPD cluster group.    
 
In some LAs the CPD groups were set up without taking account of existing 
networks. This meant that the CPD clusters were unlikely to be sustained when the 
funding ended. Other difficulties related to group organisation and communication 
because of local problems with the electronic dissemination of information. Some 
networks were very large, which while appropriate for introducing new ideas was felt 
unlikely to lead to the groups being sustainable in the long term.   
 
There were some capacity issues for facilitators who often had a number of other 
roles. This was particularly crucial where teams were very small. Where the 
facilitators were Educational Psychologists the problem was particularly acute as a 
number of LAs had major shortages of EPs putting stress on the system.  
 
When making initial contact to set up the cluster meetings, some LAs had difficulties 
in identifying the appropriate person within the school. While they had lists of SENCo 
contacts they did not have information regarding the personnel responsible for 
behaviour. Some staff reported that it was not easy delivering training prepared by 
someone else and there were issues about the lack of hard copy for meetings. 
Electronically available materials were used instead but the quality was reported to be 
of a lesser quality.    
 
In some LAs the role of Lead Behaviour Professional as a concept was difficult to get 
across to schools. Schools did not want to give a member of staff another label or title 
especially without an additional pay point. Without funding to support it the role was 
reported not to be taken seriously particularly in small schools.   
 
Summary 
 
The CPD strand was effective in providing opportunities for teachers to improve their 
practice including a forum for discussing behaviour issues. The solution focussed 
approach was particularly welcomed. Attendance was variable with on average 
around 60% of schools attending. Some dissemination in schools took place but the 
extent of this was not clear. For the CPD groups to continue following the end of 



 41

funding they needed to become self-managing and able to develop their own agendas. 
The research did not reveal evidence indicating that schools were intending to do this, 
although the relevant data is were collected at an early stage in the evaluation. 
 
To enhance the CPD work, where possible, clusters should be based on existing 
cluster networks. LAs need to recognise the difficulties that are experienced by 
schools in releasing staff to attend CPD cluster meetings and make arrangements to 
avoid disruption to school activities as much as possible. For successful 
dissemination, CPD meetings need to be attended by ‘senior’ members of school staff 
and the materials need to be suitable for those attending the clusters to use in further 
dissemination in schools. Appropriate accommodation needs to be available and the 
CPD facilitators need to have received training.  
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Chapter 5: School improvement where behaviour and 
attendance are key issues  

 
 
This chapter considers the extent to the pilot met its aim to develop and test out 
models of LA support where behaviour and attendance were key school improvement 
issues. The way that the school improvement strand of the pilot was implemented is 
considered including how the schools were selected, the behaviour and attendance 
audit, and the role of the teacher coach. Data will be presented evaluating the impact 
of the strand on schools, teachers and children, and factors contributing to success and 
issues arising from the pilot will be considered. The data presented are based on 
interviews with all LA co-ordinators, personnel working in the ten case study LAs as 
part of the pilot, interviews undertaken with teachers and head teachers during visits 
to the 16 good practice schools, and questionnaires completed by head teachers and 
teachers in some of the schools that were visited and some who participated in the 
self-evaluation.      
 
Local Authority structures involved in the school improvement 
strand  

 
The management structures of this strand of the pilot varied considerably between 
LAs. In several LAs, teacher coaches worked across divisions within the LA, e.g. 
School Effectiveness and Achievement and the SEN/Inclusion division. In one LA, 
the teacher coach worked as part of a team which included an LA inspector, a 
representative from Behaviour Support Services, and two Educational Psychologists 
with specialisms in Emotional and Behaviour Difficulties (EBD). The team generally 
functioned in small groups, only working together as a large group in large schools. In 
another LA a team had been created which included an Inspector/ Advisor, the 
Principal Educational Psychologist and the teacher coaches. They took referrals from 
link inspectors and through OFSTED judgements and worked with others in preparing 
and implementing post OFSTED action plans. In another LA, each school held a 
meeting involving key personnel, e.g. the Educational Psychologist, the teacher coach 
and the Healthy Schools representative. In one school this included the community 
police officer and Head of Behaviour Support. The school OFSTED report provided 
the focus for the meeting and a ‘solution focused’ approach was adopted. In this LA, 
schools were offered support appropriate to their needs by the teacher coach. 
Systematic work was carried out with the Senior Management Team looking at Child 
Protection issues. School staff attended training on behaviour management and on 
dealing with difficult behaviour.  
 
Selection of schools 

 
The selection of schools for the school improvement strand of the pilot was explicitly 
linked to evidence that the school was experiencing difficulties and needed support. 
Schools were generally identified through the School Improvement Team, Education 
Effectiveness division or their equivalent, and there was a key focus on OFSTED 
reports where behaviour was seen as a key issue. In one LA, schools were classified 
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as needing ‘light’, ‘medium’ or ‘intensive’ support based on termly evaluations. In 
this LA, the latter group were included in the pilot work. In some LAs schools were 
self-selecting.  
 
Several LAs identified difficulties with the school improvement strand because of the 
sensitivities of the schools. Careful introduction of the pilot work was reported to be 
needed. Some teachers had not fully understood what was involved and saw the 
initiative as being a critical evaluation of their work:  
 
‘Where schools are chosen by the LA because of high exclusion rates or other 
problems the teacher coach often experiences difficulties because the schools and 
teachers did not self-select and were resistant to the audits and the whole process. 
These schools are often the most vulnerable.  It takes time to develop relationships but 
things can be turned round. These things need to be handled sensitively. It helps if a 
range of support is offered – a whole package of the whole pilot.’ (LA co-ordinator)   
 
‘The success of the pilot depends partly on the teacher coach selling the materials to 
schools.  The School Improvement schools were selected and this appears to colour 
their judgement of the pilot.  There is an element of why us?  Five schools have 
intensive support.  Some schools have seen it as remedial.  It is not so much a 
reaction to diagnosed difficulties but changing the whole school climate.  It takes time 
for the schools to fully understand this.’ (LA co-ordinator)    
 
LAs also felt the need to stress that the teacher coach role was not an alternative to 
competence procedures for unsatisfactory teachers.   
 
The behaviour and attendance audit 
 
The circumstances which affect each school’s behaviour and attendance are specific 
to that school. The behaviour and attendance audit was designed to enable schools to 
identify their own good practice and those areas which warranted further attention. 
The behaviour and attendance audit played a crucial role in the school improvement 
strand but was not universally welcomed. LAs reported that it was ‘long but extremely 
valuable.’ Some indicated that the CD ROM promised more than it was able to 
deliver, while others commented that the language was too difficult for the children 
and that ‘smiley faces’ had to be introduced to make it more friendly. Generally, 
interviewees agreed that despite the length of time required to complete the behaviour 
and attendance audit it was important that all staff were engaged, otherwise the senior 
management team in the school were not challenged to make changes. The audit also 
had to be undertaken with commitment to be of any use:   
 
‘In the first 3 schools it was just poor timing.  They did do the full school audit, but it 
did not flag up anything helpful.  If it is not identifying some priority areas for 
development then what is the point? I have to question whether they have been really 
honest with themselves. In every other sense they were committed to the programme, 
but I did not feel that they got an awful lot out of doing the audit.  I couldn’t see why 
because it is a great tool, well structured and thought out and should be highly 
informative to identify areas for action.’ (Teacher coach) 
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Where behaviour and attendance audits were undertaken effectively they led to well 
developed action plans to address whole school issues. An action plan could focus on 
a range of issues. An example of an LA approach to a behaviour and attendance audit 
is given in Box 5.1. The audits were reported to have led schools to think more about 
behaviour management strategies and how to manage high levels of challenge and 
crisis situations.  In many cases what emerged were preventative strategies some 
related to teaching and learning. In one LA, a focus on helping teachers to understand 
children’s social and emotional development and the importance of having an 
understanding of how children felt about certain situations that they were in was a 
core theme emerging in all of the action plans that were constructed.  Another core 
theme was a focus on helping teachers to consider carefully the ways that they 
interacted with children and asking them to reflect on their behaviour and what they 
would regard as a positive outcome of the coaching. In some cases this self-reflection 
was challenging, particularly when the focus was on what worked, or didn’t work and 
why. Teachers were being asked to examine their practice critically. The teacher 
coaches aimed to provide a supportive context for this to take place and took the 
perspective that they were working with teachers to support  children whose 
behaviour was challenging. In addition to work with individual teachers there was an 
emphasis on emerging principles being adopted and modelled throughout the school. 
An important issue to emerge from the behaviour and attendance audits in this respect 
was consistency:  
 
‘Schools are developing action plans as a result of the audits.  The theme of the action 
plans seems to be looking at the quality of teaching and learning  and what seems to 
come out in nearly every audit is not the quality of practice but the consistency of 
practice.  So the audits are bringing out that there is good practice around, but it is 
not consistent across the school.  The action plans are looking at ways to share good 
practice.  (Teacher coach) 
 
One school behaviour and attendance audit illustrated the focus on changing the 
whole school ethos. Circle Time and Golden Time (as reward) were implemented, the 
behaviour policy was reviewed, and the teacher coach offered coaching and supported 
the delivery of the SEAL programme. The teachers observed Golden Time working in 
another school where the Leading Teacher, who was also being trained as a coach, 
was available for other teachers to observe. Where coaching took place each member 
of staff was involved in an initial consultation in order to identify the focus for the 
observation. Coaching sessions were successful because they made the teachers think 
about the impact of their practices on the children.  
 
Other issues to emerge from the behaviour and attendance audit were differentiation 
of the curriculum, support for pupils, and teachers’ knowledge of systems:  
 
One school is looking at pupil support systems across the school.  What has emerged 
from the audit is that there are very good systems in place, but not everybody knows 
about them.  (Teacher coach)  
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Box 5.1  
 
Case study: Positive use of the behaviour and attendance audit in one LA 
 
In one LA all schools were reported to have responded well to the audit materials.  
Officers were very positive about the behaviour and attendance audits and supported 
the schools in using them. This paved the way for the work of the teacher coach. The 
bench marking criteria helped schools to establish where they were and where they 
were trying to go. This helped action planning. In one school, the CPD summary gave 
clear indications of what people wanted. About 110 people in the school including 
pupils were consulted. The plan included coaching for the teachers, training for the 
governors on critical friend observations in the classroom and the role of social and 
emotional learning in school, and for the pupils developing the school council. 
Another element looked at the way the school gave feedback, and issues relating to 
communication within the school. The OFSTED report did not identify behaviour as a 
key issue, but the head recognised that there were key aspects of classroom level work 
which needed addressing, in particular, the relationships between teachers and 
children, the learning  environment and how that was set up to promote higher 
standards in the school.  The behaviour and attendance audit helped teachers reflect 
on what they were actually doing and the impact that might have on the children in 
their classrooms. 
 
Some teacher coaches indicated that they needed training in doing behaviour and 
attendance audits particularly in relation to using the CD ROM, others reported that 
the importance of the audits should have been made clearer to schools. Some teacher 
coaches indicated that they lacked the capacity and time to facilitate behaviour and 
attendance audits.  
 
The Teacher Coach 
 
The teacher coach’s role was to provide an efficient and effective service to the 
targeted schools along with other professional colleagues. His/her responsibilities 
included facilitating the school behaviour and attendance audit, and school self 
review, providing coaching to teaching staff, and running training and staff 
development activities.  
 
Overall, the role of the teacher coach was crucial to the operation of the school 
improvement strand. In several LAs the role of the teacher coach expanded to focus 
on pupil engagement in learning as well as behaviour issues. The focus on behaviour 
management was seen as too narrow. The quality of learning in the classroom was 
seen as key. Overall, the strand was viewed as giving teachers the opportunity to 
reflect on their own practice and behaviour management in a confidential and safe 
environment. The coaching built on existing good practice and through its links to 
school self-evaluation and issues of teaching and learning it was seen as being at the 
core of school concerns. LAs also acknowledged the importance of the teacher coach 
role for supporting Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs). In one LA the teacher coach 
worked with regular supply teachers. This was extremely successful.  Boxes 5.2 and 
5.3 give examples of coaching in two LAs. 
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In one LA, there was a particularly strong focus on learning. The ‘Pupil Engagement 
in Learning Consultant’ worked as a coach for 11 schools. This included working 
with head teachers on solution focused approaches, assisting with the writing of 
behaviour policies, restructuring rewards’ systems and working with NQTs, teaching 
assistants, the Senior Management Team (SMT), lunch time supervisors and in some 
cases pupils. The role varied between schools depending on their voiced needs. In 
some, she acted as as a coach to all teachers, in others the focus was on systemic 
behaviour policies. In some schools she worked with one teacher in a key stage who 
then cascaded the work down. Being known within the LA before taking on the role 
was beneficial as she was seen as a credible resource. In part, because of this, and her 
engagement with the behaviour and attendance audit she was able to challenge head 
teachers. Some of the training was linked with the Educational Psychology Service 
and there was a whole day of training to introduce elements of the pilot to schools. 
Schools requested an emphasis on ‘good practice’ so the INSET considered what an 
‘engaged’ pupil was and how such engagement could be facilitated in schools through 
using a solution focussed approach to teaching. The leading literacy and numeracy 
teachers developed this work. Links were made with the equivalent person in the 
adjoining LA and this proved supportive and a means of sharing practice. In all 
schools but one levels of exclusion fell and attendance improved. The importance of 
focusing on teaching and learning rather than just behaviour was stressed by other 
coaches:   
 
‘Some teachers still think that if I am coming to talk to them about coaching and 
behaviour management issues then that is completely separate from anything to do 
with teaching and learning .  Right from the outset, I state that that is not the case at 
all.  The more confident that they feel and the more open they are the more value they 
get out of it.  One or two have been a little defensive.’(Teacher coach)  
 
Another teacher coach worked supporting those schools which were engaged with all 
strands of the pilot, supporting them with the behaviour and attendance audits and 
undertaking the coaching. In these schools the coaching was so highly valued by staff 
that they wished to receive training themselves so that they could support each other. 
The training and the modelling were seen as useful with a good balance between 
theoretical and practical activities. The behaviour and attendance audits were 
undertaken jointly by the teacher coaches and the school improvement team. The 
schools identified different needs. Both focused on playground behaviour but one also 
identified issues relating to engaging parents. In both schools senior managers were 
committed to the process and the coaching was linked to the outcomes of the audits. 
The coaching was very positively received:   
 
‘The teachers are so positive about us that it generates an incredibly positive attitude 
to anything else that you might be prepared to do with them.  I think the solution-
focused approach has meant that they are happier to ask us about other areas.  They 
have been more open to us coming and talking to us about issues.  The approach of 
the coaching encourages the school to be open about a wider range of things. Not all 
staff in the selected schools are observed.  Another key thing, which has been really 
positive, is that they have volunteered.  We would not do it if they were selected and 
made to be coached.  That is a terribly negative thing to start off with.  We only offer 
it if they are interested.  It is confidential and completely voluntary. They don’t have 
to do it.’ (Teacher coach)  
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In one LA leading teachers were invited by the teacher coach to jointly work with 
teachers. This proved to be a useful strategy. The teacher coach attempted to match 
teachers with leading teachers in terms of age and experience. In one instance this was 
undertaken with three NQTs in a challenging school. The leading teacher offered 
support and acted as a role model. The NQTs had the opportunity to visit the leading 
teacher’s school and in some cases to spend the whole day with them so that they 
were not just seeing part of a lesson but the way things operated in a classroom for the 
whole day, how the children behaved at lunchtime and playtime, and how whole 
school systems operated. This was particularly valuable.  
    
Some LAs offered more than one coaching session if it was required: 
 
‘Ongoing support has been offered to school staff.  We have offered the coaching to 
staff to pick up more than once if they wanted to, so we have offered to come back and 
do another session with them and with one teacher I have done that four times.  We 
are supposed to spend a certain number of weeks in a school, but for a variety of 
reasons so far, we have been relatively flexible.  If there was a teacher who wanted to 
have another session we have been able to be relatively flexible about going back.  
How that will pan out I am not sure.’ (Teacher coach) 
 
Box 5.2  
 
Case study: Making links between the elements of the pilot and allowing time for 
feedback to teachers 
 
‘At the start we are very clear about what we are going to offer.  We are going to offer 
a staff meeting to introduce the model and then every teacher will be coached and that 
will take as long as it takes.  In some schools it might take 2 to 3 days. In the second 
round I will offer another day.  The base line conditions are set.  We are also using the 
coaching to join up with the SEAL work and the small group work interventions. We 
are going to coach the teachers of the children who are attending the small group 
work. My role in the school is to be very accessible to staff.  I try and have 
conversations with teachers before I go to their sessions as well as the staff meeting.  
The staff meeting is run as a workshop rather than me delivering the materials.  
Teachers who have been coached will get their feedback almost straight away.  If a 
school is going to have teacher coaching that is one of the base line agreements that 
they have to take on board - that they have to provide opportunities for feedback.  The 
school have to provide either a supply teacher who moves around or the deputy 
covers.  That has not been a problem.  Teachers come out of teaching time rather than 
their non-contact time.’ (Teacher coach) 
 
Some coaches worked with pupils and not just teachers: 
 
‘There have been difficulties with the class and how they behave with supply teachers. 
The teacher coach has helped to prepare materials and suggested strategies to use 
with the children to assist them in learning how to behave with supply teachers. 
Posters and other resources have been made by the coach. They describe what is 
good sitting, good listening, etc.  Posters also list the characteristics of a happy 
learning  environment which the children designed themselves.  They also took 
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pictures of the children doing good lining up or sitting to add to the posters.’ (Head 
teacher)  
 
Most LAs had positive feedback regarding the teacher coaching:  
 
‘I think the coaching sessions are fantastic.  What a difference it makes, the fact that 
the teachers have had praise - a positive experience for them in identifying what they 
do well.  They have just loved it.  It is such a pleasure to be able to do it.  To go into a 
classroom and celebrate with an individual what they are doing well in their job.  
Once you have been praised and somebody has identified what you are doing well, 
you are so much more open to thinking about what you can be doing better.’ (Teacher 
coach) 
 
Box 5.3  
 
Case study: Whole school approach to coaching and attention to classroom 
climate 
 
‘We have coached every teacher in every pilot school.  No-one has said no.  They 
have all fully engaged, with different levels of anxiety and different levels of 
commitment.  The more resistant members of staff tend to be the longer standing 
teachers.  In two schools I have worked in the teachers have almost demanded that the 
teaching assistant is included in the initial session and the coaching afterwards. The 
feedback is tremendous.  They have all said that it was not what they had expected.  
Many thought it would be more threatening.  Staff have enjoyed the process and the 
evaluation of the process has been good, but I think that is separate to evaluating the 
impact that the coaching could have. I think some teachers went into the process 
thinking there could be some quick fixes. There aren’t and it is a long-term process. A 
lot of the thinking that I embrace in coaching is related to classroom climate. I try to 
adopt a child’s perspective and how it feels for them to be at the receiving end of what 
is going on in the classroom.  I think it is useful for teachers to consider what it is like 
to be at the receiving end of what is going on around them.  It creates an opportunity 
to talk about anything in the classroom.  That is how I recorded the observation – 
against the 9 dimensions of classroom climate.’ (Teacher coach)   
 
In one LA staff were given leaflets which explained the processes of behaviour and 
attendance audit, coaching and self-review. In this LA, in some schools, all staff were 
coached for half a term, in others staff volunteered and were coached more than once. 
Some heads indicated which staff would benefit from coaching. Some groups of 
children were coached in positive thinking groups or Mind Fitness Clubs. In one 
school a football forum was set up with the whole of year 5 to raise the profile of 
solution focussed thinking in relation to avoiding difficulties in potentially explosive 
matches in the playground. Teaching assistants and pastoral support assistants were 
involved in the coaching framework. The teacher coach provided training in raising 
self-esteem in children, coping with very challenging behaviour including ADHD, 
and positive behaviour approaches. Some teachers were hostile to the coaching 
process because of a perception that they had been singled out by the head teacher.  
 
 
 



 49

Credibility and trust  
 
The issue of credibility and trust was raised by most interviewees. Coaches reported 
that the effectiveness of the intervention depended on a long term relationship. Time 
was needed to prepare the ground and ensure that schools understood it. Only then 
could it have an impact in the classroom and on management. It took time to 
understand the issues and the needs of the schools both for the teacher coach and the 
schools themselves:  
 
‘Coaching is not a quick fix. All the schools and teachers have been open to it and in 
fact a lot of them have said it is lovely to be able to sit down with somebody and just 
to share and say how it is for them. I think they unburden themselves on to me 
because they know it is a confidential process. They know and trust that I will not be 
going back to the head teacher and revealing everything and they are telling me what 
is going wrong. It is not about being critical. They already know for themselves what 
is going wrong. It is about saying OK we recognise that there are problems, let’s see 
if we can move forward together.’ (Teacher coach).   
 
Because of the need to develop trust some coaches felt that it was better to have one 
person working in a small number of schools rather than offering schools a number of 
different professionals. An example of pairs of coaches working together is given in 
Box 5.4. 
 
Time for giving feedback 
 
One issue that arose was the time available for giving feedback. One school tried to 
organise coaching as a regular half a day to one day a week. The challenge was fitting 
in the feedback sessions because of the timetable. Originally supply cover was 
brought in to assist but this was costly. To solve this problem the teachers and the 
coach met either very early in the morning before school, at lunchtimes, or after 
school. This required considerable commitment and sacrifice by the teacher coach. 
Staff saw the benefits of the coaching and were prepared to make the sacrifice of their 
own time. Some staff were reluctant to leave the classroom for feedback as they did 
not wish to disrupt the flow of the day. Sometimes the head teacher provided cover, 
sometimes feedback was given after school. Practices tended to vary:   
 
‘Different schools have managed feedback in different ways.  We have been quite 
strict that it has to be 45 minutes cover time and that it is not taken out of playtime.  
Some schools have employed someone to cover for the day when we are coming in.  
Some schools have got Teaching Assistants they are happy to leave  with a class for 
cover.  One school has re-organised their playtime to allow the feedback to happen.’ 
(Teacher coach) 
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Box 5.4  
 
Case study: paired coaching 
 
In one LA, coaching was carried out by pairs of coaches. Follow up sessions were 
always offered, but were not always taken up by staff. Before the coaches saw the 
teacher they completed a sheet to get to know the make up of the class, including 
children with SEN and anything that had happened on the day. After the observation, 
ten minutes was allowed for the coaches to discuss their observations. This was really 
effective as different perceptions could be considered.  The school was asked to 
provide a room for the follow up feedback. The coaches provided all the materials 
which they had developed.   
 
Overall, the coaching provided opportunities for teachers to develop new ideas to 
adopt in the classroom, for instance, in one Year 1 class, the teacher had difficulties 
with children fidgeting. The teacher coach was able to suggest getting the children to 
imagine they were sitting on golden eggs. This helped them to sit still so that the eggs 
would not get broken. A display of golden eggs was set up for the class to see.  
 
Training and CPD for Teacher Coaches 
 
The training for teacher coaches was viewed as providing a useful starting point and a 
valuable foundation but LAs indicated in Phase 1 of the evaluation that more training 
opportunities were needed.  The in-school training provided for coaches was seen as 
crucial, but was also seen as insufficient. More training was required in the classroom 
situation.  
 
In one school where the teacher coach had worked with whole staff groups, offered 
teacher and teaching assistant surgeries, and had been very supportive, the SENCo 
and the PSHE co-ordinator were trained to coach. They shadowed the coach with a 
view to being able to coach after the end of the pilot.  
 
In phase 2 of the evaluation some coaches commented that it would be valuable for 
them to be offered opportunities to network and share experiences with coaches from 
other LAs:  
 
‘Of the two days training I attended the second day was the most useful - the solution 
orientated training.  Not that it was new to me, but it was nice to revisit it and share 
some of the ideas with colleagues. I am not aware of any further training.  I think 
there is potential to offer more.  I think it would be extremely good if coaches could 
get together and network and share what is going on.  I have come across issues 
through coaching, some of them I anticipated and others I didn’t, which I have shared 
with the professional team in the LA but no-one else.  I am sure they were common 
issues across all the LAs. (Teacher coach)  
 
Some coaches raised the issue of ‘supervision’. This was felt to be particularly 
important as teacher mental health issues sometimes emerged in the coaching sessions 
and some teachers became very emotional: 
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‘The lack of appropriate supervision for the teacher coaches has resulted in stress. 
This was never truly resolved.’ (LA co-ordinator).  
 
The impact of the school improvement strand 
 
Overall, the teacher coaching was highly valued:   
 
‘The fantastic thing is that they want to do it themselves now.  Staff are going to have 
a training day to train them in teacher coaching so that they can do it for each other - 
peer support.  The teacher coaching has been the bit that has been the most highly 
evaluated. People love this, as it is so refreshing not to have an OFSTED style 
interview and to have something that is solution focused and supportive. The pay off 
for someone’s self esteem improvement is enormous.  I don’t know how you would 
measure that. The feedback from the teachers is great.  We need to develop this after 
the project has gone, we can’t just let it go.’ (LA co-ordinator)  
 
Many LAs indicated a huge potential for the teacher coach role. Box 5.5 describes one 
positive experience. In one LA the coaching was reported to have been 80-85% 
successful and had been particularly rewarding with NQTs. However, not all 
responses from teachers were positive. This seemed to depend on whether they were 
forced to take part or did so voluntarily. 
 
There was evidence of impact in the classroom from pupils:   
 
‘Our teacher seems a lot nicer now, he keeps saying ‘no put downs’ and he doesn’t 
put us down either’ (children in class following coaching sessions.) 
 
Doubts were expressed as to whether the changes in practice would be sustained in 
the longer term:   
 
‘Teachers have reported back that improvements have happened quite quickly.  What 
I am not sure about is how long it can be sustained.  It would be interesting to go 
back 6 months down the line and just see how things are going.  Early signs were that 
things were improving.  Is the impact longer term than that?’ (Teacher coach) 
 
Box 5.5 
 
Case study � teacher coaching 
 
One class teacher returned from maternity leave to find that the children in her class 
had not learned some basic rules about classroom behaviour and would get up and 
wander round the class. The teacher coach visited the class three times and observed 
sessions. The teacher wanted to develop independence in the children. Having the 
teacher coach enabled the teacher to have time to reflect on her practice. This was 
very helpful and supportive.  
 
Overall, teachers liked the coaching sessions, in part as they were confidential from 
the head teacher. The strength of the coaching was its supportive model for giving 
feedback and communicating with teachers. The more collegiate non-judgemental 
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approach enabled teachers to reflect on what was happening in their lessons with the 
teacher coach, to share their perceptions, and discuss how things might move forward:  
 
‘I like the way it is based on learning outcomes.  It is giving the teacher the tools to 
unpack it and look at how they might progress in the future.’ (Primary Behaviour 
Consultant)  
 
Coaching gave teachers greater confidence to admit that they had problems in the 
classroom. Within any school it gave teachers a more unified approach in adopting 
positive behaviour management strategies. This led to a calmer more positive ethos. It 
improved self-esteem and gave staff a sense that their work was appreciated. It 
promoted consistency cross-phase and consolidated good practice. The coaches had 
time to listen, reflect, discuss and developed a sense of worth in relation to teacher’s 
work.  
 
Where the coaching focused on the behaviour of a specific child, the teacher was 
supported by knowing that the child involved would be given the specific attention 
needed to sort out the problem without distraction. As a result of the coaching the 
children were reported to know that they were being listened to and reacted less 
aggressively. Academic attainment was reported to be enhanced as teachers were 
using less time to sort out problems and were therefore able to focus on teaching. The 
children were learning to co-operate more.  
 
Not all responses from teachers were positive. This seemed to depend on whether they 
were forced to take part or did so voluntarily. Some teachers were hostile to the 
coaching process because of a perception that they had been singled out by the head 
teacher 
 
The most successful approach to coaching was where it was introduced as INSET and 
undertaken with all teachers in a school. In those circumstances it was easier for the 
coaches to build up trust and develop good relationships.  
 
Impact on staff as assessed by the questionnaires 
 
LAs taking part in the participatory self-evaluation and the ten that were selected for 
visits were asked to select schools representing a range of implementations of the 
pilot where staff would be asked to complete questionnaires. The questionnaires were 
completed towards the end of the pilot and represent staff perceptions of its impact. 
The data reported here are from head teachers and teachers whose school was 
engaged with the school improvement strand. While every attempt was made to 
ensure that as many staff in the school completed the questionnaires as possible 
completion was voluntary which may have led to bias. Teachers from 31 schools 
completed questionnaires. This represents just under a third of schools participating in 
the school improvement strand. Very few head teachers completed the rating scale 
responses in the questionnaire making it difficult to draw definitive conclusions 
although many made responses to the open questions.    
 
Two head teachers of the five responding indicated that the school improvement 
strand had reduced management time spent on discipline matters. However, two head 
teachers disagreed making it difficult to draw any firm conclusions. Four head 
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teachers indicated that the strand was successful in improving staff skills and in 
improving staff confidence in promoting positive behaviour. Three out of six agreed 
that it had reduced staff stress and two out of six that it had reduced teacher workload 
(see Table 5.1).  
 
Ninety five percent of the teachers indicated that the coaching had improved their 
skills in promoting positive behaviour and reducing poor behaviour in the classroom, 
while 100% indicated that it had improved their confidence. However, only 46% 
agreed that it had reduced management time on discipline issues, while 73% indicated 
that it had not reduced their workload (see Table 5.1).  
 
Table 5.1: Perceived impact on staff 
 
The school improvement strand was 
successful in: 

Don’t 
know 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Head teachers       
Reducing management time in school spent 
on discipline matters  

1  2 2  

Improving staff skills in promoting positive 
behaviour and reducing poor behaviour in 
the classroom 

  1 3 1 

Improving staff confidence in promoting 
positive behaviour 

  1 3 3 

Reducing staff stress 2  1 3  
Reducing teacher workload 3  1 2  
Teacher       
Improving staff skills in promoting positive 
behaviour and reducing poor behaviour in 
the classroom 

3 (1)  3 (1) 86 (30) 9 (3) 

Improving confidence in promoting positive 
behaviour   

   56 (18) 44 (14) 

Reducing teacher workload 18 (6)  73 (24) 6 (2) 3 (1)  
Reducing management time in school spent 
on discipline matters for pupils  

27 (8) 3 (1) 23 (7) 43 (13) 3 (1) 

* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
* Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
* Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
The evidence from the interviews supported the questionnaire data. Teachers reported 
benefits from the coaching and the opportunities to visit other schools:  
 
‘It was useful to be told what I was doing right and have pointers on other strategies 
to use. It encouraged me to really concentrate on positive behaviour strategies – 
praise and reinforcement. I also visited another school and found it useful to observe 
a leading teacher. I saw good practice and got some useful tips’ (Teacher) 
 
‘The coaching reinforced good practice and offered alternative strategies. It boosted 
my own confidence in what I do and how I handle situations and confirmed my own 
opinions about the behaviour of individual children. The support given was effective 
in giving me positive feedback and reassurance that my current practice is good, 
although there were a few suggestions for further improvement.’ (Teacher)  
 
Teachers experiencing problems with particular classes were supported and regained 
confidence:  
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‘I was beginning to think that after a year being with this class that my skills at 
behaviour management were depleting rapidly. The coach has helped me to see the 
class with fresh eyes and become much more positive about my approach to them. She 
has given me plenty of fresh ideas to try to promote good behaviour and the lesson 
she gave in anger management was well received by the class.’ (teacher)  
 
Newly qualified teachers valued the opportunities they were given and were 
encouraged to focus on learning not just behaviour:    
 
‘There are opportunities for NQTs to go and observe expert teachers. I gathered lots 
of ideas and strategies that I have since used in the classroom. As a result of the 
advice I now make sure that I reward regularly for hard work’. (NQT) 
 
Perceived impact on the children 
 
Perceived impact on the children�s behaviour and attendance 
 
Table 5.2 sets out the responses by head teachers to statements relating to children’s 
behaviour and attendance. The limited response by head teachers to the rating scales 
makes interpretation of the findings problematic. Five out of the six head teachers 
responding agreed that the behaviour of the children whose teachers were 
participating had improved in the classroom, four that behaviour had improved across 
the school and five in the playground. The perceived impact on attendance and 
exclusion was much less. Only one head teacher agreed that the school improvement 
strand had reduced fixed term exclusions, none indicated that it had reduced the 
potential for permanent exclusion, and only one or two agreed that it had had an 
impact on attendance or punctuality. Four out of six agreed that the strand had 
improved staff pupil relationships, had raised levels of respect for people among 
pupils, and had changed the learning climate in the classroom. Three out of five 
agreed that it had changed motivation towards school. 
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Table 5.2: Head teachers� perceptions of the impact on children�s behaviour and 
attendance 
   
Head teacher       
The school improvement strand was successful 
in:  

Don’t 
know 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Improving the behaviour of pupils 
participating in the pilot in the classroom 

 1  4 1 

Improving the behaviour of pupils in the 
playground 

 1  5  

Improving the behaviour of pupils across the 
school 

 1  4  

Reducing fixed term exclusion among pupils 
participating in the pilot  

1  2 1     

Reducing fixed term exclusion among pupils 
across s the school 

1  2 1  

Reducing potential permanent exclusion 
among pupils participating in the pilot 

2  2   

Reducing potential permanent exclusion 
among pupils across the school 

2  2   

Improving the attendance of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

2  1 2  

Improving punctuality in arriving at school in 
pupils participating in the pilot 

3  1 1  

Improving the attendance of pupils across the 
school 

3   1  

Improving punctuality in arriving at school in 
pupils across the school 

4     

Improving staff pupil relationships among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

  1 3 1 

Raising levels of respect for people among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

  1 4  

Changing the learning  climate in the 
classroom 

  1 3 1 

Improving motivation towards school among 
pupils participating in the pilot  

1  1 3  

* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
 
Table 5.3 sets out the teacher’s responses to statements in the questionnaire regarding 
pupil behaviour. 89% agreed that the working climate had improved. 85% agreed that 
the coaching had reduced the level of anxiety in the classroom. 78% agreed that it had 
improved the behaviour of pupils in the classroom and 68% when the children were 
out of the classroom. 65% agreed that staff pupil relationships had improved, although 
only 43% agreed that it had raised levels of respect for people among pupils. 67% 
agreed that it had improved motivation, and 73% that it had engendered positive 
attitudes towards school. Reflecting the responses of the head teachers, only 16% 
agreed that it had improved attendance or punctuality.   
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Table 5.3: Teachers� perceptions of the impact on children�s behaviour and 
attendance 
 
Teachers       
The intervention has been successful in:   Don�t 

know 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Improving the working climate 12 (4)   74 (25) 15 (5) 
Reducing the level of anxiety in the 
classroom 

9 (3)  6 (2) 70 (23) 15 (5) 

Improving the behaviour of pupils in the 
classroom 

16 (5)  7 (2) 65 (20) 13 (4) 

Improving the behaviour of pupils when out 
of the classroom 

29 (9) 3 (1)  10 (3) 58 (18) 

Improving staff pupil relationships 26 (8)  10 (3) 58 (18) 7 (2) 
Raising levels of respect for people among 
pupils 

45 (14)  13 (4) 36 (11) 7 (2) 

Improving motivation towards school among 
pupils  

30 (9)  3 (1) 67 (20)  

Engendering positive attitudes towards 
school   

27 (8)   70 (21) 3 (1) 

Improving the attendance of pupils 
participating in the pilot  

62 (16)  23 (6) 8 (2) 8 (2) 

Improving the punctuality in arriving at 
school of the pupils  

62 (16)  23 (6) 8 (2) 8 (2) 

*Data are presented in percentages.  
*Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
The data from the interviews supported that derived from the questionnaires. The 
children had been encouraged to think about their behaviour and that, with the work 
with the teachers, had led to improvement: 
 
‘The children have been encouraged to consider the impact of their own behaviour. 
Children who have found it difficult to remain calm in situations are developing 
strategies. Calmer focused children achieve more and leave playground problems 
behind outside. There is improved collaboration. Staff reflect on their behaviour 
strategies and have more confidence in the correct use of strategies. The pilot was a 
worthwhile event – teachers felt more positive and supported. There were more 
opportunities for discussion of behaviour strategies. They were very different to other 
observations and allowed a greater focus on behaviour.’ (Teacher)  
 
The coaching enabled teachers to encourage children to take responsibility for their 
own behaviour: 
 
‘Teacher coaching has enabled me to recognise that although discipline in my class 
was good it was more containment. The coaching process has allowed me to develop 
the confidence to take risks with my teaching. I feel that my classroom is now a more 
dynamic learning  environment with greater engagement from my pupils. We are all 
enjoying ourselves a lot more.’ (Teacher)  
 
The teachers felt more able to work with the children to improve the way that they 
worked in the classroom: 
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‘Before the coaching process I felt it was impossible to get my group-working systems 
working effectively. Because my class just didn’t seem to get together. The coaching 
process has helped me to have the confidence to try out new approaches. I am certain 
that because I have a more confident approach I have helped the class to feel more 
secure when trying out new things. I intend to spend valuable time at the beginning of 
next year on building my class’s confidence to try new groupings early on. The 
approaches I tried during the coaching really improved on-task behaviour.’ 
(Teacher).  
 
Teachers� perceptions of the impact on the children�s work in class 
 
Table 5.4 reports the responses of head teachers and teachers to statements regarding 
the impact of the school improvement strand on children’s work in class. Head 
teachers were cautious in their estimates of the impact. Two out of five suggested that 
the coaching had improved the concentration of pupils participating in the pilot, one 
out of four that it had improved the concentration of all pupils. Three out of five 
indicated that it had raised the standard of learning and attainment of children 
engaged in the pilot. Fifty six percent of teachers indicated that the programme had 
improved concentration and 51% learning. Fewer agreed that it had an impact on 
attainment (14%). Most agreed that it had improved children’s listening skills (75%). 
The teachers’ responses based on their observations of the children working in the 
classroom are likely to be valid. The impact on classroom work may also develop 
over time and take longer to become evident.  
 
Table 5.4: Perceived impact of the school improvement strand on the children�s 
work in class  
 
The intervention was successful in: Don’t 

know 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Head teacher      
Improving concentration on work among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

1  2 2  

Improving concentration on work among all 
pupils  

1  2 1  

Raising the standard of learning  achieved by 
pupils  

1  1 3  

Improving teacher assessment levels achieved 
of children in the pilot  

1  1 3  

Improving teacher assessment levels achieved 
by pupils across the school 

3  2   

Teachers       
Improving concentration on work among 
pupils 

30 (9)  13 (4) 53 (16) 3 (1) 

Raising the standard of learning  achieved  38 (11)  10 (3) 48 (14) 3 (1) 
Raising the assessed attainment levels of pupils 75 (21)  11 (3) 14 (4)  
Improving listening skills among pupils  24 (7)   72 (21) 3 (1) 
* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
*Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
*Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
 
The interview data supported that from the questionnaires. Teachers indicated that as 
a result of the improvement in behaviour there was an improvement in concentration 
and attainment: 
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‘The children seem safer and happier in the classroom and there is an improvement in 
academic attainment due to more on task behaviour. The classroom is a calmer 
friendlier place and the children are getting on better with each other.’ 
 
Teacher coaches indicated improvement in attainment in schools in which they 
worked: 
 
‘In the shorter term there was often immediate evidence of pupils achieving more 
during a series of lessons and in one school SATs results were improved on the 
previous year. The coaching work allowed staff to more fully understand the 
individual needs of children and how these needs often presented themselves in 
challenging behaviour. Through understanding and reflection came empathy and then 
proactive planning and teaching strategies to more effectively meet these needs. 
Teachers and support staff have planned for the management of pupils’ behaviour 
rather than reacting to it. Often this planning included a strong focus on children’s 
learning needs as well as classroom organisation issues and pedagogy.’ (Teacher 
coach).  
 
Perceived impact on the children�s well-being, skills and attitudes  
 
Table 5.5 sets out the perceived impact on children’s well-being, skills and attitudes. 
Three of the four head teachers responding believed that the school improvement 
strand had promoted the emotional well being of pupils across the school and four out 
of five of those children involved in the pilot. Two out of five believed that it had 
engendered positive attitudes towards school of pupils participating in the pilot and  
one of four in relation to pupils across the school. Three out of five believed that it 
had raised the confidence of pupils participating in the pilot, four their social skills 
and four their communication skills. Twenty two percent of teachers agreed that 
bullying had reduced in pupils participating in the pilot, 80% that the pilot had 
promoted the emotional well-being of the pupils, 78% that it had enhanced pupils’ 
ability to control emotions such as anger, 70% that it had improved pupils’ ability to 
make and keep friends, and 58% that it had improved pupils’ ability to resolve 
conflict.  



 59

 
Table 5.5: Perceived impact on the children�s well-being, skills and attitudes  
 
The intervention has been successful in: Don’t 

know 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Head teachers      
Promoting the emotional well being of pupils 
across the school 

  1 3  

Promoting the emotional well being of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

  1 4  

Engendering positive attitudes towards school 
among pupils participating in the pilot 

2  1 1 1 

Engendering positive attitudes towards school 
across all pupils 

2  1 1  

Raising self confidence among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

1  1 3  

Improving social skills among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

  1 4  

Improving communication skills among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

  1 4  

Teachers       
Reducing bullying among pupils participating in 
the pilot 

71 (20)  7 (2) 18 (5) 4 (1) 

Promoting the emotional well being of pupils  19 (6)   77 (24) 3 (1) 
Increasing pupils’ ability to control emotions 
such as anger  

13 (4) 3 (1) 6 (2) 71 (22) 7 (2) 

Improving pupils’ ability to make and keep 
friends 

23 (7)  7 (2) 67 (20) 3 (1) 

Improving pupils’ ability to resolve conflict    35 (10)  7 (2) 55 (16) 3 (1) 
* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
* Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
* Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
Perceived impact on home-school relationships 
 
The school improvement strand of the pilot was seen to have had relatively little 
impact on home-school relations. Three out of the five head teachers responding 
indicated that it had encouraged greater communication between school and home of 
pupils participating in the pilot, and two out of five that it had enhanced parent teacher 
relationships. 43% of teachers indicated that it had encouraged greater communication 
between home and school and 52% that it had enhanced parent-teacher relationships 
(see Table 5.6). 
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Table 5.6: Perceived impact on home-school relationships 
 
The school improvement strand has been 
successful in:  

Don’t 
know 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Head teacher       
Encouraging greater communication between the 
school and home for pupils participating in the 
pilot 

1  1 3  

Enhancing parent teacher relationships among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

2  1 2  

Teacher       
Encouraging greater communication between the 
school and home  

50 (13)  8 (2) 39 (10) 4 (1) 

Enhancing parent-teacher relationships 41 (11)  7 (2) 48 (13) 4 (1) 
* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
* Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
* Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
Factors contributing to success and issues arising 
 
It was essential that the Senior Management Team (SMT) in the school were 
committed to the pilot and prepared to accept the challenges presented by it. The 
behaviour and attendance audit had to be taken seriously by staff to be of any value 
and the SMT had to be prepared to make changes based on its findings. The behaviour 
and attendance audit was not universally welcomed by schools, its purpose was not 
always understood, and it was seen as time consuming to undertake. Where behaviour 
and attendance audits were undertaken effectively they led to well developed action 
plans and led schools to consider how to improve their behaviour management 
strategies. Without the commitment of the SMT this was not possible.  
 
The coaching element was also particularly successful where there was a whole 
school approach with strong leadership from the head teacher and senior management 
team.  
 
‘Teacher coaches are working well in the schools where you have got a head who is 
motivated and willing to try new things.  It absolutely relies on the senior 
management.  In the practice coaching school, there was a culture there of them 
helping one another and that was magnificent. The school had good leadership.  The 
staff reflected the interest the head had in their continuous professional development.  
They all wanted to become teacher coaches. In other schools they have not even got 
the same rules on the wall.  They are not all aware of the behaviour policy, there are 
different kinds of reward systems in each classroom. This is the difference between a 
strong and a weak head.’ (LA co-ordinator)  
 
Time was needed for developing relationships and trust and there needed to be 
flexibility in the system to cater for the needs of different schools and teachers within 
them: 
 
‘Coaching is a really powerful mechanism for change, for movement and professional 
development. There is an awful lot of relationship building to be done. One has to 
adapt what one is doing according to the situation you are dealing with. It can depend 
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on how vulnerable the school is and how vulnerable that teacher is. This would need 
a lot of relationship building especially if the vulnerable teacher is in a vulnerable 
school. It may be that the teacher is very confident so the coaching is merely 
reflecting on practice. One has to be flexible and adaptable and able to recognise 
when someone needs a one off or a series of coaching sessions.’ (Teacher coach).   
 
In some cases there were difficulties in engaging schools which had reached 
‘saturation point’ with initiatives. Some LAs found that providing coaching for the 
NQTs was helpful in gaining access:   
 
‘Out of the 4 schools I am involved with 3 of them have really been keen on the 
coaching, one school was very hesitant.  They have had a big group of NQTs start this 
term, so the coaching for the NQTs has started.  They are really keen about that. This 
should help us engage the rest of the staff.’ (Teacher coach)  
 
There were also issues of capacity. There was a limit to how much coaching could be 
undertaken in one day. Time was needed for the teachers to receive feedback. In some 
cases this was funded from school or LA budgets. Where it was not teachers and 
coaches gave of their own time as they felt that it was worthwhile. This indicated 
considerable commitment on the part of coaches and teachers. The lack of funding to 
support supply cover to enable feedback to be given was seen as potentially 
problematic for sustainability.  
 
‘The big issue for us is that every time the teacher coach comes in they have to have a 
45 min feedback session.  We have to pay for a supply to cover that and that is the 
biggest problem.  One of the biggest things we are having to do is to fit it into 
people’s non contact time, which is not perfect because they should be doing their 
preparation or their marking.’ (LA co-ordinator)  
 
One teacher coach felt that it was important to have more than one teacher coach in 
the LA, as suggested in the pilot guidelines but not always implemented. . It was 
suggested that these could be drawn from a range of agencies within the LA, e.g. EPS, 
Link Advisors. 
 
‘I think it would be improved in this LA if there was more than one coach in different 
strands of the LA,  e.g. EPs, advisory teachers, leading teachers in schools, head 
teachers.  To have a group of coaches from different groups within the LA would add 
more flexibility.’ (Teacher coach)  
 
Some issues relating to confidentiality were raised, for instance, where teachers who 
were observed teaching in lessons which would be judged as failing or where the head 
teacher already lacked confidence in a teacher. Head teachers sometimes felt excluded 
from the process:  
 
‘As a head teacher I don’t feel as comfortable with the coaching as I do with the 
SEAL programme, because at no point does anyone come and sit and talk to me, 
which I know is the whole idea of it but I feel there are a few members of staff who 
maybe have just taken on all the positives comments, which is great but maybe they 
have not been encouraged to explore how they could become even better.  You may 
have a satisfactory teacher regarding behaviour, but how can I become a good 
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teacher regarding behaviour.  I do not get any feedback and I’ve accepted that’s the 
way they are playing it but I am not happy about that in that the school is giving 
additional non-contact time.  I therefore think we should have a bit more control over 
how it is managed in the school and be involved in some way with the discussion with 
teachers.’ (Head teacher)  
 
In writing up positive points about the teaching and working with the teacher there 
were dangers that the teacher coach might be compromised and put in a difficult 
situation. Confidentiality was useful for teachers but sometimes put a strain on the 
coach. Teachers sometimes became emotional during coaching, often related to their 
concerns about children’s well-being. This was particularly prevalent in NQTs. Where 
these issues were presented as child protection issues coaches advised teachers to 
keep careful records.   
 
Some coaches indicated that within the LA it was hard to persuade colleagues  
engaged with school improvement in the LA of the value of coaching:  
 
‘It is hard to sell the value of ‘coaching’ to other members of staff as a professional 
development opportunity. It is hard to show impact and some members of school 
improvement would prefer clear impact measures. This is still an issue but using 
coaching evaluation forms helps in terms of showing how teachers value the 
experience. The teacher coach has been able to work across the city with the 
Excellence Cluster, behaviour support, educational psychology and KS3. This is 
sending positive messages across the city and helps in providing more joined up 
services.’  (Educational psychologist).  
 
Table 5.7 summarises the factors reported as contributing to success and the issues 
arising from the implementation of the school improvement strand.  
 
Summary 
 
The school improvement strand of the pilot has been very successful. The behaviour 
and attendance audits provided useful information to schools but continued to be seen 
as time consuming. In order to complete them most schools required considerable 
support from the LA. The teacher coaching was very positively evaluated. It offered a 
positive way to enhance teaching. It was most successful when it was developed 
within a whole school approach to considering behaviour and when all staff in the 
school were engaged with it. Issues of consistency could then be highlighted in 
addition to the work going on in individual classrooms. There were possible issues 
relating to confidentiality when teaching was poor or where the head teacher felt that 
a teacher was weak. Ways of addressing this issue need to be developed.   
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Table 5.7 
 

Factors contributing to success Issues 
Strong leadership from the head teacher 
and SMT 

Difficulties in persuading schools to 
undertaken the behaviour and attendance 
audit, lack of understanding of its 
importance 

Whole school approach with all teachers 
engaged 

Teachers having inaccurate 
preconceptions of the nature of coaching 
and not recognising its positive nature  

Commitment of the staff Tensions where head teachers felt that the 
coaches had been too positive with 
teachers who they felt were inadequate 

Involvement of support staff Issues of confidentiality regarding the 
coaching sessions 

Inclusion of NQTs Selection of staff for coaching by the 
head teacher which created resentment 
and little reflection on practice  

Use of solution focused coaching 
approach, with its emphasis on noticing 
and feeding back positives  

Sustaining involvement over time 

Trust developing between the coaches 
and the school 

Teacher coaches attempting to model 
effective approaches to behaviour with an 
unfamiliar class 
 

Sufficient time being made available for 
feedback 

Time and financial constraints limiting 
the time for feedback. Staff needing to 
give up their own time 

Examples of good practice provided 
through modelling by lead behaviour 
teachers in their own classrooms over a 
whole school day   

Embedding practices over time 

Sufficient opportunities for training 
teacher coaches 

Young teacher coaches not always being 
seen as credible by older staff.  

Opportunities for teacher coaches to 
meet, share experiences and support each 
other 

The need for CPD networking for 
coaches and supervision 

More than one teacher coach in each LA  
 
 
To enhance the implementation of the school improvement strand in the future LAs 
should consider spending more time explaining the purpose of the behaviour and 
attendance audit, offering more support for its implementation, and offering more 
training to school staff in relation to undertaking it. The coaching is most effective 
when implemented at the level of the whole school and includes NQTs and support 
staff. Schools need to ensure that sufficient time is made available for feedback to 
teachers and head teachers need to be made aware of the supportive nature of the 
coaching procedures, and that their content is confidential. It is valuable to facilitate 
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opportunities for teachers to visit and observe ‘leading behaviour teachers’ working in 
their own schools. The coaches need time to develop trusting relationships with staff 
in schools prior to the coaching beginning and, given the success of the coaching, LAs 
need to provide more opportunities for the training of coaches, ongoing CPD and 
networking and appropriate ‘supervision’.  
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Chapter 6: The Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning  
(SEAL) curriculum materials strand 

 
This chapter describes the implementation of the programme to trial curriculum 
materials which develop children’s social, emotional and behavioural skills (SEAL). 
The findings are based on evidence from interviews with all LA co-ordinators, head 
teachers, teachers, teaching assistants, children and parents in the 16 good practice 
schools and questionnaire data derived from head teachers, teachers, non-teaching 
staff, parents and KS1 and KS2 pupils in the 16 good practice schools and schools 
participating in the self-evaluation. Questionnaire responses relating to the SEAL 
programme were received from 29 head teachers, 84 teachers/teaching assistants, 19 
non-teaching staff, and 26 parents. Not all of the school staff made responses to the 
rating scale statements in the questionnaire. Some responses were restricted to 
responses to the open questions. Questionnaire data were available for 4237 children 
at Key Stage 1 prior to the introduction of the pilot initiatives and 2163 following it. 
Eighty one schools provided KS1 data. At Key Stage 2, 5707 children completed 
questionnaires prior to the pilot and 3311 following the pilot. The data were provided 
by 78 schools.  
 
Implementation 
 
Selection of schools for engagement with the programme 
 
Involvement in this strand of the pilot differed from the school improvement strand in 
that schools were encouraged or invited to engage with it rather than being identified 
for additional support. In some cases, the LA offered the SEAL programme to all 
schools and in one LA all schools were participating. Invitation to participate 
variously depended on school size, catchment area, awareness of this type of 
approach, enthusiasm and commitment, strong leadership, and capacity to sustain the 
initiative. Despite this in some cases newly appointed head teachers did not wish to 
engage with the project, in other schools it was difficult to find someone in the school 
who was willing to take the SEAL initiative forward.   
 
Extent of implementation of the SEAL programme in schools 
 
Schools varied in the extent to which they were implementing the SEAL curriculum. 
In some cases it was restricted to particular year groups, in others the whole school 
was participating. Its implementation was sometimes absorbed into the existing 
curriculum, in other cases it had a particular focus. In some schools it was taught 
every day, in others 2/3 times a week. In some LAs the project was not implemented 
initially because schools had already completed their curriculum planning for the year 
or because they wanted to have all the materials available:  
 
‘Schools have received training. They believe it is best to be selective with the 
materials in the early stages. The teacher coach will provide support. Schools are still 
discussing how it will fit into the curriculum and timetable. All year groups are 
involved in the SEAL programme. Years 1 and 4 have been selected for base line 
measures. Plans for the academic year 2003-04 were already in place and so they 
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have not been able to integrate the materials into the curriculum fully for this year. 
Schools have chosen to dip into the materials initially and are looking to September 
2004 for full implementation’.  
 
In most cases, schools were encouraged to use the materials as they best fit in with 
current activities.  One LA reported that: 
 
‘Schools are impressed with the materials particularly the joined up nature of them 
and the links with assemblies and the work of other adults in the school. The 
materials are being used differently across schools.’  
 
Another indicated: 
 
‘The curriculum interventions will fit into existing work in schools linking with speech 
and language work about feelings. It is building on emotional literacy for staff. There 
is variability in the way that it is implemented within schools.’  
 
In some cases there was an emphasis on circle time:  
 
‘Schools will weave this into PSHE work, assemblies, and circle time. For some, 
circle time is the preferred delivery method. This can be difficult for those 
inexperienced in handling it and also where there are large classes. Some schools 
have made it cross curricular. Reports so far are very positive.’   
 
However, in some schools the implementation was less than satisfactory:   
 
‘It has been a bolt on this year.  The teacher is not sure what is intended by the 
project.’ (LA co-ordinator)  
 
‘There was a plethora of materials but it petered off in class and it was only being 
used for the assembly work, although that was very good.’ 
 
Training and dissemination to schools 
 
The involvement of the LA in the implementation of SEAL programme was more 
limited than for the other strands of the pilot, although some LAs felt that there was a 
need to offer ongoing support to staff responsible for the dissemination within 
schools:  
 
‘The initial training recruited staff who were mostly interested and understood the 
benefits of teaching good positive behaviours but when cascading out to staff in their 
own school they felt that they needed further support. In response a two day 
residential course was offered to all the schools. This was rated as 100% excellent or 
good by delegates. A staff member from the Pupil Referral Unit attended the 
residential course and has requested that if repeated all her staff should attend.’ 
(SEAL co-ordinator)  
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The training was valued:  
 
‘It has been very beneficial to attend and do the training with the other schools who 
are taking part in the pilot and to share ideas and experiences with them and then 
bring them back into school. The training was effective and the LA are at the other 
end of the phone if help is needed.’ (Head teacher) 
 
The way that the initiative was disseminated to schools varied. In some cases the 
teacher coaches were involved, in others leading teachers disseminated information 
about the SEAL materials in staff meetings. In some, educational psychologists took 
the lead; in others behaviour support teachers or Healthy School consultants. 
 
‘Staff could look at the INSET  brochure and the school did its own in house INSET in 
school.  There was a course from the LA that dealt with this as well.  There is a real 
ethos of having the same way of dealing with things in the school.’ (Head teacher) 
 
An example of the implementation of the SEAL programme in one LA is described in 
Box 6.1 
 
The psychological concepts underlying the programme were new and difficult to 
assimilate for some school programme co-ordinators particularly when they had to 
disseminate to staff within their school. A need was expressed for presentation 
materials to be made available. There were also issues when new staff joined the 
school and had missed the initial training. Where school staff did not receive adequate 
training they experienced real difficulties in knowing how to use the materials:  
 
‘Staff would have liked more input, more explanation about what it was all about 
right at the beginning. Perhaps we should have done more as part of ongoing 
professional development in our staff meetings. Maybe as a whole we should have 
looked at it.’ (Head teacher)   
 
Staff attitudes towards implementation 
 
In some schools it was difficult to convince staff that it would work. Many lacked 
understanding of the concept of social, emotional and behavioural skills.   In one 
school to overcome this a two day residential course was arranged. Other LAs 
arranged full day training for staff to increase their understanding. One LA focused on 
the issue of creating an emotionally secure environment in schools. For an example of 
implementation in one school see Box 6.2. 
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Box 6.1 
 
Implementation of the SEAL programme in one LA � interview with LA co-
ordinator 
 
‘At LA level no time has been allocated specifically for the SEAL programme.  I deal 
with PSHE, Citizenship and run the Healthy Schools Scheme for the LA. We have 
been running a once termly network meeting for ½ a day in the afternoon where 
people bring ideas and an update of where they are, work together and develop 
discussion groups.  This is just for the 10 schools involved.  Schools are given supply 
cover for the afternoon to attend. The pilot involves year groups right across the 
primary phase from reception to year 6.  Different schools are taking it on in different 
ways.  For instance in one school the SEAL programme has been taken on by a 
learning  mentor working with small groups, in other schools they have rolled it out 
right across the whole phase as part of their PSHE programme, every class in the 
school.  Some schools have started using it with one or two year groups with the 
intention later of going across all of them.’  
 
‘The teachers feel fine about delivering the SEAL programme. They like the materials 
and feel the materials support them very well.  They feel that SEAL acts as a very 
good scaffold especially for teachers who have little experience of PSHE or are 
NQTs.  They find that they can either follow the programme or dip into it.  Schools 
have taken ideas and developed them in different ways. Teachers like the way it can 
be used in assembly which brings it all together. Schools have mentioned that they are 
supposed to cover a module every half term but I think people felt that it was a lot to 
get though in half a term so some schools are spreading it out over a term because the 
general feeling was that they wanted to do it properly and don’t just want to skim over 
it and go onto the next thing. There have been some comments about the actual 
physical make up of the pack.  There was confusion about the cards. Some schools 
have photocopied it all. Schools would like to have had a box per year group. The 
teachers liked the box idea, but now there is too much information to fit into the box 
and they have nowhere to store the materials.  Several people have said they would 
prefer a ring binder with the cards in.’  
 
‘The pilot has been managed by different people in the school, for instance, the PSHE 
co-ordinator, a member of senior management team, or a learning  mentor.  It seems 
to work better when a member of the senior management has control of it. If it is to be 
sustainable it needs to have the backing of the senior management team.  If the head 
and/or deputy are behind it then it will be developed properly within the school.  
Continued professional development is important and I think that is where the 
network meetings come in because it maintains people’s enthusiasm and sets goals for 
the next term.’   
 
 
For the programme to be successful the whole school community needed to engage 
with the materials:   
 
‘To maximise impact there is a need for the whole school community to ‘own and 
believe in’ the project, communicate and work together’. (LA co-ordinator)   
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Where this was not the case the programme’s impact was limited:  
 
‘The staff used the SEAL programme as an additional thing and really it needs more 
than that. There was no common ethos in the school with doing the SEAL programme. 
It really has been very much a dipping into it, seeing what you think of it, how best 
you feel it meets the need, then looking to the future, which are the bits we really like 
and we think are really effective.’ (Deputy head teacher) 
 
‘I think staff saw it more as a resource to dip into and try and dabble. There have 
been difficulties in getting staff to implement it.’ (Deputy head teacher). 
 
Box 6.2 
 
Case study of a single school  
 
In one school systems were in place to develop children’s social and emotional needs 
prior to the project using circle time, PSHE and Golden Time. There were also tight 
behaviour procedures. The advantage of implementing the SEAL programme was that 
everyone covered the same themes which improved continuity. Recent changes in the 
school meant that there were now two learning mentors and a pastoral team which 
met regularly. Self esteem had been an issue in the school so there was an emphasis 
on that. The school was trying to engage parents by launching a coffee morning. 
There had been an improvement in the attendance at parent information evenings, 
there was a termly newsletter and parents were introduced to the new activities as 
staff wanted to ensure that a similar approach was adopted at home. The SEAL 
programme was important in bringing together all the strands operating within the 
school, including Huff Puff playground toys and games. The programme was 
introduced through assemblies at the beginning and end of each half term. The 
improvements had been so great that a supply teacher expressed a wish to return to 
the school because it was so nice, something which had never happened in the past. 
To embed the programme the school pastoral care system was changed. The main 
benefits were seen in Years 3 and 5 which had been particularly problematic from a 
behavioural point of view. The friendship tokens were particularly powerful. Initially 
the teachers were concerned about the time it took to implement the programme 
particularly as a number of other initiatives were being introduced at the same time. 
Behaviour and attendance had improved and the way that very difficult behaviour and 
exclusions were handled was being addressed.  
 
Complementing existing work  
 
Many of the schools participating in the SEAL programme were already engaged in 
work relating to improving behaviour and well-being. In some schools the SEAL 
programme brought these together.  Box 6.3 gives an example from an LA. Quotes 
below provide other examples: 
 
‘Our behaviour management policy promotes positive behaviour and isolates 
negative behaviour through praise and reward and all the different reward systems 
we already had working in school.  We have updated one or two and still have all the 
others in place.  We started developing the lunchtime activities, the school council 
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was developed before the SEAL programme, and the school was already working 
toward Healthy Schools and Investors in Pupils as well.  We already had a PSHE 
scheme of work and circle time. The SEAL programme has just come along to 
complement everything, to bring it together as a whole school approach.’ (Head 
teacher) 
 
Another head teacher indicated that the school had always promoted positive 
behaviour but that this had been enhanced. They had introduced stickers and 
certificates for the lunch-time supervisors to give out so that they could reward and 
promote positive behaviour in addition to the changes in the classroom. Another 
school indicated that they had a PSHE curriculum and circle time, although this was 
not consistent across the school because of the arrival of new staff. Support staff 
worked with vulnerable children and there was a behaviour policy but it needed 
revision. Staffing difficulties had also led to the use of supply teachers so that there 
was a lack of consistency. The SEAL programme provided a framework for thinking 
about these issues. In contrast other schools had few procedures and practices relating 
to behaviour in place:  
 
‘We did not have enough systems in place.  When we had a year group that showed 
extreme behaviour we were not able to cope.  We saw this as a way of putting systems 
in place and developing more systems. We have looked at the behaviour policy.  We 
are talking a lot more to governors about behaviour and sharing our concerns with 
them as well as stressing that the majority of our children do behave well.  Maybe the 
reason why we had a difficult year group was because we had not looked at the 
behaviour issues early enough.  We do now have systems in place and we have used 
the SEAL programme as our vehicle to put them into place.’  (Head teacher)  
 
Some head teachers felt that the programme added little to what they were already 
doing.  
 
‘I like to think that we were always promoting positive behaviour.  I think in terms of 
verbal reinforcement, when I am talking to children and when staff are talking to 
them I think we are more now reinforcing the children when they are doing something 
correctly, saying that is a right choice or you have thought about that but apart from 
that the programme has not had a great impact. We were given the packs, it is a lot of 
paperwork to wade through, and it has not been implemented in the best way.’ (Head 
teacher) 
 
The curriculum materials 
 
The materials were on the whole appreciated. They were seen as easy to use with 
children and LAs appreciated the way that they meshed with PSHE, Healthy Schools, 
and other existing local ‘emotional literacy’ initiatives.  They commented positively 
on the way in which they paid attention to the ‘whole learner’ and the way that they 
had the potential to be used as part of a spiral curriculum. The suggestions for the use 
of music were described as ‘inspirational’. In some cases schools were looking to 
develop the ideas further: 
 
‘Some schools are looking at reward systems across the school for positive behaviour. 
The SEAL materials are thought to enhance all areas of the curriculum. The materials 
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are being used from foundation stage up to Year 6. The difficulty is in disseminating it 
all. The materials are very user friendly. The initiative has whole school support.’ 
(Head teacher) 
 
Box 6.3 
 
LA Case study: Building on and developing existing work 
 
In the LA more infant schools were involved in the programme than junior schools as 
they were perceived as being more open to working in a nurturing way. The pilot 
supplemented programmes the schools were already engaged with. Some schools 
‘dragged their heels’ as the LA indicated that the programme was not to be used as a 
bolt on, it was to be integrated into the curriculum, or there was a danger it would 
disappear.  Schools were encouraged to build the curriculum into what they were 
doing already.   
 
‘Once the staff saw the programme they realised that all they had to do was tweak a 
few things, as this was enhancing what they were doing anyway.  They felt very 
positive, because they began to realise how much good stuff they were already doing.  
Schools have taken this on board for very different reasons.  For instance, one infant 
school has enormous difficulties with behaviour, while another has no difficulties 
with behaviour but has had to lose a lot of teaching assistants and was worried about 
the management strategies and how that would impact. Management of the 
intervention at school level varies. A lot of SENCos are still involved and there are 
also PSHE co-ordinators and senior managers, heads or deputies. It was up to teachers 
to decide where to locate the programme. In some schools it was easy, for instance, 
using circle time, but in others it wasn’t.  Assemblies have been used – usually with 
heads delivering the materials - but it can be used in any part of the curriculum.  The 
schools need to live it - a whole school approach including lunchtime. The strength of 
the SEAL programme is the concentration on the emotional aspects of life with young 
people. People are beginning to consider the fact that they are working with human 
beings and their weaknesses. This plugs the lack of a social and emotional curriculum. 
Everyone saw the need so they were very accepting of it. We could actually go in and 
demand some level of responsibility from the people who were actually going to 
deliver it.  The teachers model what they are teaching to the kids.  This was the reason 
for wanting all teaching assistants and support staff, lunchtime supervisors to be 
involved, so children don’t get mixed messages from the classroom to the 
playground.’ 
  
 
When the materials were implemented they were well received by the children.  
 
‘The children are currently looking at the unit Changes.  It is very appropriate with 
them moving up to secondary school. They have loved the gossip game and links were 
made with the rumours about going to secondary schools. The teacher coach has 
come into school to lead in preparation before each unit. The coach has also provided 
a teacher pack for that unit and teachers have trialled the activities themselves. This 
has been very good as it enables teachers to get a feel for how children might react.’ 
(Head teacher)   
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One difficulty was reported relating to the units on loss and bereavement:  
 
‘The programme has superb materials.  All the units have been covered. The most 
difficult unit for Year 6 was uncomfortable feelings. In year 6 in one class one child 
lost a sibling last yea. In another class a boy’s father died while the class was on a 
residential visit. There is a girl who has lost a dad and boy who lost his mother when 
very young. There have been a lot of bereavements in the year group. As teachers it 
was very hard to deal with. The teachers brought in the local vicar to assist by 
showing the children the gravestones and talking about what death means, disposing 
of the body in an appropriate way and what funerals are. It worked very well but it 
was a hard topic to do.’ (Head teacher)   
 
‘The only difficulty related to the ‘Uncomfortable feelings unit.’ The higher up the 
school the more uncomfortable were the feelings that the children were being asked to 
discuss.  When it got to year 6 it was looking at bereavement. In previous classes it 
was looking at bereavement through stories.  With year 6 the activities focused on the 
children and the teacher was really uncomfortable with that.  There were some 
children who had suffered bereavement, but they just did not feel confident to do it.  
We felt that those feelings are quite uncomfortable for adults we just did not want to 
open up a can of worms with the children.  This unit was the most difficult to 
implement.  The year 6 children just ran with the year 4 unit.  This looked at 
bereavement through poetry and through story rather than the children’s own 
experiences.’ (Teacher) 
 
Some teachers felt that the materials were too difficult for the younger children and 
that they might not have sufficient communication skills to benefit:  
 
‘Some of the stories were too advanced for the younger children. They seemed to be 
aimed at Years 3 and 4 and KS1 struggled a bit with it. Some of the content of the 
stories were a bit difficult for KS1.’ (Teacher)  
 
In some parts of the country there were difficulties because of the material relating to 
minority ethnic children:  
 
‘Sometimes we find it difficult because we have very few ethnic minority kids and 
some of the names, some of the stories we have had to adapt.  We don’t get many 
people from outside this area.  It is a very static population.  That was a difficulty 
particularly for the younger children.  The foundation stage (nursery and reception 
class) have had some problems with the stories and we  have had to substitute stories 
that we  think are similar because one or two were just not appropriate for our kids.’ 
(Teacher)  
 
There were initial criticisms because the materials were not all available at the start of 
the programme, but an ongoing issue was insufficient packs of materials. Schools 
wanted more packs, at least one, preferably two, for each year group. Although the 
materials were available on the website, the downloaded quality was less good than 
the hard copies. Some interviewees suggested that the materials should be organised 
by year group and not topic and that there should be lesson plans for different year 
groups. Others indicated that there needed to be examples of ways of planning the 
curriculum in the short and long term.  
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Despite the high quality of the materials, where training was inadequate and 
insufficient support was given, teachers felt overwhelmed by the volume of materials. 
This created stress and increased workload. In some schools this meant that the 
programme was not implemented properly.   
 
Impact on staff  
 
The programme increased staff understanding of the importance of social, emotional 
and behavioural skills for children and the need to develop them through explicit 
teaching. It provided them with ways of introducing ideas:  
 
‘It’s given me strategies to deal with things, behavioural and emotional issues.  Stress 
levels have been helped in terms of the behaviour, giving you ideas to help deal with 
behaviours.  Workload has slightly been increased because it is another thing to plan 
but it does not take long, because it is all there and you just pick out what you will 
use.  Having the whole class focus helps to refer back to when there are issues.  
Behaviour issues were recorded in a book and that still happens now.  What has 
changed is that I now also include emotions of the child.  I might include now, child 
was feeling very angry.  I have got a fuller picture.’ (Teacher) 
 
The SEAL programme helped teachers to understand their pupils better: 
 
‘It has helped me get to know the children more and therefore I might be more 
tolerant and understanding of their behaviours or idiosyncrasies.  I think facilitating 
it and making it a pleasant experience for the children, but it is very difficult as a 
teacher to not hurry children up.  It is creating the right atmosphere where children 
can give their answers.  It has developed behaviour management skills in a different 
context through the normal classroom environment when I am directly teaching them 
and they are listening or they are working independently.  Having confidence in 
dealing with a large group of children in managing their behaviour appropriately and 
reacting objectively rather than subjectively. I think the children are a lot better at 
dealing with things themselves.  They seem to be able to resolve issues without having 
the teacher involved and what to do if you are being left out and how to deal with that 
or if you are being bullied.  Also asking children how they feel if someone calls you a 
name.  It is encouraging the children to step back and think they don’t like it, so they 
will not do it to anyone else.’ (Teacher) 
 
The programme had an impact on the way that the teachers behaved as they became 
aware that they were role models for the children: 
 
‘It has made me think very hard about how I talk to other people.  We are extending 
the courtesy to the children of speaking in a positive say and guiding in a positive way 
and I think we should be doing it amongst the staff as well.  We are all role models 
whether we like it or not.’ Tteacher) 
 
Teacher confidence  
 
A major impact of the programme related to staff confidence in dealing with 
behaviour issues in the classroom. The SEAL programme enabled teachers to have a 
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dialogue with pupils about behaviour and refer to the issues raised in the SEAL 
materials.  They were reported to be calmer in their approach:  
 
‘They are calmer and more positive.  More confident in being able to deal with these 
different situations, having the training, understanding the SEAL materials and the 
purpose of it.  They are calmer in dealing with situations and incidents that may occur 
in children.  It has raised the profile of teaching assistants and lunchtime supervisors. 
They know they are part of a team.  Everybody feels part of a team and valued.’ 
(Head teacher)  
 
Teachers reported enjoying working with their class on the materials and seeing the 
benefits: 
 
‘On a personal level I really enjoy doing circle time with my class.  I think it is really 
important that you and the children get time to reflect on things that are important to 
you as a class.  It has helped my class deal with certain issues, name calling, bullying, 
fighting over the football in the playground.  You can be proactive in the SEAL 
programme and there is always flexibility to react to certain issues that have come up 
in the class or playground.  As a teacher I feel it has enhanced the emotional well 
being of my class, which makes them easier to teach.  I can’t imagine not doing circle 
time.  What I have noticed, at the start of the year some children in my class were 
always passing and know they are growing in confidence and are able to contribute 
which is a big achievement for them.  It gives everyone a chance to speak.’ (Teacher) 
 
Approaches to dealing with incidents 
 
The way in which support staff dealt with incidents was reported to be different 
because they had a better understanding of anger and the way that the emotions can 
override logical thought and determine behaviour. They tended to shout at the 
children less and understood that the children needed to calm down, have time out to 
talk to an adult about the incident, work through why it happened and what the 
consequences of their actions would be. Schools reported that changes in lunchtime 
behaviour had a major impact on school life: 
 
‘There has been an impact on the deputy particularly at lunchtime where she is not 
needed as much by lunchtime staff because of the blue sky behaviour chart. It has 
given the dinner ladies a lot of help and support.  The coach has worked with them.  
The pastoral side of the deputy head’s role has improved with all staff being able to 
go through the progression better before it reaches the deputy or the head. Other 
people have been able to intervene along the way.  My class is much calmer.  It has 
not reduced my workload but stress level is better as children are able to talk through 
before things reach crisis point. Children know that they will have time to talk. After 
lunch a lot of time was spent dealing with issues from the playground. Things have 
improved so that it is now possible to begin teaching and learning far sooner in the 
afternoon.’ (Teacher)   
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The interventions were reported to have helped teachers to develop the skill of 
listening to children: 
 
‘So often teachers tend to put words into the mouths of children and tell them what 
they should be feeling and how they should behave. They now have the language of 
choice and them thinking about how they are feeling and teachers giving them time to 
share that.’ (Head teacher)  
 
Teacher stress and workload 
 
Head teachers indicated that the materials provided a framework for circle time which 
reduced staff work load. However, some staff indicated that it created more work. 
This was particularly the case for those co-ordinating the programme. While some 
staff suggested that there was less stress in dealing with the children because 
behaviour was better and there were less conflict arguments others found 
implementing the programme stressful, particularly where they had no training in 
taking circle time or in facilitating consideration of pupils’ emotions.    
 
Overview of impact on staff  
 
Head teachers, teachers and support staff were asked to complete questionnaires 
indicating the extent of their agreement with a number of statements relating to the 
impact of the programme on them. Table 6.1 sets out the responses. Although 29 head 
teachers responded to the open questions in the questionnaires, relatively few 
completed the rating scales therefore it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions 
regarding their responses. Most head teachers agreed that the programme had 
improved staff skills in promoting positive behaviour and improved their confidence. 
This was supported by the responses from the teachers where 85% agreed that their 
skills had improved and 91% their confidence, and teaching assistants where 71% 
agreed that staff confidence had improved. There was less support for statements that 
management time, staff stress and teacher workload had been reduced (see Table 6.1). 
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Table 6.1: Head teachers� and teachers� perceptions of the impact of SEAL on 
staff  
Head teachers       
The SEAL programme has been 
successful in:   

Don’t 
know 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Reducing management time in school 
spent on discipline matters for pupils 
participating in the pilot 

1 1 6 2 2 

Improving staff skills in promoting 
positive behaviour and reducing poor 
behaviour in the classroom 

 1  9 2 

Improving staff confidence in promoting 
positive behaviour 

 1  9 2 

Reducing staff stress 4 2 2 4 1 
Reducing teacher workload 4 2 6 2 1 
Teachers       
Improving staff skills in promoting 
positive behaviour and reducing poor 
behaviour in the classroom 

3 (1) 3 (1) 9 (3) 82 (27) 3 (1) 

Improving confidence in promoting 
positive behaviour   

  9 (3) 78 (25) 13 (4) 

Reducing the level of anxiety in the 
classroom 

11 (3)  32 (9) 50 (14) 7 (2) 

Reducing teacher workload 3 (1) 21 (7) 58 (19) 15 (5) 3 (1) 
Reducing management time in school 
spent on discipline matters for pupils  

16 (5) 9 (3) 53 (17) 22 (7)  

Improving the working climate in your 
school 

3 (1)  39 (12) 52 (16) 7 (2) 

Non teaching staff      
Increasing staff confidence in working 
with children whose behaviour is harder 
to manage 

26 (5)   63 (12) 11 (2)  

Improving the management of behaviour 
in the school 

11 (2)   72 (13) 17   ( 3) 

Reducing staff stress 16 (3)  11 (2) 63 (12) 11 (2)  
* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
*Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
*Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 

Perceived impact on children  
 
Perceived impact on attendance and exclusions  
 
In the interviews most staff indicated that they did not know whether the programme 
had had an impact on attendance and punctuality. Some believed that it had not had an 
impact and provided explanations as to why this might not be the case:  
 
‘A caring ethos and consistent positive behaviour management can make for a 
harmonious community but may not affect attendance necessarily if parents take term 
time holidays or more pupils are long term sick.’ (Head teacher)  
 
This view was supported by the data from the questionnaires (see Table 6.2). The 
limited response by head teachers to the rating scales makes interpretation of the 
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findings problematic. Perceptions of the impact on exclusions was mixed.  Some head 
teachers indicated that there had been more fixed term exclusions since the 
introduction of the SEAL programme:  
 
 ‘There has been an increased number of fixed term, 2 or 3 days.  That is a bit 
worrying.  I think it may be an increased awareness, perhaps clarification of what we 
will tolerate and what we won’t tolerate, which has probably come out of the SEAL 
programme and I think everyone of them has been for a violent or bullying incident.  
We are now very clear about what we do.  We have very clear and very well defined 
sanctions for those children who do bully or are unpleasant to other people.’ (Head 
teacher) 
 
Another head teacher reported a similar phenomenon:  
 
‘The children who normally behave well continued to behave well and for the ones 
who are lacking in emotional literacy it probably has not made much of a difference 
and I think in some cases has made things worse.  I don’t know whether it has 
highlighted it for us and we are more aware or whether in some way it has made them 
feel different to the others.  I think I have had more short-term exclusions since we 
have done the SEAL programme than we have had before over an 18 months spell.  
Whether we are less tolerant of bad behaviour or whether it is because it has isolated 
the minority of children who will go against the grain no matter what we do and who 
see the bad behaviour as the norm.  I think in some cases it has made children worse.’ 
(Head teacher) 
 
Table 6.2: Perceived impact on behaviour and attendance   
 
Head teacher       
The SEAL programme was successful in: Don’t 

know 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Reducing fixed term exclusion among 
pupils participating in the pilot  

3  5 1  

Reducing fixed term exclusion among 
pupils across s the school 

3 1 4 1  

Reducing potential permanent exclusion 
among pupils participating in the pilot 

5 1 2 1  

Reducing potential permanent exclusion 
among pupils across the school 

5 1 2 1  

Improving the attendance of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

2 1 4 3 1 

Improving punctuality in arriving at school 
in pupils participating in the pilot 

2 1 4 3 1 

Improving the attendance of pupils across 
the school 

2 1 5 2 1 

Improving punctuality in arriving at school 
in pupils across the school 

2 1 5 2 1 

* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
 
This notion of some children feeling alienated was raised by another head teacher:  
 
‘One family have felt isolated by the work we have been doing in the SEAL 
programme and possibly have not been able to empathise in the situations we have 
been putting them in.  I think it may have caused some sort of rebelliousness, anti 
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SEAL feeling with them.  The vast majority of children seem to enjoy SEAL.’ (Head 
teacher) 
 
The issue of rebelliousness was raised by another head teacher:  
 
‘Overall, there have been changes in pupils’ behaviour around school.  With the 
minority, no. This is 3 or 4 children out of the whole school.  They have rebelled 
against the SEAL programme.  One saw this as an opportunity to make a name for 
himself as the bully.  We were all talking about the problems of bullies and he saw a 
role for himself as being the bully.  He said to an Ofsted inspector I am the bully of 
the school and was quite proud of the fact.  I don’t think he would have done this 
before SEAL.  He bullies outside and the police are involved on a daily basis, he has 
an awful home background.  Social services are involved, health are involved.  This is 
the reason we are trying to put in the extra support for children like him and from an 
early age if possible.’ (Head teacher) 
 
The need to provide additional support for the small minority of pupils who had very 
difficult home circumstances was raised by other head teachers: 
 
‘The most that we do is exclude for 3 days.  I don’t really think that those children 
will be moderated by what we do in the SEAL programme. They are going to be the 
sharp end of the triangle.  They will be involved with SEAL as much as the other 
children but I think there is a hard core that will not be affected.  I don’t think it is 
any worse, but I don’t think it is that much better.  I don’t think they are the kids we 
can manage to engage they need more outside agencies.’ (Head teacher) 
 
It seemed that the SEAL programme impacted positively on the behaviour of the 
majority of children but for a small minority it was insufficient and more work was 
needed. These responses were supported by the data from the questionnaires. Most 
head teachers did not agree that fixed term or permanent exclusions had decreased as 
a result of the SEAL programme (see Table 6.2).  
 
Perceived impact on children�s behaviour and the ethos in the school  
 
Most of the children were reported to have enjoyed engaging with the SEAL 
programme and looking at things from other people’s perspectives. Staff reported a 
change in behaviour: 
 
‘There is a definite change in the children as they move around the school.  The first 
topic that was addressed was the bullying topic and this has stopped all the minor 
squabbles that take place with children. They seem better able to sort the issues out 
themselves. The children will talk to the teachers. It seems to have calmed some of the 
children down and provided strategies for sorting out the problems. If children are 
finding things difficult they know that they can talk to a teacher. The children in the 
Yr 4 class are playing better with each other.  They will report that they have enjoyed 
their playtime.’ (Teacher)  
 
The children developed their understanding of their own emotions and strategies to 
deal with them. They were reported as wanting to be good ‘because there is 
something at the end of it and they get a reward.’ They themselves indicated that 
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‘being good makes you feel good’ and described how ‘people react better in fights 
now they walk away instead of getting involved’ and how ‘loads of people used to get 
really stroppy and stressed but they are not now.  Some people still do get stroppy but 
they know how to calm down.’ 
 
The extent of change in some schools was very marked:  
 
‘There have been some very positive comments about the school and the children. A 
supply teacher actually said that they wanted to return to the school because it was so 
nice and friendly.  In the past supply teachers would refuse to come to the school.’ 
(Head teacher)  
 
For some of the older children where behaviour patterns were well established change 
was difficult particularly where it was learnt at home: 
 
 ‘I think if we manage to get them as we are doing now when they come into school 
then hopefully that will have a bigger impact.’ (Head teacher)  
 
The public celebration of good behaviour was very powerful: 
 
‘The implementation of the programme enabled children to be able to make mistakes, 
have a temper tantrum, and learn from them. Every day is a fresh start. The 
interventions have had impact all across the school. The sharing/celebrations 
assemblies are very exciting. The children love them and everyone has something to 
say about the work they have been doing.’ (Teacher)  
 
Perceived impact on relationships in the classroom  
 
Relationships between teachers and pupils in the classroom were reported to be better 
and calmer. Problems were discussed and solved. Teachers listened to the children 
more and this was reported to create a friendlier atmosphere. One teaching assistant 
indicated that prior to the programme she was a go between – teacher, teaching 
assistant, children. This had changed and children approached whoever they felt 
comfortable with. Relationships had changed:  
   
‘I think we have great relationships with the children. Because we have opened the 
door slightly, the children are maybe that little bit more comfortable, if there was 
really something they really wanted to come to talk to us about.  I am still sure there 
are a lot of children who bottle things up and don’t tell us what goes on at home and 
have been told not to.  It has opened a doorway for them.  I think the children now 
know they can come to somebody and speak to them.’ (Teacher) 
 
Perceived impact in the play ground and at lunchtime 
 
One of the major changes brought about through the implementation of the SEAL 
programme was behaviour in the playground and at lunchtime. Reward systems were 
implemented: 
 
‘The infants have the Humpty Wall.  Children have to be good through lunchtime and 
if they are seen being good they will get a little slip, which is stuck on the Humpty 
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Wall.  They also have the top table at lunchtime where a chosen group of children sit 
at a table, which is covered with a tablecloth, and they have plastic wine goblets and 
there is a vase of flowers on the table.  The dinner hall is so much calmer.  They can 
actually speak to each other.’ (Infant lunchtime supervisor) 
 
In addition to the rewards, time out areas were designated which also impacted on 
behaviour: 
 
‘I have noticed a calmer atmosphere since the introduction of the SEAL programme.   
The attitudes to everything have changed, they want to join in with the games.  We 
don’t get much fighting at all.  We have an isolation step where children stand if they 
have been naughty for the rest of lunchtime.  If the children have been good through 
the week they get an extra playtime on a Friday afternoon, an extra 15 minutes.  This 
is Golden Time. (Infant lunchtime supervisor) 
 
Other interventions included having places where children could go when they had 
no-one to play with:  
   
‘They have a buddy stop in the playground.  There are normally two Year 6 children 
and if anyone feels unhappy or they have not got a friend they can go to the buddy 
stop and they can either talk to the Year 6’s or the Year 6’s will find them someone to 
play with.  (Infant lunchtime supervisor) 
 
Children were also given particular responsibilities: 
 
‘The children have been given clear guidelines at playtime. They have been given 
responsibilities such as toilet duty, litter duty, giving them a chance to contribute to 
their playground environment. They feel that they are responsible and are listened to 
by the adults. Their views are just as important.’ (Lunchtime supervisor)  
 
The programme provided opportunities for issues arising at lunchtime and at other 
times to be raised and considered:  
 
‘They come up to the midday supervisors and talk about small problems. They have a 
worry box in their classrooms which they can write down things that are bothering 
them, then the class teacher tries to sort the problem out. There is also a school 
council where the children can suggest things to the head teacher.’ (Lunchtime 
supervisor)  
 
As a result of the SEAL programme a range of initiatives to improve playtime had 
been implemented which had a major impact. Far fewer children had to be disciplined 
by senior staff. The queues outside the head teacher’s office were reported to have 
diminished or had disappeared.  
 
Indicative of the success of SEAL was the case reported by a head teacher. He 
described:  
 
‘One of our more difficult boys came across to me in the yard and said “ Please sir, 
Adam is having a bit of trouble with some lads over there.”  I said “what are they 
doing?”  He said, “I think they called him a name.”  I then said, “ what have you 
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done about it?”  He said, “I have told them to stop.”  He said “I am just letting you 
know.”  That is something he would not have done prior to the SEAL programme.  I 
really felt quite pleased about that.  I thought if he is doing that then it is happening 
elsewhere.’ (Head teacher)    
 
Whole school ethos  
 
Overall, schools were positive about the introduction of the programme and its impact 
on the children and the school environment:  
 
‘Starting the day with a SEAL programme activity for both the children and parents to 
share means we can all have a better beginning. (Head teacher)  
 
Everyone seems to be smiling more. (Teacher coach about SEAL pilot school) 
 
Where the programme was implemented across the school, teachers and children 
focused on the same issue at the same time:  
 
‘Having a whole school theme each term brings the school together with a common 
goal. I have ‘official’ time to do work that I believe is vital when educating the whole 
child. Behaviour has become a real focus. People are sharing their practice with each 
other. I feel the school is moving forward and becoming more pro-active on 
behaviour issues’. (Head teacher) 
 
This level of focus was important in the success of the programme:  
 
‘Every theme is started off with an assembly and we always have a big celebratory 
one at the end.  One of my Yr 6’s mum died last year and we were doing the 
appropriate SEAL unit that was dealing with death.  It pulled everyone together.  It 
was an uncomfortable but nice feeling.  The anti-bullying week, where the whole 
school was going towards one thing was fantastic.  There was a real buzz around the 
place.  It has not happened with every theme.  Some have been more successful than 
others.’  (Deputy head teacher)  
 
The assemblies reinforced work undertaken in the classroom.  
 
‘The introduction and follow-up assemblies have been powerful. The anti-bullying 
ribbons were a great idea. It was great to pull the school together and think about 
positive feelings and responses.’ (Teacher)   
 
Staff commented that there was a better atmosphere:  
 
‘Relationships have improved, there is a more professional climate within the school. 
Staff and children are now more aware of how the school climate, relationships and 
feelings affect behaviour and learning . We have raised our expectations of children’s 
social and emotional development across the school.’  (Head teacher)  
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Teachers were more aware of children’s circumstances and realised that:  
 
‘children can’t just forget what has just gone on and they do bring their baggage with 
them.’ (Teacher)  
 
Relationships between pupils were also better: 
 
‘Pupil and pupil relationships are better.  They appreciate each other’s feelings more 
than they did do.  Things throughout the school are a lot calmer.  The older ones are 
helping the younger ones.  They play out together which is working well.  The Year 6 
do look after the younger ones and make sure they are in the right places.’ (Teacher) 
 
Despite the general improvement some teachers reported that some children had not 
really changed:  
 
‘Some children do practice what they talk about, others simply read from the script 
but don’t act it out. However, it does provide an opportunity to talk about life issues 
and pastoral concerns with the children.’ (Teacher)  
 
Some children were better behaved in the classroom but their behaviour deteriorated 
in the playground. Others just ‘talked the talk’ but did not carry through.  Others with 
generally poor or inconsistent behaviour showed some improvement but were 
reported to revert back to their old habits on a bad day.  
 
The questionnaire data supported the qualitative findings. Head teachers, teachers and 
non-teaching staff responded to a series of statements regarding behaviour in the 
school. Overall, ten out of 13 head teachers agreed that behaviour had improved in the 
classroom and 8 out of 13 that it had improved in the playground. Ten out of 12 
agreed that staff pupil relationships had improved, and that levels of respect for other 
people had been raised (see Table 6.3). Motivation was reported to have improved by 
ten out of 13. 59% of teachers agreed that the working climate of the school had 
improved, 57% that the level of anxiety in the classroom had reduced, 64% that 
classroom behaviour had improved, 51% that behaviour outside of the classroom had 
improved, 65% that staff/pupil relationships had improved and 65% that levels of 
respect for people had risen. Of the non-teaching staff, 89% agreed that the working 
climate had changed, 85% that behaviour had improved in school, 79% that it had 
improved in the playground, 79% that staff-pupil relationships had improved, and 
95% that SEAL had engendered positive attitudes towards school among pupils. 
 
Perceived impact on children�s well being and social, emotional and behavioural 
skills 
 
The programme appeared to be particularly successful in enhancing children’s well-
being. The bullying topic led schools to change their policies and made staff and 
children more aware of bullying. For instance:  
 
‘We pushed the one word ‘tell’ and we have a bullying charter in the hall and the 
children every day walk underneath it and hopefully they read it.  Initially the 
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children were reporting incidents that were not bullying, so it made us redefine what 
bullying was.’  (Head teacher)  
 
The programme had an impact on the children’s developing awareness of their own 
feelings, ability to manage them, and capacity for empathy:  
 
‘I think it has made them more aware of a number of issues which are topical and 
related to their lives. I think they have really felt quite adult about some of the things 
they have been dealing with.  If you take the bereavement one, normally we would just 
quietly push it under the table and forget about it, but we shared that bereavement as 
a school, which I think is quite an adult think for kids to do.  The going for goals, they 
talked about what their personal goals were and how they intended to achieve them.  
That helped us to talk them through it.  The new beginnings was very good, it made 
them think.  It also made them think about new children coming into the school and 
how they looked after them and how they would feel if they were at a new school.’ 
(Head teacher) 
 
The children tended to be more supportive of each other as result of the programme:  
 
‘Children tend to be closer friends.  In the case of the child whose mother died there 
was a group of children round her who were really incredibly supportive and both the 
dad and the girl really benefited.  I think children have got much clearer goals as to 
what they are trying to achieve.’ (Head teacher)  
 
Relationships between children were strengthened:  
 
‘When children did the topic on feelings where they had to give good thoughts to one 
another it was fantastic. This was the friendship tokens and all the children were 
doing it.  You would be on duty and a child would come up to you and say how 
wonderful your hair was.  The children loved it.  The adults would do the same for the 
children.  There would hardly be any negative comments and this has improved the 
atmosphere in the school as a whole.  The children appreciate each other more and 
are more thoughtful towards each other.  They are very good at welcoming people 
into school and will open doors and smile at visitors.’ (Lunchtime assistant) 
 
This was also useful for supporting isolated children as the learning mentors were 
able to use the friendship token concept to help these children to understand that if 
they did not give out a lot of tokens they were unlikely to get many back.  
 
The programme had a positive impact in a unit for children with emotional and 
behavioural difficulties. What they had learned was applied in practice: 
 
‘They’ve taken it on board. They’ve brought bits of it with them in everyday class 
situations. You can see the peaceful problem solving, you can see them trying to solve 
problems the way we’ve tried to teach them SEAL. There were two boys having a fight 
and one of the other boys said ‘One of you needs to walk away’ and the next day when 
we were talking about this, one of the children said ‘Yes, well miss, I did see that 
XXXX was trying to walk away – you could relate that directly to what we were doing 
in SEAL.’ (Teacher in unit for EBD children).  
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Table 6.3: Perceived impact on children�s behaviour 
  
Head teacher       
The SEAL programme has been 
successful in:   

Don’t 
know 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Improving the behaviour of pupils 
participating in the pilot in the classroom 

1 1 1 7 3 

Improving the behaviour of pupils 
participating in the pilot in the playground 

3 1 1 5 3 

Improving the behaviour of pupils across 
the schools 

1 1 1 7 3 

Improving staff pupil relationships among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

 1 1 9 1 

Raising levels of respect for people among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

 1 1 8 2 

Changing the learning climate in the 
classroom 

3 1 3 3 3 

Improving motivation towards school 
among pupils participating in the pilot  

1 1 1 8 2 

Teacher       
Improving the working climate 3 (1)  39 (12) 52 (16) 7 (2) 
Reducing the level of anxiety in the 
classroom 

11 (3)  32 (9) 50 (14) 7 (2) 

Improving the behaviour of pupils in the 
classroom 

13(4)  23 (7) 61 (19) 3 (1) 

Improving the behaviour of pupils when 
out of the classroom 

10 (3)  39 (12) 48 (15) 3 (1) 

Improving staff pupil relationships 7 (2) 3 (1) 26 (8) 58 (18) 7 (2) 
Raising levels of respect for people among 
pupils 

13 (4) 3 (1) 19 (6) 58 (18) 7 (2) 

Non-teaching staff      
Changing the working climate in the 
school  

11 (2)   78 (14) 11 (2) 

Improving behaviour generally in the 
school 

16 (3)   74 (14) 11 (2) 

Improving the behaviour of pupils in the 
playground 

16 (3)  5 (1) 74 (14) 5 (1) 

Improving staff pupil relationships 21 (4)   68 (13) 11 (2) 
Engendering positive attitudes towards 
school among pupils participating in the 
pilot 

6 (1)   78 (14) 17 (3) 

* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
* Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
* Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
 
There was evidence of the children taking care of each other:  
 
‘I saw an example today of an older child looking after a younger child.  Helping 
because she was crying.  She had sorted out all the issues about what had happened.  
The older child said that she could not leave the child there she had to help. We have 
moved up a level.  It comes naturally from the children, where we did not have it 
before.  They are caring for each other more and have an awareness of what their 
own emotions are.’ (Head teacher)  
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Children learned how to express their feelings and how to deal with anger and 
developed a deeper awareness of how to recognise and explain feelings and empathise 
with other people, listening to them and sharing experiences. They had a growing 
vocabulary to talk about emotions. They took more personal responsibility for their 
actions and became better at sharing, taking turns and seeing things from the point of 
view of others. They were reported as developing good manners, being able to play 
co-operatively and interact with others of varying backgrounds and cultures. Staff 
noted that the children were calmer, knew and understood school values and had 
greater ownership of them and were more willing to be honest. There also seemed to 
be an increase in self-esteem. The children were much more willing to listen to each 
other: 
 
‘The children are much more attentive and willing to listen to other children’s 
opinions and points of view. They reflect on what others say and are more willing to 
follow rules. This has affected working together and sharing ideas to ensure that most 
children are able to achieve. Social interaction skills are greatly improved. Speaking 
and listening improved and thinking about making everyone feel valued.’ (Teacher)  
 
In one Year 6 class there were some boys whose behaviour was very challenging.  
When younger they would react and engage in a lot of violence. When they joined the 
class there would be a lot of blow ups and they would leave the class or there would 
be a barrage of abuse. The teacher reported that they had learned to talk about how 
they were feeling and how it made other people feel and were better at being able to 
be calm, sit down and talk about it.  
 
The children who were interviewed reported that their behaviour had changed at 
home, that they tidied up without being asked, helped around the house, and had less 
confrontations with their siblings. They had learned how to express their feelings, 
walk away from confrontational situations, tell teachers about bullying incidents, 
control their anger, not make fun of each other and care for each other. They also 
reported that the teachers shouted less. Things that they particularly liked included: 
 
‘how we could express our feelings and no one would take the mickey out of you.’ 
 
‘how we could just share everything and just be free’. 
 
‘how we worked together because we are all encouraging and trying to make things 
better’. 
 
Teachers reported that knowing that they had to work things out and take 
responsibility had changed children’s awareness and behaviour. They were learning 
how to resolve things for themselves.  
 
Overview of the perceived impact on children�s well-being and social, emotional 
and behavioural skills 
 
Head teachers, teachers and non-teaching staff indicated their level of agreement with 
a range of statements relating to the children’s well-being and social and emotional 
development. All of the head teachers agreed that the programme had promoted the 
emotional well-being of the children, and that it had engendered positive attitudes 
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towards school. Eleven out of 13 agreed that it had raised children’s confidence, 9 out 
of 13 that it had improved their social skills, and 9 out of 12 that it had improved their 
communication skills. Forty eight percent of teachers believed that the programme 
had reduced bullying, 87% that it had promoted children’s well being, 81% that it had 
increased pupils’ ability to control emotions such as anger, 67% that it had improved 
children’s ability to make friends, and 73% that it had improved children’s ability to 
resolve conflict. Of the non-teaching staff, 74% indicated that it had reduced bullying, 
95% that it had promoted the emotional well being of pupils and 84% that it had 
improved pupils’ social skills (see Table 6.4).  
 
Table 6.4: Perceived impact on children�s well-being, social, emotional and 
behavioural skills 
 
The SEAL programme has been successful in:  Don’t 

know 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Head teacher       
Promoting the emotional well being of pupils     8 5 
Engendering positive attitudes towards school     8 3 
Raising self confidence    2   6 5  
Improving social skills    4   6 3 
Improving communication skills  3   7 2 
Teachers      
Reducing bullying   23 (7)  29 (9) 48 (15)  
Promoting the emotional well being of pupils   7 (2)  7 (2) 66 (19) 21(6) 
Increasing pupils’ ability to control emotions such as 
anger  

7 (2)  11 (3) 74 (20) 7 (2) 

Improving pupils’ ability to make and keep friends 10 (3)  23 (7) 57 (17) 10 (3) 
Improving pupils’ ability to resolve conflict  14 (4)  14 (4) 59 (17) 14 (4) 
Non teaching staff      
Reducing bullying  17 (4)  5(1) 63 (12) 11 (2) 
Promoting the emotional well being of pupils  4 (1)   84 (16) 11 (2) 
Improving social skills among pupils  16 (3)   68 (13) 16 (3) 
* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
* Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
* Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
Perceived impact on pupils� work 
 
Some teachers indicated that because the children were calmer, their learning had 
been enhanced:   
  
‘It has enabled me to help the children learn better.  Emotionally, if they can unload 
how they are feeling, their work improves.  I think once they have been through the 
whole programme from Key Stage 1 through  Key Stage 2 and then secondary, it 
should equip them to go out into the big wide world and be resilient and emotionally 
literate and more aware.’ (Teacher) 
 
Some teachers commented that they were able to allocate more of their time to those 
who needed academic help because they were spending less time on dealing with 
behaviour issues. Teachers reported a calmer atmosphere with children better able to 
focus on their work and complete tasks more easily. The children were able to work 
better in teams, and independently. There were benefits to confidence in speaking 
within the whole group for some children and general agreement that speaking and 
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listening skills had improved. Motivation, persistence and attitudes towards work had 
also improved: 
 
‘The pilot has had an impact on pupils’ learning particularly with the Going for 
Goals with the “not giving up”. It fitted in well with the class topic of being 
independent learners and thinking of other ways to do things. The attitude of the 
children towards their work is better.’ (Teacher)   
 
Overall, head teachers and teachers were cautious in their assessment of the impact of 
the SEAL programme on school work. Eight out of 13 of head teachers agreed that it 
had improved concentration, while 44% of teachers agreed that it had. The pattern of 
head teachers being more confident of SEAL’s impact in relation to school work was 
seen through all of the responses (see Table 6.5).   
 
Table 6.5: Perceptions of the impact on school work 
 
SEALS has been successful in: Don’t 

know 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Head teacher      
Improving concentration on work among 
pupils  

2 1 2 7 1 

Raising the standard of learning  achieved  3 1 1 6 1 
Improving teacher assessment levels achieved  4 1 3 2 1 
Teacher       
Improving concentration on work among 
pupils 

13 (4) 3 (1) 41 (13) 41 
(13) 

3 (1) 

Raising the standard of learning  achieved by 
pupils participating in the pilot 

38 (9)  33 (8) 25 (6) 4 (1) 

Raising the assessed attainment levels of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

52 (13)  20 (5) 20 (5) 8 (2) 

Improving listening skills among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

10 (3)  40 (12) 40 
(12) 

10 (3) 

* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
* Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
* Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
The children�s perspective  
 
Children’s responses to the programme were assessed through comparison of their pre 
and post pilot responses to the questionnaires and interviews undertaken in the 16 
‘good practice’ schools. Questionnaire data were available for 4237 children at Key 
Stage 1 prior to the introduction of the pilot initiatives and 2163 following it. The 
children were in the same year group throughout the period of the research. Eighty 
one schools provided KS1 data. At Key Stage 2, 5707 children completed 
questionnaires prior to the pilot and 3311 following the pilot. The data were provided 
by 78 schools. Questionnaire responses were scored at KS1 as 3 for a ‘yes’ response, 
2 for a ‘don’t know’ and 1 for a no. At KS2 responses were scored from 5 to 1 with 5 
indicating strongly agree and 1 indicating strongly disagree.  
 
In order to undertake analysis of the data collected from the pupil questionnaires  
responses were summed into a smaller number of categories. At KS1 the groupings 
were: Self-esteem and Motivation; Emotions and Awareness of them in Self and 
Others; Social Skills and Relationships; Attitudes towards School and Relationships 
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with Teachers; and Academic Work (see Table A.4 in the appendices for details of 
which statements were in each category). The same groupings were adopted at KS2 
but the grouping Emotions and Awareness of them in Self and Others was broken 
down into three groups: Perceptions of Own Emotions; Awareness of Emotions in 
Others; and Awareness of Own Emotions (see Table A.5 in the appendices for details) 
An additional grouping entitled Anxiety about School Work was also created at KS2.  
 
Change in questionnaire responses at Key Stage 1 
 
Age differences 
 
There have been relatively few studies exploring the impact of interventions relating 
to improving emotional, social and behavioural skills in the UK. Prior to the analysis 
considering whether the pilot work had brought about change, it was necessary to 
establish whether there were any age related differences in responses which might 
confound any analyses of change. For this reason the responses to each section of the 
questionnaire were analysed taking account of the children’s year group in addition to 
change over time.     
 
At KS1 there was no statistically significant difference in relation to Self-esteem and 
Motivation as the children progressed through the key stage, nor was there any 
significant change as a result of the SEAL programme. However, there was a 
statistically significant interaction between age and change. In other words there were 
differences in the extent of change and its direction depending on the year group of 
the children. In Reception classes the change following the SEAL programme was in 
a negative direction, in Year 1 and 2 it was in a positive direction (see Table 6.6).  
 
In relation to Emotions and Awareness of them in Self and Others there was a 
significant age difference in responses before and after the SEAL programme. Prior to 
the introduction of the SEAL programme children in Year 1 had more negative 
responses than children in Reception classes. Post the programme the children in Year 
1 made the lowest responses. There were also interactions between the extent of 
change and age. For the reception children the change was in a negative direction, in 
Year 1 there was no change, and in Year 2 the change was in a positive direction.   
 
In relation to Social Skills and Relationships there were no significant age changes, no 
significant change as a result of the SEAL programme, and no interactions between 
age and change (see Table 6.6).  
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Table 6.6: Key Stage 1 pupils� responses (SEAL programme) 
 
Figures in 
brackets are 
maximum 
possible 
score 

Reception  Year 
1 

Year 
2 

SIG 
Year 
group 

Reception Year 
1 

Year 
2 

SIG 
Year  
Group 

SIG 
change 
and 
interaction 

 Pre Pre Pre  Post Post  Post   
Self esteem 
and 
motivation 
(15) 

14.5 14.2  14.2  NS 14.1 14.2  14.4  NS Change NS 
Interaction 
.002 

Number of 
children 

240 663 582  240 663 582   

Emotions 
and 
awareness 
of them in 
self and 
others 
(18) 

15.4  14.7  14.8   .0001 15.0  14.9  15.2  .0001 Change NS 
Interaction 
.021 

Number of 
children  

241 645 582  241 645 582   

Social skills 
and 
relationships 
(21) 

18.5 18.4 18.4 .0006 18.4  18.3  18.4  NS Change NS 
Interaction 
NS 

Number of 
children 

230 645 552  230 645 552   

Attitudes 
towards 
school and 
relationships 
with 
teachers 
(15)  

14.3  13.6  13.4  .0001 13.9  13.5  13.9  .0001 Change NS 
Interaction 
.0001 

Number of 
children 

243 652 579  243 652 579   

Academic 
work (9) 

7.6  7.4  7.3  .0001 7.5  7.2  7.2   .01 Change .03 
Interaction 
NS 

Number of 
children 

248 652 579  248 652 579   

* NS indicates that the differences were not statistically significant 
* The significance levels indicate the likelihood of the finding having occurred by chance 
* The statistics for change and interactions are based on children completing both pre and post 
questionnaires 
  
In relation to Attitudes towards School and Relationships with Teachers there were 
statistically significant age changes pre and post the introduction of the SEAL 
programme. Pre the introduction of the SEAL programme the age related changes 
were in a negative direction with the children showing less positive responses from 
reception through to Year 2. Following the SEAL programme there was a decline 
from the Reception year to Year 1 and then an increase to Year 2. There was no 
statistically significant change overall but there was an interaction between age and 
change. Change for the reception children was in a negative direction, in Year 1 there 
was no change, and in Year 2 there was a positive change.  
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The scores for Academic Work showed statistically significant age related changes in 
a consistent negative direction. The extent of change pre and post the introduction of 
SEAL was also statistically significant in a negative direction.   
 
Gender differences  
 
There were gender differences in responses to the questionnaire (see Table 6.7). In 
relation to Self-esteem and Motivation there were statistically significant differences 
both prior to and after the SEAL programme. In both cases the girls had higher scores 
than the boys. For both boys and girls there were small increases in scores following 
the introduction of the SEAL programme.  
 
In relation to Emotions and Awareness of them in Self and Others the girls also had 
statistically significant higher scores pre and post the SEAL programme. The scores 
for the girls increased as a result of the SEAL programme while that for the boys 
decreased. A similar pattern was evident in relation to Social Skills and Relationships. 
Girls showed a slight improvement as a result of the SEAL programme while the 
scores for the boys remained the same.   
 
Table 6.7: Gender differences in Key Stage 1 pupils� responses    
 
       
 Girls pre Boys pre Sig Girls post  Boys  post Sig 
Self esteem and 
motivation  

14.2  14.0  .0001 14.3  14.1  .004 

Number of 
children 

1717 1752  1034 1033  

Emotions and 
awareness of them 
in self and others  

15.0  14.7  .001 15.2  14.6  .0001 

Number of 
children 

1699 1760  1042 1031  

Social skills and 
relationships  

18.4 18.01 .0001 18.5 18.0 .0001 

Number of 
children 

1705 1733  1019 1012  

Attitudes towards 
school and 
relationships with 
teachers  

13.9  13.3  .0001 14.0  13.3  .0001 

Number of 
children 

1698 1759  1035 1030  

Academic work 7.4 7.1 .0001 7.4 7.1 .0001 
Number of 
children 

1719 1764  1050 1047  

* NS indicates that the differences were not statistically significant 
* The significance levels indicate the likelihood of the finding having occurred by chance 
 
Girls had statistically significant more positive Attitudes towards School and 
Relationships with Teachers before and after the programme. The girls increased their 
scores following the programme, the boys scores did not change. There was no 
change as a result of the programme for either boys or girls in relation to Academic 
Work but the girls had consistently higher scores than the boys.  
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Multiple regression analyses 
 
To attempt to establish which factors had the greatest impact on post-programme 
responses to the questionnaire, age, gender, questionnaire responses prior to the 
introduction of the programme, and school (to take account of the way the programme 
was implemented) were entered into a series of multiple regression analyses on the 
post-programme questionnaires responses. Table 6.8 outlines the statistically 
significant weightings given to each factor. All of the analyses were statistically 
significant. However, none of the regressions accounted for substantial proportions of 
the variance. In all cases responses to the questionnaire prior to the programme were 
statistically significant predictors of responses following the programme. In addition, 
for Self-esteem and Motivation year group was a significant predictor, for Emotions 
and Awareness of them in Self and Others, Social Skills and Relationships, and 
Academic Work gender was a significant predictor. Attitudes towards School and 
Relationships with Teachers were predicted by responses prior to the programme, 
year group, and gender. School was only a significant predictor for Social Skills and 
Relationships. This suggests that at KS1 already acquired self-knowledge and 
attitudes were the best predictors of responses following the pilot along with gender. 
Age as assessed through year group was a factor in relation to Self-esteem and 
Motivation, and Attitudes towards school and Relationships with Teachers. School 
was only important in relation to Social Skills and Relationships and its beta 
weighting was very small.  
 
Table 6.8: Findings from KS1 multiple regression analyses  
 
 Beta  

weight 
Beta  
weight 

Beta  
weight 

Beta  
weight 

Regression 
coefficent 

Adjusted 
R2 

Post  Prior score 
on scale 

Year 
group 

Gender School   

Self-esteem and Motivation .18 .09   .2 .04 
Emotions and Awareness of 
them in Self and Others 

.08  .12  .15 .02 

Social Skills and 
Relationships 

.19  .09 .06 .23 .05 

Attitudes towards School and 
Relationships with Teachers 

.24 .06 .09  .27 .07 

Academic Work .23  .07  .26 .07 
  
     
Key Stage 2 
 
Age differences 
 
At KS2 there were age related changes in the pre intervention responses in relation to 
Awareness of Emotions in others (a small increase between Year 3 and 4); Social 
Skills and Relationships (a positive trend across year groups); Attitudes towards 
School and Relationships with Teachers (a negative trend across year groups); and 
Academic Work (variability with a broadly negative trend).  
 
The data post the programme revealed statistically significant age differences in Self-
esteem and Motivation (a generally negative trend); Social skills and Relationships (a 
positive trend); Attitudes towards School and Relationships with Teachers (a 
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generally negative trend with an upturn in Year 6); and Academic Work (a generally 
negative trend with an upturn in Year 6) (see Table 6.9).  
 
There were some statistically significant changes between pre and post questionnaire 
responses. There were statistically significant changes for Perceptions of own 
Emotions (negative), Awareness of Emotions in Others (positive change), Social 
Skills and Relationships (positive), Attitudes towards School and Relationships with 
Teachers (negative), and Academic Work (negative). There are several possible 
explanations for the different directions of change. The negative change in 
Perceptions of Own Emotions does not appear to be age related and is therefore likely 
to be a reflection of the impact of the programme making the children more aware of 
and critical of their own emotional responses. In relation to Attitudes towards School 
and Relationships with Teachers, and Academic work there were age related changes 
prior to and following the programme which were generally in a negative direction. 
The positive change in Awareness of Emotions in Others may be as a result of age 
related changes seen prior to the programme, but the lack of age differences following 
the programme suggests that the programme itself did have an impact. The positive 
change in Social Skills and Relationships may also be due to age related changes 
which were evident prior to and following the programme. These issues are explored 
in more depth in following sections.   
 
Gender differences  
 
There were statistically significant gender differences in relation to almost all of the 
scales prior to and following the programme with the girls exhibiting more positive 
responses in all cases. There were no statistically significant gender differences in 
relation to Self-esteem and Motivation, and Social Skills and Relationships (see Table 
6.10).   
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Table 6.9: Key Stage 2 pupils� responses  
 
Figures in 
brackets 
indicate 
maximum 
scores 

Year 
3  

Year 
4 

Year 
5 

Year 
6 

SIG 
Year 
group 

Year 
3 

Year 
4 

Year 
5 

Year 
6 

SIG 
Year 
group 

SIG 
Change 
and 
interaction 

 Pre Pre Pre Pre  Post Post  Post Post   
Self esteem 
and 
motivation 
(25) 

21.9 
(656) 

22.0 
(687) 

22.0 
(795) 

21.7 
(262) 

NS 22.3 
(656) 

22.2 
(687) 

21.8 
(795) 

21.5 
(262) 

.004 NS change  
Interaction 
.001 

Perceptions 
of own 
emotions 
(20) 

14.2 
(655) 

13.9 
(680) 

13.9 
(795) 

14 
(259) 

NS 14 
(655) 

13.8  
(680) 

13.8 
(795) 

14 
(259) 

NS Negative 
change 
.014 
Interaction 
NS 

Awareness 
of own 
emotions (5) 

3.7 
(651) 

3.6 
(677) 

3.7 
(788) 

3.6 
(845) 

NS 3.7 
(651) 

3.7 
(677) 

3.6 
(788) 

3.6 
(478) 

NS NS change 
Interaction  
NS 

Awareness 
of emotions 
in others (5) 

3.8 
(652) 

3.9 
(685) 

3.9 
(790) 

3.9 
(255) 

.037 4.0 
(652) 

4.0 
(685) 

3.9 
(790) 

4.0 
(255)  

NS Positive 
change 
.046 
Interaction 
NS 

Anxiety 
about school 
work (10) 

6.1 
(678) 

6.1 
(699) 

6.1 
(822) 

6.0 
(265) 

NS 6.0 
(678) 

6.1 
(699) 

6.1 
(822) 

6.0 
(265) 

NS NS change 
Interaction 
NS 

Social skills 
and 
relationships 
(60) 

46.1 
(579) 

46.8 
(633) 

47.4 
(744) 

47.5 
(244) 

.001 46.2 
(579) 

46.6 
(633) 

46.9 
(744) 

46.7 
(244) 

.002 Positive 
change .03 
Interaction 
NS 

Attitudes 
towards 
school and 
relationships 
with 
teachers 
(30)  

25.1 
(655) 

24.4 
(667) 
 

23.4 
(771) 

23.0 
(256) 

.001 24.5 
(655) 

24.1 
(667) 

22.3 
(771) 

22.5 
(256) 

.0001 Negative 
change 
.0001 
 
Interaction 
.01 

Academic 
work (45) 

34.6 
(603) 

34.1 
(628) 

33.4 
(726) 

33.2 
(241) 

.0001 34.1 
(603) 

33.7 
(628) 

32.4 
(726) 

31.6 
(241) 

.0001 Negative 
change 
.0001 
Interaction 
.029 

* Figures in brackets indicate sample size 
* NS indicates that the differences were not statistically significant 
* The significance levels indicate the likelihood of the finding having occurred by chance 
* The statistics for change and interactions are based on children completing both pre and post 
questionnaires 
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Table 6.10: Key Stage 2 gender differences   
 
       
Figures in brackets indicate maximum 
possible scores 

Girls 
pre 

Boys  
Pre 

SIG Girls 
post 

Boys 
post 

SIG 

Self esteem and motivation (25) 22.0 
(2607) 

21.9 
(2556) 

NS 21.9 
(1640) 

22.1 
(1556) 

NS 

Perceptions of own emotions (20) 14.4 
(2596) 

13.6 
(2539) 

.0001 14.4 
(1627) 

13.4 
(1555) 

.0001 

Awareness of own emotions (5) 3.7 
(2654) 

3.6 
(2605) 

.006 3.7 
(1673) 

3.6 
(1605) 

.0001 

Awareness of emotions in others (5) 3.9 
(2651) 

3.8 
(2601) 

.0001 4.0 
(1670) 

3.9 
(1607) 

.001 

Anxiety about school work (10) 6.5 
(2623) 

5.9 
(2574) 

.0001 6.4 
(1652) 

5.8 
(1589) 

.0001 

Social skills and relationships (60) 46.7 
(2452) 

46.1 
(2432) 

.001 46.7 
(1572) 

46.3 
(1481) 

NS 

Attitudes towards school and 
relationships with teachers (30) 

24.6 
(2554) 

23.2 
(2506) 

.0001 24.3 
(1610) 

22.8 
(1546) 

.0001 

Academic work (45) 34.7 
(2476) 

32.7 
(2428) 

.0001 33.9 
(1570) 

32.2 
(1485) 

.0001 

* Figures in brackets indicate sample size 
* NS indicates that the differences were not statistically significant 
* The significance levels indicate the likelihood of the finding having occurred by chance 
 
Multiple regression analyses 
 
Multiple regression analyses were undertaken to establish which factors best predicted 
responses to the questionnaires at KS2 following the programme. In all cases 
responses made prior to the programme were the most strongly predictive of 
responses made following the programme (see Table 6.11). Gender was also a 
predictor for all responses except Social Skills and Relationships, although the 
weightings were very small. Year group contributed to responses for Self-esteem and 
Motivation, Awareness of own Emotions, Attitudes towards School and Relationships 
with Teachers, and Academic Work. At KS2, unlike most responses at KS1, school 
factors made a contribution to responses, including Self-esteem and Motivation, 
Anxiety about School Work, Social Skills and Relationships, and Academic Work. 
This may relate to the way that the programme was implemented in individual schools 
or the more general ethos of the school. This issue was explored by undertaking a 
further set of multiple regressions on the questionnaire responses prior to the 
implementation of the SEAL programme (see Table 6.12). This suggested that the 
school was a predictor of children’s responses prior to the implementation of the 
programme in relation to all of the elements of the questionnaire except Self-esteem 
and Motivation and Awareness and Perceptions of Own Emotions indicating that 
school ethos or the catchment area of the school play a role in a range of children’s 
social behaviour and attitudes.    
 
The Multiple Rs obtained from the regression analyses for the post pilot responses 
were greater than at KS1 and for Social Skills and Relationships, and Academic Work 
accounted for over 20% of the variance (see Table 6.11). The analyses indicated that 
post assessment of Self-esteem and Motivation was best predicted by Self-esteem and 
Motivation prior to the pilot (0.33), year group (0.09), school (.0.06) and gender 
(0.03). Perceptions of own Emotions were best predicted by responses made prior to 
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the pilot (0.42) and gender (0.09). Awareness of own emotions was best predicted by 
emotions in others was best predicted by pre-pilot responses (0.16) and gender (0.06). 
Anxiety about School Work was best predicted by pre-pilot responses (0.32), gender 
(0.12), and school (0.05). Social Skills and Relationships were best predicted by 
responses to the questionnaire prior to the pilot (0.42), and school (0.16), while 
Attitudes towards School and Relationships with Teachers were best predicted by 
prior score on the questionnaire (0.38), year group (0.11) and gender (0.1). Academic 
work was best predicted by prior score on the scale (0.47), school (0.09), gender 
(0.08) and year group (0.08).       
  
Table 6.11: Findings from KS2 multiple regression analyses for data collected 
post the programme implementation 
 
 Beta  

Weight 
Beta  
weight 

Beta  
Weight 

Beta 
weight 

R Adjusted 
R2 

Post  Prior score 
on scale 

Year  
group 

Gender School   

Self-esteem and Motivation .33 .09 .03 .06 .35 .12 
Perceptions of own Emotions .42  .09  .44 .19 
Awareness of own Emotions .17 .03 .08  .19 .04 
Awareness of Emotions in Others .16  .06  .18 .03 
Anxiety about School Work .32  .12 .05 .36 .13 
Social Skills and Relationships .42   .16 .46 .21 
Attitudes towards School and 
Relationships with Teachers  

.38 .11 .1  .44 .19 

Academic Work .47 .08 .08 .09 .52 .27 
NB only statistically significant weightings are reported     
  
 
Table 6.12: Findings from KS2 multiple regression analyses pre the programme 
 
 Beta  

weight 
Beta  
Weight 

Beta 
weight 

R Adjusted 
R2 

Post  Year  
group 

Gender School   

Self-esteem and Motivation (NS)      
Perceptions of own Emotions  0.038  0.045 .001 
Awareness of own Emotions  .054  0.057 .003 
Awareness of Emotions in Others .027 .114 .044 0.126 0.015 
Anxiety about School Work  .13 .05 .14 .02 
Social Skills and Relationships .068 .038 .066 0.1 0.009 
Attitudes towards School and Relationships 
with Teachers  

.131 .149 .073 .21 0.045 

Academic Work .12 .16 .03 .2 .039 
NB only statistically significant weightings are reported     
  
Summary of analyses from the children�s data 
 
What the data reveal are a range of complex relationships between age, gender, prior 
responses on the questionnaire, and school factors which all contribute to children’s 
perceptions of their emotions, self-esteem, social skills, attitudes towards school and 
academic work. The limited available range of responses at KS1 made that data 
particularly difficult to interpret and in most of the categories there were no 
statistically significant changes pre and post the programme.  
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At KS2 there were clear age related negative changes in responses to statements about 
Attitudes towards School and Relationships with Teachers, and perceptions of 
Academic Work, prior to and following the introduction of the programme. This 
suggests that these changes were related to the children getting older and therefore 
more critical and less positive about themselves and school rather than as a result of 
the SEAL programme. This is further supported by the multiple regression analyses 
which suggested that age was a significant predictor of the final questionnaire 
responses, by considerable evidence from research undertaken at secondary level 
which shows age related negative changes in attitudes towards school, relationships 
with teachers, and reported pressure of school work (Beinert et al. 2002; Armstrong et 
al, 2005; Adams and Johnson, 2005; Payne, 2002; Currie et al, 2000; 2004), and by 
data from the teachers which indicated more positive attitudes towards school 
following the implementation of the SEAL programme. However, without a control 
group it is not possible to state with absolute certainty that the negative changes in 
attitudes occurred as a result of increasing age.     
 
There were clear positive age related changes in Social Skills and Relationships prior 
to and following implementation of the programme and positive change over the 
period of the implementation of the programme. The multiple regression analyses 
suggested that this positive change in Social Skills and Relationships was at least in 
part as a result of the programme and not merely age related because there was no 
statistically significant year group predictor in the regression analyses. This is 
supported by the data from the teachers. This is an encouraging finding given that this 
measure included statements relating to bullying, playtime behaviour, and general 
pro-social behaviour. The positive changes in Awareness of Emotions in Others also 
seem to have been the result of the programme and not increasing age although the 
amount of variance accounted for was very small. While the multiple regression shed 
light on the factors contributing to these final outcomes it cannot fully isolate the 
impact of the programme. In addition, the lack of a control group means that it is not 
possible to say with absolute confidence that the positive changes were as a result of 
the programme. They may have been due to other unforeseen factors.    
 
There were clear gender differences in response to almost all of the measures. These 
need to be taken into account when future programmes are implemented. The school 
was also implicated in responses pre and post the programme in relation to several of 
the measures indicating that school ethos is an important contributory factor in 
children’s personal and social development.     
 
Parental involvement  
 
Generally, schools had invested little time in ensuring that parents were aware of the 
programme and its contents. Some schools had sent out letters, others had provided 
information at a parents’ evening. Where schools had made extensive attempts to 
engage parents with the SEAL programme, such as sending text messages and 
telephoning they found that parents were still reluctant to become involved. However, 
parents did attend the half term award assemblies and over time these may enable 
trust to develop so that the SEAL materials for parents can be used effectively. The 
second set of materials included activities for children to do at home with their 
families and some schools felt that these would be valuable in generating interaction 
with parents about the issues addressed in the programme. However, some schools 
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commented that these felt as if they had been ‘bolted on’. Many parents did not know 
about the SEAL programme, although some indicated that their child had discussed 
things from the programme with them and reported that it had been influential in 
changing behaviour: 
 
‘Talking about friendships and bad behaviour has taught my child to understand his 
feelings. This project has helped my child to know when he is being naughty and how 
to be good at school.’ (Parent)  
 
‘My child is more confident and open. She is learning to speak out more and make 
new friends.’  (Parent)  
 
Another parent who was interviewed evaluated the programme positively:  
 
‘I can see the positives in my son.  He is a lot more open and actually speaks at home. 
He talks a lot more about what is happening at school, whereas before it was very 
general, but now there are specific issues, bullying or things that people have said in 
circle time. He comes home and talks to me about them. It is like an opening in a way 
for things we have never really discussed before.  He is very open with his feelings.’ 
(Parent) 
 
Teachers commented that the SEAL programme had helped them when parents came 
into school to talk about problems as the children were better able to explain what had 
happened and this made parent/teacher discussions easier. In some schools the way of 
recording positive behaviour had changed which meant that parents/carers were 
contacted when the child had done well in some aspect of their work or their 
behaviour had improved rather than contact only being made when there were 
difficulties. 
 
A questionnaire was designed for parents to indicate their perceptions of the SEAL 
programme. Responses were received from 26 parents whose children were involved 
in the SEAL programme. They were generally very positive about its impact. 93% 
indicated that SEAL had at least partly helped their child, 77 % indicated that it had 
helped their child get on better with other children, 70% that it had helped their child 
get on better with other members of staff, 61% that it had helped their child’s 
learning, 66% behaviour at home, 76% that it had helped their child to feel happy and 
safe at school and 89% that it had helped their child understand and manage their 
feelings (see Table 6.13).  
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One mother described in detail the way that her son always used to be in trouble and 
standing outside the head masters room. Since the SEAL programme was 
implemented he had begun talking to her about things rather than ‘kicking off.’ His 
relationship with his brother had improved and they fought less. He felt that because 
of the programme the teachers were talking to him, and he could go to a teacher no 
matter what he had done. His confidence had improved and he had learnt that it was 
alright to be angry but not to hurt others or destroy property. In the past he would 
bottle things up and then explode. He now attended school on his own and had 
become interested in elements of his work. The programme had contributed to this 
improvement.  
 
Table 6.13:  Percentage responses to statements by parents 
 
 Don’t 

know 
No Partly   Yes  

Has the project helped your child?  4 (1) 4 (1) 35 (9) 58 (15) 
Has the project helped your child get on better with other 
children? 

15 (4) 8 (2) 42 (11) 35 (9) 

Has it helped your child get on better with members of staff?  27 (7) 4 (1) 12 (3) 58 (15)  
Has your child’s learning  improved? 31 (8) 8 (2) 15 (4) 46 (12) 
Has it helped your child behave better at school? 27 (7) 8 (2) 12 (3) 54 (14) 
Has it helped your child’s behaviour at home? 12 (3) 23 (6) 39 (10) 27 (7) 
Has it helped your child to feel happy and safe at school?  12 (3) 12 (3) 32 (8) 44 (11) 
Has it helped your child understand and manage their 
feelings?  

12 (3)  50 (13) 39 (10) 

*Data are presented in percentages. *Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
Head teachers and teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which they thought 
that the programme had improved home-school relationships.  Six out of 11 head 
teachers and 40% of teachers believed that it had encouraged greater communication 
between home and school. Eight out of ten head teachers and 28% of teachers agreed 
that it had enhanced parent-teacher relationships. (see Table 6.14)  
 
Table 6.14: Head teachers� and teachers� perceptions of the relationships 
between home and school  
 
SEAL has been successful in: Don’t 

know 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Head teachers       
Encouraging greater communication between 
the school and home  

1  4 3 3 

Enhancing parent teacher relationships    2 8  
Teachers       
Encouraging greater communication between 
the school and home  

32 (8) 4 (1) 24 (6) 36 (9) 4 (1) 

Enhancing parent-teacher relationships 40 (10) 4 (1) 28 (7) 24 (6) 4 (1) 
* Data for head teachers are presented as number of respondents as the sample is small 
*Data for teachers are presented in percentages.  
*Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
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Comparison of staff questionnaire responses to the school 
improvement strand and SEAL programme 
 
It was possible from the questionnaire data to compare the impact of the SEAL 
programme alone, the school improvement strand alone and both combined as 
perceived by the head teachers and the teachers. The means for each are in the 
appendices (see Tables A.6 and A.7). For most of the questionnaire items there were 
no statistically significant differences between the perceived impact of the 
implementation of the SEAL programme alone, the school improvement programme 
alone, or both together. However, these findings need to be interpreted within the 
context of the schools which participated in each of these strands. The school 
improvement strand tended to be implemented in those schools perceived as being in 
greater need. Examination of the responses where there were statistically significant 
differences suggests that the key difference between the impact of the SEAL 
programme and the school improvement strand related to whether the change was 
engendered mainly in teachers (school improvement strand) or the pupils (SEAL 
programme), or both (where both elements were implemented).  
 
The data for the head teachers are difficult to interpret because of the small number 
who responded to the rating scale. The findings must therefore be treated with 
caution. Most of the statistically significant differences focused on exclusions from 
school. The biggest perceived impact on reducing fixed term and potential permanent 
exclusions was when the school improvement strand and the SEAL programme were 
implemented together. Children’s punctuality and positive attitudes were both 
perceived to be improved when the SEAL programme was involved, either alone or 
with the school improvement strand.  
 
The data from the teachers was less clear. In relation to reducing anxiety in the 
classroom, enhancing teacher relationships, and raising the standards of learning  the 
highest levels of perceived impact were from either the school improvement strand or 
the SEAL programme. Increasing pupil respect was reported as improving most with 
the implementation of the SEAL programme alone. Reducing bullying seemed to be 
best promoted through the SEAL programme while increasing teacher confidence and 
the working climate in the school seemed to be enhanced most by the school 
improvement programme. Broadly it seemed that outcomes which depended on 
change in the pupil’s behaviour, for instance reducing bullying, were most affected by 
the SEAL programme whereas outcomes which depended on change in the teacher 
were most affected by the school improvement strand.  
 
Sustainability 
 
Overall, it was felt that the SEAL programme would be sustainable in the longer term: 
 
‘I think it is completely sustainable.  I think it has had a really good effect.  You might 
want to adapt the programme year to year but once you have become familiar with 
the resources  and you have an idea of how to use them and you have tried things out 
it can only get easier.’ (Teacher) 
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Where the programme had been embedded within school policies and practices it 
required no further resources to sustain it: 
 
‘I believe that staff have committed to it and that will sustain it. Our behaviour policy 
is based on emotional literacy so that will sustain it. We are certainly going to 
continue with the assemblies but we will develop them more fully next year and it is 
working so we are not going not to do it.’ (Head teacher).  
 
Factors contributing to the success of the SEAL programme 
 
The programme was likely to be implemented successfully where the senior 
management team were committed to it; where sufficient time had been allowed for 
staff training, including allowing staff to explore children’s social and emotional 
development and understand how to support it; where staff valued teaching it; and 
where time had been taken to explore the materials and plan how they would be used 
throughout the school year. Plans needed to be integrated into schemes of work for 
PSHE in the long term. Where training and in-school dissemination were of high 
quality this assisted in generating enthusiasm amongst staff. Within each school it was 
important that a designated member of staff was given responsibility for co-ordinating 
the work of the SEAL programme. Funding to enable staff to visit schools where the 
programme was working well and to pay for LA support was important in the initial 
implementation stage.  
 
The materials were on the whole considered excellent. The volume of materials, while 
sometimes problematic in the initial phase of implementation offered considerable 
flexibility in use over time. They also enabled schools to be flexible in the time scale 
over which they introduced the programme. Perhaps most important they gave 
schools permission to engage with some difficult emotional issues.  
 
Although few schools had managed to engage parents fully in the implementation of 
the SEAL programme where parents had been involved there were clear benefits. The 
assemblies where children received rewards and talked about the work they had been 
doing provided an opportunity to interest parents and involve them with the 
programme. Public displays of the work undertaken provided a further source of 
information for parents while also providing a visible reminder of their successes for 
the children.  
 
The focus on particular topics for a term or half a term provided time for children and 
staff to really engage with the issues. It also provided a means of getting the whole 
school to work together which was seen as very important:  
 
‘I think having a common whole school theme has been great.  To have something 
that everybody is getting involved with.  This pulls the teaching staff together and the 
children know what we are looking at.  I think that is the best thing that it is pulling us 
together to work as a unit.’ (Head teacher)   
 
This also encouraged consistency in using similar language across the school and a 
consistent approach to behaviour. It was crucial that all of the school staff, not only 
the teachers, were involved in the programme. Head teachers demonstrated their 
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commitment by participating in the assemblies. These were also important vehicles 
for motivating the children, demonstrating early success, and engaging parents.    
 
The programme was more likely to be successful when it built on existing work, for 
instance, circle time, and when the school was not overwhelmed by other initiatives. 
Commitment was greater when the links to other national policies and frameworks 
were apparent, e.g. ‘Every Child Matters’, and the inspection framework. It was also 
helpful for staff to have signposting to other services to meet their own and the 
children’s emotional needs.  
 
Enhancing the programme in the future 
 
Staff were asked to suggest ways in which the programme might be improved. 
Suggestions included offering opportunities for those beginning to implement the 
programme to visit schools where it was operating successfully and well established 
to see it in action.  
 
Non-class based staff felt that it would be useful to have a small information pack for 
staff such as learning mentors and lunchtime supervisors so that they could go 
through the key elements of the pilot as they are not always present at staff meetings 
and can sometimes miss important information.    
 
Some head teachers indicated that it would be extremely useful to have evidence of 
the impact on attainment of engagement with the programme to counteract those who 
argued that there was insufficient time to implement it because of curriculum 
pressures  
 
Strengths and issues relating to the SEAL programme   
 
There were relatively few barriers to the implementation of the SEAL programme and 
most were related to management of the programme and the attitudes of staff. In the 
case of the implementation of the pilot programme the lead in time was insufficiently 
long to enable schools to include it in their long term planning and some of the 
materials were not available at the start. Some schools had too many initiatives and 
were overloaded and in some schools there was a lack of commitment on the part of 
the Senior Management Team. In these schools PSHE had a low status and there were 
issues about finding time to include the SEAL programme in the curriculum.  
 
Staff resistance was sometimes a problem but could be overcome with appropriate 
training. This took considerable time, and needed to take account of the development 
of understanding of the concepts involved, acceptance of the need for them to be 
taught, and practical planning of which materials would be used and how. Confronted 
with the box of materials and no support staff tended to be overwhelmed with the 
result that they did not implement the programme. There was also the difficulty of 
staff turnover and providing appropriate support for staff new to the school in learning 
about the programme.  
 
Teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which the SEAL programme had been 
successful. Of those who were engaged solely with the SEAL programme 90% 
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indicated that it had been at least relatively successful. Table 6.16 provides a 
summary of the key strengths and issues relating to the SEAL programme. 
 
In schools where the SEAL programme had been implemented successfully the 
children were reported to talk about it often. A key strength was that everyone in the 
school was doing the same thing so that they could all relate to the particular issue 
being addressed. Behaviour was reported to have improved, children listened to each 
other rather than arguing. The children enjoyed giving ‘good thoughts’ to each other 
and the adults reciprocated. As a result negative comments had reduced in the school 
and the atmosphere as a whole was more positive. The children appreciated each other 
more and were more thoughtful towards each other. 
 
In interviews one group of children indicated that they wanted to give a message to 
the prime minister: 
 
‘The work should continue because it is worth it. It has made a HUGE difference to 
the school and it’s changed everybody’s lives. You are at school for most of your life 
and it has made such a difference.  It is worth spending the money because it is 
paying off.’ 
 
To ensure that the programme is implemented successfully LAs need to ensure that 
teachers receive appropriate training in the use of the materials and in relation to their 
own emotional and social skills. Evidence needs to be presented that the 
implementation of SEAL has a positive impact on academic standards and is not in 
conflict with them.  There also needs to be a recognition that the SEAL programme 
may highlight the emotional and social problems of some children and that these 
children may need additional support.  
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Table 6.16: Summary of the strengths and issues relating to the SEAL 
programme   
 
Strengths of the SEAL Programme Issues arising from the implementation of 

the SEAL programme  
Emotions and behaviour  
The programme: 

• introduces the language of emotion; 
• raises awareness of difficult emotions; 
• provides ways and materials to 

consider them;  
• is a vehicle to highlight and develop 

staff social and emotional skills;  
• is proactive rather than reactive; 
• Leads to greater mutual understanding 

between staff and children. 

The programme: 
• can provoke anxiety in teachers when 

they have to deal with sensitive 
issues; 

• can consolidate the identity of a 
minority of disaffected pupils who 
need additional support; 

• highlights issues of bullying so it 
appears to increase initially; 

• can highlight perceived conflict 
between raising standards and 
enhancing well-being. 

Whole school approach   
The programme: 

• provides a whole school structure to 
deal with emotional concepts; 

• ensures that the whole school was 
engaged at the same time; 

• encourages whole school dialogue 
about behaviour, attitudes and choices; 

• engages the children;  
• provides a structure for PSHE 
• is sustainable. 

Reluctance of some teachers to engage. 
 

The school community  
The programme: 

• enables the whole school to pull 
together;  

• engages the whole school community; 
• attempts to engage parents; 
• is on the agenda of governors. 

Difficulties in engaging parents. 

Materials  
The quality of the materials with the CD ROM 
is excellent; 
There is a spiral curriculum; 
The materials allow for flexibility;  
There is the possibility of cross curricular 
links; 
The materials make links with learning.   

Insufficient packs for some schools;   
Materials considered too difficult for some 
children; 
Generally little integration across the 
curriculum. 
 

Training  
Training is part of the programme. 
 
 

Training and in-school dissemination 
inadequate for some teachers needs. 

 
 
 



 104

 
Chapter 7: Small group interventions 

 
This chapter presents the evidence relating to the aim of the pilot to implement and 
evaluate small group interventions for children needing additional focused help. The 
small group work was based on the recognition of the need to have therapeutic work 
in schools for children with particular difficulties, with allied group support for their 
parents/carers. The findings are based on data derived from the interviews with all LA 
co-ordinators, LA personnel in the 10 case study LAs involved in providing small 
group work, interviews undertaken as part of the field work in the 16 good practice 
schools, case studies of participating children, questionnaires completed by children 
participating in the small group work pre and post attending the group, inventories 
completed by parents and teachers assessing the behaviour of the children 
participating in the small group work pre and post participation in the group, and 
questionnaires completed by parents after their child had participated in a group.   
  
Implementation 
 
Selection of schools  
 
The schools selected to participate in this strand of the project either volunteered or 
were offered the opportunity because of perceived need by Educational Psychologists, 
the Behaviour Support Team, Education Welfare Officers or an advisory teacher co-
ordinating the work of the mental health worker.  The intervention was usually 
delivered by those engaged in behaviour support, Educational Psychologists or 
Children and Adolescent Mental Health (CAMH) workers often with support from a 
Teaching Assistant (TA). In some LAs the small group intervention was implemented 
alongside the SEAL programme or the school improvement strand.  
 
Selection of children for group work 
 
The children were selected to take part in the small group work on the basis of a range 
of criteria. This included poor behaviour, risk of exclusion from school, lack of 
response to rewards and sanctions, withdrawn behaviour, reluctance to speak, 
observed difficulties playing or co-operating with other children, having unresolved 
fears of school which were affecting behaviour or attendance, and where it was 
perceived that it would be beneficial for the specialist to work jointly with the family 
and school to help progress.  In one LA, children having problems with the SEAL 
programme were selected for the small group work. Typically the selection procedure 
was careful and rigorous: 
 
‘The school staff selected an initial list of children that they thought exhibited 
problematic behaviour and believed would benefit from group work. The children 
were observed in class and their behaviour at home was discussed with their 
parents/carers. The motivation and suitability of the child and parents/carers was  
assessed at an individual visit and they were offered a place if this was  deemed 
appropriate. If not, the mental health worker signposted other services.’  
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In some LAs pupils were selected using a behaviour profile which focussed on 
preventative methods rather than crisis management. In many LAs the children were 
selected after initial observation to ensure a balance of behaviours in the group 
including some children to act as positive role models:  
 
‘Children were selected for the small group work in this school through the Goodman 
Strengths and Difficulties questionnaire and teacher comments and observations. The 
Boxall profile was also used and a selection of children made but to create a 
balanced group it was necessary to select not only vulnerable children but children 
with less serious needs.’ (Small group worker) 
 
‘Schools have been involved in the idea and the planning of it to a certain extent 
because the team does a presentation to the school staff about what is happening and 
the elements that we offer.  In some of the schools they have highlighted children who 
need to be seen and whose parents wanted to come as they had already asked the 
school for help. The schools we are in at the moment we have had more of a lead in 
which youngsters we are taking and how we are going to sort it out.  There is sharing 
of targets with the teacher.  Staff use the Boxall profile to get a profile of the 
youngsters and select which youngsters should come into the group. From that we are 
sharing the targets with the teachers in the class, so in the week the schools are also 
working on those targets.’ ( Small group worker)  
 
There was consensus that it was important to set up a balanced group, if the group had 
too many children with difficult behaviour progress would be limited. Children who 
had difficulty managing their emotions, children needing to develop improved peer 
relationships, children with low self-esteem and those needing ‘nurturing’ were all 
perceived to be able to benefit from the programme.  
 
Implementation practices 
 
There was variability in the way that the small group work was implemented. Boxes 
7.1 and 7.2 provide examples of two long running programmes describing how they 
operated and giving an indication of their success. In many LAs the group work was 
developing and evolving through experience as groups were set up and work 
undertaken and evaluated. In one LA, work was undertaken with two schools, one 
was the primary focus, the second had a more limited input. Work was later extended 
to another school. As a term is a relatively short time to run a lengthy package and to 
establish contact with the school and the parents the team tried to develop 
relationships with parents, children and the school for half a term pre intervention and 
then ran the intervention for a term. Work was undertaken with 4 to 5 schools in that 
time. The team learned from experience and constantly evaluated their procedures.  
 
In most LAs, the recommended Webster Stratton approach was adopted. Devised by 
Professor C. H Webster Stratton, the approach helps families and teachers of 4-8 year 
old children develop child management skills, promote social and emotional 
competence and prevent behaviour problems.  Some LAs had their own approach to 
small group work, e.g. a programme called ‘Getting Along’. Ideally, parents were 
involved attending the Webster-Stratton ‘Incredible Years’ programme in parallel 
with their children attending the Webster Stratton ‘Dinosaur school.’ Most LAs had 
difficulty in persuading parents to engage with the group work.   
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Box 7.1  
 
Case study: LA with own small group programme working with teaching 
assistants  
 
One LA developed their own group work initiative called: ‘Getting Along’ which was 
intended for children who needed to develop their social, emotional and behaviour 
skills.  The programme was written by one of the Educational Psychologists as she 
was concerned about children’s emotional and social awareness and the problems 
some children had in being withdrawn or boisterous.  Schools requested to take part in 
the initiative.  The LA covered about 12 – 15 schools  and groups a term with the 
programme.  It was a well established programme with 3 project workers. The 
programme was introduced to school staff, who were told how to select children and 
shown the materials. The schools identified the children who came from the same 
class. They were asked to identify 2 target children (ones they were worried about 
who had social/emotional problems, children in most need of extra support) and 4 role 
models (ideally children who had good social skills and were able to model 
behaviours). A Teaching Assistant worked with the group leader.  
 
In Key Stage 1 the work was based on books which had a friendship theme. There 
was an activity to do together (cutting, sticking, drawing, games). The Teaching 
Assistant received on the job training through attendance at and engagement with the 
group and materials were left in the school so that the Teaching Assistant could 
continue the work when the team moved on. This was successful. At the end of each 
session the rest of the children in the class were told what had been learned by the 
children participating in the small group and shown the work that had been done. 
Sometimes teachers took the work as a class theme, running alongside the group 
work. This reinforced the work in the whole class. Lesson plans were written for 
teachers so that they could teach the same work to the class as was being taught to the 
small group. This was trialled with the group work being done first and then the 
members of the group supporting the work of the whole class. In Key Stage 2 the 
work was based on Edgar the alien, who had a mission every week, for instance, to 
find out how humans communicate or what makes a good listener.  The children 
worked in a smaller group and the activities included drawing, map reading, writing 
positive things about themselves, role play, games.  They worked in pairs and 
discussed their work and their feelings. They received a certificate at the end of the 
programme.   
 
In one LA, there was a long tradition of nurture groups run by a Family Support 
Worker. This was used as the basis for developing the group work.  Attendance was 
an issue with some children in one school so the Family Support Worker collected the 
children from home and brought them to school. In another school there was a 
dedicated ‘nurture’ room, and in another parents were engaged with a parenting 
programme ‘Coping with Children’ which included home visits. Drop in sessions 
were also on offer to parents. Links were in place with other agencies, Social 
Services, Speech and Language Therapists, CAMHS and Young Carers’ schemes, and 
older siblings could be involved in the group work. Other activities developed through 
the nurture groups included work with the family as a whole and lunch clubs for 
children.   
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Box 7.2  
 
Case study: A well-established programme  
 
One LA had built on extensive and well known existing work relating to emotional 
literacy developed by the EPS. The group work targeted the school that the teacher 
coach was working in. The schools negotiated the focus of the group work which 
could include work on anger management, self-esteem, or transition work. EPs 
worked with one or two school staff and engaged with groups for a term. Training 
was available for school staff who when trained were called Emotional Literacy 
Support Assistants. The LA had developed its own materials of which anger 
management was the most well developed. It was a 6 week course which started with 
identifying feelings and looking at vocabulary, and moved on to early warning signs 
and exploring calming strategies. There was a staff meeting before the group started 
to inform the whole school of the process. The members of staff working with the 
groups kept other staff up to date over the six week period. The schools selected the 
pupils but were told that there needed to be a mixture including some positive role 
models. Six was the best number. Typically group members were white boys. There 
was normally a session for parents at the start and end of each group. In the pilot 
parent groups were developed to run in parallel. A focus activity was taken from the 
children’s group and used with the parents’ group with discussion afterwards. Parents’ 
groups took place during the day and about half of the parents attended. Separate 
parenting programmes were on offer in schools and some parents attended these as 
well. The parallel sessions were perceived to have improved parents’ relationships 
with schools and helped parents to understand what the children were doing in the 
group work. This resulted in parents reinforcing the work being undertaken with their 
children in the group. The most important thing reported by those running the groups 
was that the perceptions of the school staff changed. Staff realised that the children 
needed particular skills in order to behave. Activities undertaken included games, role 
play and discussion. Schools needed to find an appropriate room for the groups to 
meet. Getting the parents involved was the least successful aspect of the work. The 
longer the groups operated the greater the impact. Where they ran for long periods the 
member of school staff took alternate sessions. On the basis of evidence collected 
over five years it was observed that children’s perceptions of their own emotional 
literacy became worse as they became more aware of their difficulties. However when 
data were collected from staff and parents regarding the children’s behaviour it was  
shown to have improved. Children’s self-esteem was raised because they were getting 
more adult attention. Providing training for the school staff was effective as it enabled 
the group work to continue after the team had moved on. The changes in behaviour 
were perceived to be sustainable over time. Children at risk in primary school who 
experienced group work were followed up in secondary school and were not excluded 
from school in the longer term.  
 
Materials  
 
Generally the Webster-Stratton ‘Dinosaur school’ programme was used as the basis 
for the group work with children although it was often modified. Additional activities 
included games, colouring, drawing, playing with finger puppets and role play. The 
‘Dinosaur school’ curriculum materials were described as a massive and rich source 
comprising video tapes, a detailed manual, laminated cards, story books and puppets. 
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However, the materials are American and some terms had to be changed to anglicise 
them. For very young children the video clips depicting the children being noisy and 
disruptive in a class situation appeared to reinforce such behaviours and the younger 
children tended to imitate them whereas the older children could be more easily 
drawn into the undesirability of such behaviours. The puppets were popular with the 
children. The rewards (social and tangible) were an important component of the 
programme. Where these could be traded for tokens they were very popular with the 
children. Prizes were sometimes a cause of conflict and this proved to be an obstacle 
to the group work in some schools. In some schools the school staff kept the prizes for 
the children until after school so that other children would have less opportunity to 
feel jealous.  
 
A variety of approaches were adopted when LAs chose not to use the Webster 
Stratton materials. In one LA, the team developed a new programme in conjunction 
with teachers. This joint work was successful. The small group strand involved 
CAMHS working with two school staff,  usually a Teaching Assistant and SENCo. 
This was very staff intensive and the LA felt that it was not cost effective although 
there was some improvement in the children’s behaviour. One school was the focus 
each term with 8-10 sessions. In another LA the co-ordinator described how the 
children’s group work focused on becoming aware of feelings, using pictures, games, 
stories and other activities.   
 
‘We have taken topic areas from the SEAL and from basic social skills groups, which 
have common themes running through.  What we have tried to take are the key 
themes: the emotional barometer, the feelings wheel, calming down periods and 
problem solving steps.  We have used those and mixed them in with making friends, 
learning  school rules, understanding and detecting feelings, problem solving, how to 
do your best in school, social skills, empathy training, impulse control and managing 
different feelings.  Flexibility is hugely important. Calming down strategies are really 
working well.  I think for the children being part of a small group means having a 
special time. The children are very positive about having their special time, where 
they can talk to an adult and relate to each other, do things that are different and 
unusual from the things they would normally be doing in class.  They have the time to 
actually say what their weekend news is.  Their views are being valued.  I think the 
success of the groups is the enjoyment the children have of them. Children get 
ownership of the group - your name, your role and you decide on your reward 
systems.  Each child has a folder with a behaviour sticker chart, where feedback is 
given at the end.’ (Small group worker)  
 
Typically the group work involved practical activities, for instance, making things and 
exploring self-esteem and a range of social skills. Children might have to say one 
thing that they are good at, take turns and put their hands up, take home work for 
parents to look at. In the LA where the activities of the small groups followed on from 
a nurture group project they had a focus on sharing/caring/ making/doing. One small 
group co-ordinator described how the delivery of the programme varied in different 
schools:  
 
‘Puppets and stories are being used as well as worksheets, discussions, songs, games 
and role play usually with the puppet.  The implementation of the small group work 
varies in each of the schools. Some of the children are from the same class, some 
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groups have positive role models in the group, some are mixed from 2-3 classes. 
Sometimes having the mixed ages works well as some older children do not succeed in 
certain things with their own age groups.’ (Small group worker) 
 
In another LA to avoid the negative perceptions often associated with mental health 
issues by parents and school staff the CAMHS worker used her experiences as a 
drama therapist to approach the work. This made it seem ‘fun’. In some schools this 
worked well. The Multi Agency Support Team (MAST) visited schools and was 
involved and several agencies took sessions. Contact was made with other 
professionals working in the school, e.g. the EWO, dietician.   
  
In some LAs work was undertaken with parents and the family as a whole group. The 
focus in these interventions was the family not the individual child. Some LAs 
provided parents with a brochure describing how the group would operate. Parents’ 
groups tended to follow the principles of the children’s groups.  Parents were shown 
how to reward positive behaviours, issues relating to emotions were explored, and 
skills for interacting positively with children were demonstrated so that the children 
were used to hearing positive things around them.   
 
In some LAs, the Webster Stratton Incredible Years Parent Survival programme was 
used. It had fixed themes, and there were discussions, role plays, videos, the pooling 
of ideas, and homework. The role play for adults was successful but parents preferred 
the co-ordinators to do it. Parents liked the practical strategies and the videos. The 
sessions were interactive and activities were changed frequently.  In some LAs 
parents who had completed the programme were encouraged to help in the delivery of 
the course in the future in other schools as peer influence was found to be very strong.  
 
Multi agency work 
 
The small group work was the strand in the pilot where the multi-agency working was 
the most crucial. It was sometimes problematic. LAs approached it in different ways. 
There were tensions between the health and education cultures in some LAs.  
 
‘I see myself as a mental health worker and that is the basis on which I bring my 
skills.  Should I fit into an education culture?  We have a different focus to what we 
want to achieve.  Education is very much about educational attainment, or has been 
historically.  I think there is a move away from this with the SEAL curriculum being 
an integral part of education rather than a bolt on.  Mental health has a mental health 
focus and sometimes they contradict each other. There needs to be movement on both 
sides.’ (CAMHS worker)  
 
The selection of children for the groups illustrated some of the issues. For instance, in 
one school, teachers expressed surprise that some children were selected because they 
presented no problems in class. However, the mental health workers were concerned 
because the children were very compliant, withdrawn, sad and troubled. The solution 
to some of the tensions was seen as focussing on the child:  
 
‘We are putting a team around a child or around children and it is absolutely 
irrelevant whether you come from education or CAMHS or from Social Services.  We 
are all about improving the outcomes for young people, whether they may be 



 110

educational outcomes or social emotional or personal outcomes.’ (Small group 
worker) 
 
In some cases there was a willingness to try and overcome the problems:  
 
‘We have had to iron out any difficulties and come up with some common ground.  We 
are getting there.  We are trying to do it properly.’ (Small group worker) 
 
In other cases communication broke down. In some schools there was a tendency for 
the mental health worker to blame the school and the system. There was a clear need 
for the school staff to be more closely engaged with the small group work. In some 
schools a support teacher worked with the group leader and acted as liaison. Those 
mental health workers who had some experience in education and in particular in 
relation to behaviour management of children were more at ease and able to 
understand the constraints of the school system. The language used by the health and 
education professionals differed even between educational and clinical psychologists:  

‘I have found it difficult being the only mental health worker and doing very different 
work and the others are from various agencies doing very similar work.  There is no 
sharing of clinical cases here.  The whole language I have with working with children 
is very different to the EPs.  It has been a huge learning  curve about going into 
schools and using the right language in talking to teachers.’ (Small group worker) 
 
In some cases relationships developed well:   
 
‘Teachers are coming back and giving me very positive feedback about the children.  
I have felt able to make suggestions to staff and they have welcomed them.  We are 
working together more, I did not feel this at the last school.  I felt very much in 
isolation.’ (CAMHS worker) 
 
Where work was undertaken with parents, in some cases, teachers were kept informed 
of the parent homework sheets so that they knew what activities were going to be 
undertaken.  
 
Integration of work into the classroom  
 
In any small group work there is a danger that what is learned is not integrated into 
the wider school context. For this reason it was important that teachers were engaged 
with the work. This was approached in different ways by individual LAs. For 
instance, in one LA, teachers were given a menu of things from which they could 
choose what they wanted to be done with the children in the groups.  There was a 
weekly catch up session with teachers to share what was happening. The small group 
work was particularly effective where it was operated alongside the SEAL 
programme.  The children in the small group could undertake similar activities to the 
rest of the class but with additional support. Some teachers found that the group work 
integrated well and supported them in working with vulnerable children: 
 
‘I found it linked well to class activities. I was not involved with the feedback to 
teachers. The children didn’t like being sent off to the group outside the class but I do 
think I feel more able to deal with vulnerable children.’ (Teacher)  
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Even when there were close links between the group work and what was going on in 
the classroom the better behaviour demonstrated in the small groups did not always 
transfer to the mainstream class: 
 
‘It has helped the children to focus on their behaviour but not in what they would 
consider a ‘learning environment’, in the classroom with their class teacher.’ 
(Teacher) 
 
‘I feel behaviour has improved within the group but I feel that it is not being 
supported within the classroom as the same strategies are not being used.’ (Learning 
mentor) 
 
Generally, there was little communication between small group workers and teachers: 
 
‘There was little opportunity to regularly consult with teachers whose pupils were in 
the group work. In one school cover had to be arranged. I settled for ad hoc 
meetings.’(Small group worker) 
 
Impact on school staff  
 
The small group work tended to be welcomed by the teachers as ‘someone else to 
have a go’, ‘another pair of hands’, ‘additional adult support.’  Teachers and other 
staff working in the school reported to have learnt from the expertise of those working 
with the small groups:   
 
‘It has helped me to look beyond behaviour displayed and focus on a more positive, 
holistic and inclusive approach to support a child or children.’ (Learning  mentor) 
 
The teachers were also given specific resources to use and learned useful strategies to 
adopt: 
 
‘For teachers the benefit has been having tips from the group worker.  Some of the 
resources that have been used in the group have been made by the group worker and 
given to the teacher to try out in the class. Teachers have enjoyed this. The group 
worker helps with writing the behaviour plan and can suggest good ideas but 
sometimes they do not have the time to make some of the resources.’ (LA co-
ordinator)  
 
Teachers reported the group work to be useful in other ways:  
 
‘In Foundation Stage we find it very helpful as we have to make written observations 
on their personal, social development and their communication, language and 
literacy.  It is giving everybody a voice.’ (Teacher) 
 
Other teachers reported that it had made them more sensitive to the needs of the 
children:  
 
‘It has changed the way I speak to children.  Before I say anything, if I know they are 
a little vulnerable I am more gentle.’ (Teacher) 
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School staff working with the small groups received training as they were working. 
This was perceived to be insufficient:  
 
‘No training was offered and this was only partly resolved as on the job training was 
given through observation of the pilot in action. I was helped tremendously by the 
Educational Psychologist as she acted as a model on which I could base my own 
practice. The observation of practice was very helpful but more feedback on our 
behaviour strategies would have been useful for my own confidence in implementing 
them. It was useful for my own development.’ (Learning  mentor) 
 
Parental involvement 
 
LAs acknowledged the importance of involving parents. A range of programmes were 
on offer for them, for instance, one LA ran a 7 week parenting package: Positive 
Parenting 0 – 6.  One programme was constituted using materials based on the 
Webster Stratton parenting programme with some elements incorporated from the 
Triple P Parenting programme. The programmes lasted for about 8 weeks. The first 4 
weeks focused on positives, developing ideas with parents about how to spend time 
with their children, play with them and build the relationship.  The programme then 
moved on to praise and encouragement and how to shape children’s behaviours 
through positives.  Limit setting and using clear instructions were explored and 
getting parents to speak in age appropriate ways and to think about their expectations 
of their children.  The final two weeks were concerned with managing behaviour. The 
programme was well received by parents.  
 
Overall, LAs, found it difficult to get parents involved. One LA representative 
described the kind of efforts that they had made to engage parents:  
 
‘We have to have them in before school and stretch it as far past 9.00 as possible.  
Then we get the kids, then we get the teachers. Practices vary from school to school.  
One of the schools selected a group of children as the parents were categorised as 
being hard to reach.  The parents just did not engage and were not there for home 
visits.  Parents want to know what is going on and often in the beginning they will be 
there to give their consent and to check you out and see what sort of materials you are 
going to use. Following this involvement varies.  The way schools choose to get 
parents on board is crucial.  We see parents when they bring their children to school.  
Parents often want support but don’t want to be singled out.  Once you have got them 
and you have them in for sessions, then they will tell you they are relieved to know 
they are not the only parents who were having these difficulties. We have tried setting 
appointments with the parents as we found that their needs are very great in the 
beginning. We felt we could meet their needs more appropriately by having 
appointments, having quality 1:1 time. One school did it the other way round and got 
parents to opt to attend and their children made up the children’s group.  The school 
found that the parents were resistant.’ (Small group worker) 
 
The differences in culture between the health service workers and educators was 
apparent here:  
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‘In general, parents were not receptive to the fact that their children had been 
assessed as requiring support. From a CAMHS point of view it is problematic that 
children and families are selected when they have not asked for help. In the future an 
approach will be adopted where parents are offered the service so that the family can 
be worked with.’ (CAMHS worker)  
 
Some LAs reported that perseverance could pay off and that the value of parenting 
programmes could spread by word of mouth:   
 
‘Two groups of parents have met every week for 2 hours.  Some are parents of the 
children attending the groups but some other parents have attended.  Three people 
attended the information session but throughout the week there were 8 phone calls 
from friends who had heard about the session.  Parent sessions take a while to get 
started.  The parent sessions are promoted to all parents in the school.  Parents from 
both KS1 ands KS2 attend.’ (Small group worker)    
 
One LA tried to engage parents by inviting outside speakers so that parents were not 
made to feel that they were ‘bad’ parents if they attended. Another LA had a stand at 
parents’ evenings promoting parenting sessions. This was effective because of the 
waiting time at such events. One group worker suggested that the involvement of 
Local Authority Family Learning  Teams helped as did providing parents with a 
school lunch, and holding fun days when parents and children could work together.  
The names given to the groups were important. Those called, for example, The 
Incredible Years or Getting Ready for Big School were felt to recruit better than those 
called parenting programmes.  
 
An interview with two parents attending a parenting group (12 week parenting course 
for two hours a week) illustrated that the group had been successful in getting them to 
focus on good behaviour. The parents reported that they had developed skills to use 
with their children as they were getting older. Topics covered included dealing with 
tantrums and bad behaviour, ignoring it rather than giving it attention, and praising 
children for good behaviour. They were shown how to play with their children, how 
to set limits and how to operate time out systems. They found it helpful to be able to 
see the improvements in their child’s behaviour each week. There were also changes 
in the children’s attitudes. One parent said that her aim in attending had been to get 
her son ready on time for school without tantrums and that she had succeeded in this. 
He was also better at playing independently, did not get angry so often, would do 
what he was asked straight away without losing his temper. The course was reported 
to have helped them to understand their children better and realise that much of the 
poor behaviour was to get attention and that if this was given for good behaviour poor 
behaviour would diminish. They had also learned that children model their behaviour 
on their parents and so had been made aware of the importance of their own 
behaviour being appropriate. The parents reported that it had been helpful to have free 
transport to the classes, free childcare, and refreshments. Attendance would have been 
impossible without the transport and childcare. The follow up classes for partners, 
grandparents and other carers was reported to be a good idea. 
 
The work with parents and children had benefits for the whole family:   
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‘The emotional well-being of the whole family improved, emotional understanding of 
the whole family, managing behaviour at home, parents have been more keen coming 
to school to talk about issues.  There was a child who was only at school for half time 
and during the group work he was allowed to come back full time.  Social skills within 
the group have definitely improved.  Teachers feed back and say there has been an 
improvement with some children and not with others.’ (CAMHS worker) 
 
The parents had positive experiences in the groups and really appreciated the work of 
the facilitators. It helped them to cope with their situation and better manage the 
behaviour of their child. They reported that it gave them greater emotional stability. 
One parent reported: 
 
Being part of the group has done more for me than Social Services and CAMHS put 
together’ (Parent involved in Link Project)  
 
Those working with parents reported the difficulties that they experienced in 
evaluating their success because of the high drop out rate. Parents reported that it was 
a good idea to run the groups in the school. Feedback indicated that the parents felt 
that their relationship with the school as an institution improved.  Parents responded 
well in the groups and were reassured that they were not alone in their difficulties.  
The group process was seen as useful and the packages developed worked well. The 
greatest impact on the children was when the parents were involved. Changes were in 
these cases described as ‘very marked’.   
 
Impact on the pupils 
 
Ways of assessing change 
 
The children’s progress was assessed in a range of ways. Change was frequently 
monitored by small group workers through the use of a range of different inventories 
including the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) and the Boxall profile. 
The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) is used to determine the 
emotional well-being of children and as a behavioural screening tool. It contains 25 
items divided into 5 scales: conduct problems (0-2 normal range), 
hyperactivity/inattention (0-5 normal range), emotional symptoms (0-4 normal range), 
peer relationship problems (0-3 normal score), and prosocial behaviour (6-10 normal 
score). There was some scepticism as to whether you could devise a tick box measure 
which would assess change in a child over a 10 week period of time whether this was 
completed by the parent, the teacher or the child. Some staff indicated that it was 
difficult to judge success and that it could be assessed in many different ways:  
 
‘I think that is really difficult to judge.  The most immediate thing would be the 
feedback you get from the teacher, saying the child is more settled.  What we need to 
do is look over a period of time in terms of whether that youngster sustains that 
calmness and the improvement. The youngsters come every week, they want to come, 
they are happy about it.  If the parents come back the second week that is a success, if 
they keep on going and make some change in the youngsters life.  The feedback we 
give the school helps the staff to understand the parents.  That is a positive thing.  
When the parents’ perception of the behaviour changes then the likelihood is that they 
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can be more positive towards that child and there will be a real change in the 
behaviour of that child.’ (Small group worker) 
 
Schools and teachers tended to assess change in relation to the child’s actual 
behaviour. In some cases Educational Psychologists carried out a thorough 
assessment, using inventories, interviewing teachers, pupils, parents and members of 
the Senior Management team. This was followed by the compilation of a full report. 
Other data collected related to attendance and attainment. In some cases weekly 
records were kept.  
 
Case study proforma devised for the research were completed by staff working with 
the groups and contained information about the nature of the small group activities, 
the way that the child was referred, the reasons for that referral, the aims of the 
intervention, the types of activities, the extent to which the pupil interacted with 
others within the group and the perceived outcomes of the small group work. Staff 
were also asked to indicate if any particular elements of the intervention were not 
effective, whether other agencies were involved and the extent of parental 
involvement.   
 
Teachers� and small group workers� perceptions of the impact on pupils   
 
On the basis of the case study proformas completed by small group workers  (20 
forms) it was possible to identify the kinds of difficulties experienced by the children 
before involvement with the groups. The make up of the groups was mixed. In some 
cases children were very withdrawn, were reluctant to join in with the group activities 
and played alongside rather than with others. Some children were in the group 
because of child protection issues. They may have suffered a range of abusive 
behaviours. Overall, the groups were successful. For children with a range of 
difficulties such as aggressive behaviour, lack of co-operation with other children, 
shyness, lack of confidence, the group work proved beneficial. In some cases, while 
there was an improvement in behaviour, it was apparent that the problems were very 
deep seated and interventions for more than a few weeks would be needed. For 
children with difficulties in concentration and application to work there was variable 
improvement. For some children the group provided an environment where this 
improved, for others it did not. In some cases the close attention given to the children 
made it possible to identify that their difficulties were more severe than could be 
helped by the group work.   
 
Table 7.1 sets out the mean scores as assessed by teachers of pupils’ profiles on the 
Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) before and after the small group work 
on each element of the questionnaire. The data were derived from children in 33 
schools, 517 children prior to the small group work and 145 following it. A repeated 
measures analysis was undertaken where data were available for the same child before 
and after the small group work. There were small but statistically significant changes. 
A reduction in problem behaviours in relation to the emotional symptoms scale and 
the pro-social scale indicated that the children were more emotionally stable and that 
they were more considerate of people’s feelings, were better able to share with other 
children, were more helpful if someone was hurt or upset, were kind to younger 
children, and often volunteered to help others. 
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Table 7.1: Teachers� assessments before and after the small group work using 
the SDQ 
  
  Mean Pre Mean Post Change SIG 
Emotional symptoms scale 2.5 (509 ) 2.1 (170)  -.5 (140) .004 
Conduct problems scale 3.1 (502) 3.0 (172) -.1 (132) NS 
Hyperactivity scale 4.6 (515) 4.8 (178) .03 (144) NS 
Peer problems scale  3.9 (517) 3.8 (176) -.18 (145) NS 
Pro-social scale 6.4 (502) 6.0 (175) -.58 (135) .001 
Total difficulties score  13.99 (480) 13.61 (160)  -.45 (118) NS 

* Figures in brackets indicate sample sizes 
* Change scores may differ as they are based on sample where data were available pre and post 
 
In interviews teachers gave examples of improvements in individual children. For 
instance, one child was described as being more aware of his behaviour and trying 
much harder to control it. Another child was reported as having improved attendance. 
Another teacher reported that the participating children felt valued and that it had 
enhanced their self-esteem. The children seemed better able to manage their own 
behaviour: 
 
‘There have been one or two children where there have been significant differences.  
One child who was quite withdrawn gets involved more than she used to and has 
come out of herself.  The other child whose behaviour is difficult, finds it hard to 
concentrate and can be nasty to other children.  She is much nicer towards the other 
children and gets on better with the work.  She has made amazing strides 
academically and although this may be due to many other things the group work is 
certainly helping. Some of the boys’ behaviour has improved and they are using the 
strategies more like the ignoring muscle.  The other children are very good at 
reminding them about the strategies.’ (Teacher)   
 
Group workers also had examples of the success of the group work:   
 
‘The group has been quite positive.  One child wanted to stay at school more. This is 
very positive for a child who would run home often.  He would find it difficult to stay 
on task in school.  In the group he improved considerably. There were successes for 
children who found interacting socially very hard and would not come to school in the 
morning.  Lunchtimes would be difficult but the lunchtime club enabled children to 
have their problems worked through and children missed less days at school.  The 
children were seen to increase in their confidence and become more responsible. The 
children were beginning to develop empathy.’ (Nurture group leader)    
 
‘One success story was the child who had no friends and would not go into school.  A 
buddy system was implemented in the group and she is now going into school on her 
own. Her mother is seen by the group worker on a one to one basis each week as the 
relationship between school and home had broken down.  That has had a positive 
effect.’ (Small group worker)   
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Teachers were very enthusiastic about the ‘Getting Along Programme’ and the 
rewards and special work for developing good, positive attitudes and raising self-
esteem:  
 
‘The group of children who were involved in the small group work benefited from the 
self-esteem games. They enjoyed the opportunity to be able to speak out and have 
someone listen to them.’ (Head teacher)  
 
The children were reported to have learnt a range of strategies to help them improve 
their behaviour and deal with anger. The children had gained: 
 
‘An improved ability to resolve conflicts effectively and fairly. Improved pro-social 
ways of solving interpersonal conflicts. The Dina Dinosaur materials were very 
effective in giving children strategies to manage their anger and cope with problems 
which arise in everyday situations in schools. The children were generally more 
amenable to accessing the curriculum – higher motivation and higher morale. There 
was improved turn-taking, sharing, working as a team, improved ability to compete 
fairly. The children’s social, cognitive management skills such as communication 
have resulted in fewer aggressive responses and more academic success.’ (Small 
group worker) 
 
 The possible impact of the small group work on attendance was raised:  
 
‘Attendance has just been added on to this.  We are not doing anything to address 
attendance on its own.  But if you are giving parents the skills to manage their 
morning routine better and to get the children up and dressed and off to school, then 
that addresses attendance.  If they are doing things in school that makes them valued 
in school, the children want to come.’ (Head teacher) 
 
Parents� perceptions of impact on their children 
 
Data were collected from parents using the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire.  
Sixty two parents from 11 schools completed the assessment prior to the small group 
work. Twenty completed the inventory following the small group work. The mean 
scores are set out in Table 7.2. The sample on which the paired comparisons were 
made was very small and there were no statistically significant changes in any of the 
scales.   
 
Table 7.2: Parents� assessments before and after the small group work using the 
SDQ 
  
  Mean Pre Mean Post Change SIG 
Emotional symptoms scale 2.3 (62) 3.1 (20) .58 (12) NS
Conduct problems scale 3.2 (59) 3.2 (19) .82 (11) NS
Hyperactivity scale 4.5 (61) 5.0 (21) .61(13)  NS
Peer problems scale  4.7 (59) 5.8 (19) .61(13) NS
Pro-social scale 7.6 (59) 8.3 (19) .46 (13) NS
Total difficulties score  14. 75 (54) 17.2 (18) .11 (9) NS

* Figures in brackets indicate sample sizes 
* Change scores may differ as they are based on sample where data were available pre and post 
 



 118

Twenty two parents of children participating in the small group work completed a 
questionnaire evaluating its impact. Table 7.3 sets out the responses. The majority of 
parents agreed that the small group work had helped their child at least partly (82%) 
and had helped their child get on better with other children (76%). They also believed 
that it had at least partly helped their child’s learning  (73%) and helped their child to 
behave better at school (50%). 64% believed that it had at least partly helped their 
child to understand and manage their feelings.   
 
Table 7.3: Parents� perceptions of the effectiveness of the small group work 
 
 I don’t 

know 
No  Partly Yes 

Has the small group work helped your child? 14 (3) 5 (1) 23 (5) 59 (13) 
Has the project helped your child get on better with other 
children? 

15 (3) 5 (1) 30 (6) 46 (10) 

Has it helped your child get on better with members of staff? 50 (11) 9 (2) 14 (3) 27 (6) 
Has your child’s learning  improved? 23 (5) 5 (1) 27 (6) 46 (10) 
Has it helped your child behave better at school? 41 (9) 9 (2) 14 (3) 36 (8) 
Has it helped your child behave better at home?  43 (9) 14 (3) 43 (9) 
Has it helped your child to feel happy and safe at school? 32 (7) 9 (2) 23 (5) 36 (8) 
Has it helped your child understand and manage their feelings? 23 (5) 14 (3) 23 (5) 41 (9) 
* Data are presented in percentages.  
* Figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents 
 
These positive evaluations were supported by the data from the interviews. One 
mother reported that her husband had died when her son was two and he would act it 
out rather than talking about it. The small group work enabled him to talk about it and 
come to terms with it. Another child was frightened of failing and as a result of the 
group work was now more willing to try new things. His behaviour at home was more 
manageable. Another child regularly hit out at other people but the group work 
showed him different ways to solve problems. His attitude towards school improved 
and he now enjoyed it. At home he had calmed down, listened more, and shouted less. 
Bedtime was also easier. The group had given him a chance to express himself in a 
different way from hitting out at someone. One child’s mother had died and she had 
never referred to this in school. The group work had changed this and she was able to 
communicate about her mother. Before she would just sit with her chin on her chest, 
say little and not really contribute. In another case, a child would sulk, have tantrums 
and throw himself on the floor. This behaviour had reduced. His communication had 
improved and people were listening to him. Other children were reported to be more 
helpful at home and more aware of other people’s feelings.  Children had learned that 
their behaviour had consequences. Parents reported that the relationships with their 
children were closer and that relationships with siblings had also improved. After one 
nurture group intervention a parent thanked the group facilitator for giving her back 
her ‘little boy’. Another parent articulated the major impact the programme had had 
on her child: 
 
‘I was at a loss as to what to do with my child.  Everything I tried to do, that I had 
done with my other children just didn’t work with him.  He was driving his teacher 
mad.  When this came along, it was like, anything please. Now, his behaviour has 
changed dramatically.  He is much more positive about himself.  He doesn’t talk 
negatively about himself.  He is easier to manage.  He still has his ups and downs but 
he can work round it.  It has made a huge difference.’ (Parent) 
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Further examples of the impact of the small group work as perceived by parents are 
given in boxes 7.3 and 7.4.  
 
Box 7.3 
 
Impact on a child�s behaviour at school (interview with parent): 
 
‘She has always been a very quiet, nervous child.  She would be scared to answer a 
question, she would be shaking, she is really nervous and shy.  She always struggled 
with mingling with other children, with confidence and answering questions.  She 
used to cry going into school, not wanting to go to school.  She struggles at 
schoolwork.  The group has made her feel more confident and she has started to trust 
people.  She loves coming to school now.  She will put her hand up to answer a 
question, it could be wrong, but she will still try. It has had an impact as it has made 
her stand on her own two feet a little bit.  For the first time she got into trouble at 
school, she had never been in trouble before.  She only got told she could not play on 
the grass because it was wet, but she was proud of herself because she had got into 
trouble. She concentrates a lot more now on her work.  The teacher says that she 
seems to be concentrating and trying a lot harder and not giving up as easily, she will 
have a go.  She always lacked concentration.  She is more focused.  She is motivated 
to learn.’  
 
Box 7.4 
 
Case study: interview with parent of child participating in small group work 
 
The parent described how she was notified about the small group work through a 
letter from the school. Her daughter, aged 6, was receiving speech therapy and her 
mother thought that it was an extension of that work. She herself joined the parent 
group when she was able to, but this was not always possible as she found it difficult 
to get time off from her work. She reported that there had not been any changes in her 
daughter at home but that she loved school and had developed a positive relationship 
with the small group worker. She was more settled at school, had moved up a reading 
box and was listening more attentively. The mother wanted the small group work to 
continue as she felt that it had helped her daughter to improve her behaviour at school, 
calming her down, though it had not had an impact on her behaviour at home.  
 
Pupils� perceptions of the impact of the small group work  
 
Some of the children attending the small groups completed the same questionnaires as 
those engaged with the SEAL programme before and after the intervention. At KS1 
132 children completed the questionnaire prior to the intervention and 108 following 
it. For the Key Stage 1 children there was only one small statistically significant 
change. This was in relation to Social Skills and Relationships and was in a negative 
direction. This contrasted with the data from the SEAL sample where there were no 
age related or intervention impact on Social Skills and Relationships at KS1. This 
may indicate that the children working in the small groups had an increased 
awareness of their difficulties as a result of their participation in the small group work 
(see Table 7.4).  
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Table 7.4:  Key Stage 1 pupils� responses (small groups)  
 
 Reception  Year 

1 
Year 
2 

SIG 
Year 
group 

Reception Year 
1 

Year 
2 

SIG 
Year 
group 

SIG 
Change  

 Pre Pre Pre  Post Post  Post   
Self esteem 
and 
motivation 

14.0 (10) 14.1 
(46) 

14.3 
(41) 

.013 12.4 (10) 14.4 
(46) 

14.1 
(41) 

.013 NS 
 

Emotions 
and 
awareness 
of them in 
self and 
others 

15.3 (10) 15.0 
(46) 

15.3 
(41) 

NS 15.1 (10) 15.7 
(47) 

15.8 
(41) 

NS NS 
 

Social skills 
and 
relationships 

22.7 (10) 22.2 
(46) 

22.4 
(41) 

NS 20.7 (10) 22.3 
(46) 

21.7 
(41) 

NS Negative 
change .01 
 

Attitudes 
towards 
school and 
relationships 
with 
teachers  

13.2 (10) 13.5 
(46) 

13.1 
(41) 

NS 13.1 (10) 13.2 
(46) 

12.8 
(41) 

NS NS 
 

Academic 
work 

9.4 (10) 8.9 
(46) 

9.4 
(41) 

NS 9.2 (10) 9.2 
(47) 

9.2 
(41) 

NS NS 
 

* Figures in brackets indicate sample size 
* NS indicates that the differences were not statistically significant 
* The significance levels indicate the likelihood of the finding having occurred by chance 
 
At KS2 118 children completed the questionnaire pre the small group work and 107 
following it. The data for the KS2 children indicated an increase in perceptions of 
their own emotions and in their social skills (see Table 7.5). This enhancement of 
social skills reflected the data for the SEAL KS2 children. 
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Table 7.5: Key Stage 2 pupils� responses (small group) 
 
 Year 

3  
Year 
4 

Year 
5 

Year 
6 

SIG 
Year 
group 

Year 
3 

Year 
4 

Year 
5 

Year 
6 

SIG 
Year 
group 

SIG 
Change  

 Pre Pre Pre Pre  Post Post  Post Post   
Self esteem 
and 
motivation 

22.0 
(55) 

22.3 
(17) 

22.2 
(17) 

20.3 
(1) 

NS 22.6 
(55) 

22.1 
(17) 

22.2 
(17) 

21.0 
(1) 

NS NS 

Perceptions 
of own 
emotions 

13.3 
(55) 

10.7 
(17) 

14.6 
(17) 

12.9 
(1) 

.009 14.0 
(55) 

11.2 
(17) 

15.6 
(17) 

17.0 
(1) 

.002 Positive 
change 
.033 

Awareness 
of own 
emotions 

3.4 
(55) 

3.9 
(17) 

3.6 
(17) 

3.7 
(1) 

NS 3.6 
(55) 

3.8 
(17) 

3.7 
(17) 

5.0 
(1) 

NS NS 

Awareness 
of emotions 
in others 

3.8 
(55) 

4.0 
(17) 

4.1 
(17) 

4.7 
(1) 

NS 3.5 
(55) 

3.9 
(17) 

4.0 
(17) 

3.0 
(1) 

NS NS 

Anxiety 
about school 
work 

6.4 
(55) 

7.3 
(17) 

5.8 
(17) 

7.7 
(1) 

NS 6.5 
(55) 

7.5 
(17) 

5.5 
(17) 

8.0 
(1) 

NS NS 

Social skills 
and 
relationships 

43.7 
(55) 

44.9 
(17) 

48.5 
(17) 

38.7 
(1) 

.004 45.4 
(55) 

43.6 
(17) 

49.3 
(17) 

47.0 
(1) 

NS Positive 
change 
.001 
 

Attitudes 
towards 
school and 
relationships 
with 
teachers  

22.9 
(55) 

23.3 
(17) 

24.5 
(17) 

26.0 
(1) 

NS 24.9 
(55) 

23.4 
(17) 

25.1 
(17) 

21.0 
(1) 

NS NS 

Academic 
work 

31.8 
(55) 

32.3 
(17) 

34.4 
(17) 

28.0 
(1) 

NS 32.6 
(55) 

31.3 
(17) 

36.7 
(17) 

33.0 
(1) 

NS NS 

* Figures in brackets indicate sample size 
* NS indicates that the differences were not statistically significant 
* The significance levels indicate the likelihood of the finding having occurred by chance 
 
Interviews with pupils who participated in the small groups demonstrated that they 
enjoyed attending the group, liked the activities, and were able to remember some of 
the rules. They talked about using the strategies in the classroom and sometimes in the 
playground although rarely at home. They all wanted the group work to continue and 
enjoyed working with the group leader. They had learnt important lessons about 
others and themselves:   
 
‘I’ve learnt that you can’t read a book by its cover.’ (boy involved in small group 
work) 
 
‘Do you know? That’s the first time anyone’s said that they like me and I’ve been able 
to believe it’. (boy involved in small group work)  
 
Sustainability  
 
To encourage sustainability, some LAs had adopted a system where Teaching 
Assistants facilitated the small group work alongside the key professional. In this way 
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they learnt how to manage the group work and gained skills and the necessary 
experience to continue with the work:  
 
‘I’ve been working with the small group worker for 7/ 8 weeks and I am going to start 
running my own children’s group in school after that.  There has been talk of more 
training and also buying resources. I will take the programme that has been used by 
the group worker and run with it.  The small group worker will come in every two 
weeks to check on progress.’ (Teaching assistant) 
 
In the same way some parenting programmes encouraged those who had previously 
attended a programme to continue with self-help groups and ultimately train to 
facilitate groups themselves. In one LA the parent and children’s groups ran in 
parallel and were so interdependent on each other that if parents did not attend their 
classes the children were removed from the group work. Over time, the parents’ 
groups became self-sustaining and parents completing the course were trained to act 
as facilitators. This helped to increase parental involvement in the school while 
sustaining the parent groups.  
 
Factors contributing to success  
 
It was clear that to be successful the small group work depended on the engagement 
of parents, children and teachers all working together and the work being embedded 
within the larger programme.  
 
‘If we could do small group work that involved parents and teacher work,  the 
teachers could every day have strategies that they are putting in place then we would 
get some change.  I think we are putting too much pressure on children to make 
massive changes in the classroom and there is no classroom work being done in my 
model.  My understanding is that this work should have been embedded in the SEAL 
programme, but none of the schools are doing the SEAL work.  Essentially I am just 
working with children and parents, on helping parents manage their children’s 
behaviour, I am not doing anything with the school.  (CAMHS worker)  
 
This difficulty was ameliorated when a learning mentor or teaching assistant worked 
alongside the CAMHS worker. Better links were forged between the classroom and 
the group work. The necessity for the whole school to be engaged was frequently 
reiterated:  
 
‘You could not build small group work with a set of youngsters and achieve that 
because it is about the whole curriculum.  It is about what goes on in the whole 
school, what the ethos of the school is, what everybody does to support that, what is 
going on at home.’  (CAMHS worker) 
 
The small group work seemed to be more easily accepted in schools when there were 
other initiatives focused on learning and behaviour in place. This helped staff working 
with the small groups in getting information and setting things up. Schools also 
tended to be more committed. Where schools were implementing the SEAL 
programme this was seen as particularly beneficial as there was overlap between the 
two approaches. This benefited pupils attending the small groups as work undertaken 
there was reinforced in the classroom.  
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Issues arising from the implementation of the small group work 
 
An important limitation of the small group work was the lack of follow up for 
children whose problems could not be ameliorated in such a short space of time. 
Schools expressed concern about this:  
 
‘There was one child at the end of the time, there was a final comment about her need 
for support that was left hanging.  I am sorry that that was not a more in-depth 
discussion with us.  Instead of which “we have finished the work, that child has got 
classical examples of …… “ and off they went.  I would have liked them to have 
maybe taken time to discuss it with us and to say what they considered were the  
options for us to go with, but it was a child who would not have been flagged up any 
other way as it is very much the emotional side of things.  Through that work I would 
have liked to consider what options we did have with this child.’ (Head teacher)   
 
These issues were also raised by the small group worker:  
 
‘I would like the small groups to be finished off better.  There were identified issues 
from the Boxall profile at the end, then it would be how am I going to deal with those 
issues, or is there someone who is going to take these issues on.  It was dropped back 
on you.  Whether they did carry on at home and do more with the parent I don’t 
know.’ (Small group worker). 
 
In some cases the children needed more time and individual attention:  
 
‘There were 10 children in the group. They have come out of their shell. They have 
made great strides forward. The majority have benefited from the group work. A few 
need more 1:1 work as the work was too much for them and too repetitive for them. 
For some of them to have to sit and wait their turn was too difficult.’ (Small group 
worker) 
 
‘I think one of the biggest flaws here is that it is standard in this sort of group work 
that you would get to one or two sessions and you would realise that one child in your 
group has got really much more significant issues than you had predicted, so is not 
coping with the group work.  In a clinical setting you are able to deal with it in a 
responsible way, when you would put the child out of the group and continue 1:1 and 
feed the child back in the next time.  The way this is set up it is impossible.  There is 
no 1:1 available and I don’t have time.  There could be a referral to CAMHS where 
there is a long waiting list.  Often I am in a situation where I have to keep these 
children in my group even though I know they are not benefiting.  There is nowhere 
else to send them.  Kicking them out would be more damaging without providing them 
with support.’  (CAMHS worker) 
 
Comments were made relating to the emergence of Child Protection issues in the 
small group work. It was pointed out that schools could be left with difficult situations 
to deal with.  
 
In some schools there were problems relating to accommodation and having a room 
which could be appropriately set up and offer privacy. This was particularly acute in 
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small schools. Some available rooms were too small and the use of some activities 
was therefore restricted, e.g. role play: 
 
‘There was a problem with space – we met in libraries, alternating classrooms, head 
teacher’s office (the pupils loved this and asked to go there again). There was an 
issue with availability of equipment (TV/VCR) and almost never a remote control in 
sight, therefore we couldn’t freeze a frame while working the video vignettes.’ (Small 
group worker)  
  
Time constraints limited the extent to which teachers could be informed of children’s 
progress and activities. The TA often acted as a liaison. Sometimes small group 
workers spent time at the end of the day to talk to teachers but this was not always 
possible. The school needed to be receptive to small group work. Some schools were 
found to be better prepared than others:  
 
‘Each school I have worked in has had a different model as it has developed.  Some 
schools are really well organised and have a history of inviting parents into the 
school and have an environment conducive to small group work with children who 
are used to being taken out to do this sort of work.  In some schools it is less 
organised and they have major behaviour problems.  Parents feel less welcome.  
Every school I have gone to I have had to try and gauge where they are at and work 
accordingly.’ (Small group worker) 
 
The attitudes of schools and teachers were problematic in some cases. Getting schools 
to commit to what was needed was difficult. Schools did not always see the benefits 
of small group work in relation to emotional and behavioural issues: 
 
‘The small group work strand has allowed schools to see the importance of providing 
opportunities for children in this way. Schools are used to running groups for 
learning  outcomes in an academic sense. I think there is a lack of confidence about 
the whole social and emotional aspects of learning which will come over time. There 
is still too much of a you fix it within child understanding rather than feeling a shared 
responsibility for the whole school community.’ (Small group worker)  
 
Some teachers saw the small group work as punishment and felt that it was 
inappropriate for the children to be rewarded for good work in the group. In one case 
a compromise was reached where there was a sticker chart in the group work room 
where success could be rewarded during the group work. The children were not 
allowed to take their charts back to class or take them home until the end of the 
programme. In another school rewards had to be placed in an envelope and be given 
to the teacher for the parents to collect. This was not very satisfactory as parents did 
not always collect them. Generally, group workers needed to spend a lot of time 
educating school staff, visiting, talking about the programme and how it could work 
in the school. The programme had to be set up in a very sensitive way. 
 
Some mental health workers were less than positive in relation to the impact of their 
work in school:  
 
‘I am not going to take on eight children and be responsible for their behaviour at 
home and in class.  It is not a realistic thing.  I can help the parents take 
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responsibility for their children’s behaviour at home, but can’t do anything about 
class because I am not working with the teachers.  I cannot guarantee a change in 
classroom behaviour initially because I am not working with the teachers.’ (CAMHS 
worker)  
 
Some mental health workers experienced frustration with the way that they were 
being asked to work indicating that they felt that some children required 1:1 input. 
Some also reported feeling isolated:  
 
‘Recruitment of staff meant that I was alone in my role as group-work leader to begin 
with. There was very little guidance available. I felt isolated and later realised that 
other people in my role were also experiencing the same. Support networks were 
needed earlier.’ (CAMHS worker)  
 
There were sometimes issues relating to the way that personnel working with the 
small groups who were not qualified teachers managed the children’s behaviour and if 
there were difficulties how these should be dealt with. In one LA such cases were 
referred to the behaviour support team. 
 
There was no forum for those facilitating the training for the small group work to 
share ideas, thoughts and experiences and there was insufficient guidance on useful or 
appropriate training. The possibilities were not outlined from the beginning of the 
pilot.   
 
There were problems in large LAs where one person was insufficient to manage the 
small group work because of the amount of travelling.  
 
Some of the materials to be used were reported to be inappropriate for working with 
pupils from minority ethnic groups and staff working with small groups felt that they 
needed guidance and training on how to access minority ethnic communities and work 
with parents and children within their culture.  
 
Another issue raised was that of pupils leaving the school, moving to a different 
school or out of the area so that the work was not continued. 
 
While the majority of the pupils were reported to enjoy the group work a minority did 
not especially if they had to miss desirable activities, for instance, Information 
Technology, choice time, hockey/cricket.  A few in this minority felt singled out.  
 
Perhaps the most significant issue, as has already been indicated, was engaging 
parents:  
 
‘It was difficult to establish and engage the parent strand of the work. By doing home 
visits and building a rapport with parents this usually improved. The work done with 
the children is only part of the solution. The parental involvement and efforts to adapt 
or change with their children is critical to supporting the work. Often it’s the cases 
where it is most critical to work with the parents that they don’t engage.’  (CAMHS 
worker) 
 
The engagement issue was particularly acute with some groups of parents:  
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‘Despite offering non-confrontational sessions, e.g. child/parent massage, coffee 
mornings, home visits, it has been very difficult to engage parents from multi-ethnic 
backgrounds even when working with the home-school liaison officers.’ (CAMHS 
worker) 
 
Summary 
 
The small group work required considerable multi-agency working. In many cases 
this developed well but sometimes the differences in culture between health and 
education were apparent and problematic. The most successful approaches to the 
small group work involved integrating the work into the classroom, and work in   
schools where parental involvement was already well established and where 
innovative approaches were used to involve parents.  Where schools were using the 
SEAL programme or a similar curriculum this was beneficial. The sustainability of 
the work required that TAs acted as joint group facilitators and took on 
responsibilities for the group work when the key professional moved on to another 
school. In general, the intervention was welcomed by schools and head teachers were 
enthusiastic and positive in their feedback. There was evidence that pupil behaviour 
improved. The initiative was reported as providing an opportunity to develop new 
creative approaches to dealing with difficulties in a flexible framework. The 
intervention served to highlight issues of Child Protection and demonstrated that some 
children required ongoing support which was not always available.  
 
To ensure the success of the initiative in the future consideration needs to be given to 
how to engage parents with the programme and ensure that they are committed to 
assisting in developing their child’s social, emotional and behavioural skills. More 
attention needs to be given to ways of working with children and their parents from a 
range of different cultures including the development of appropriate teaching and 
training materials. Communication between those working with the small groups and 
teachers needs to be developed to ensure that there is greater understanding of the 
methods adopted and the principles on which they are based. This seemed to be more 
easily attained where the school was implementing the SEAL programme as there 
were links between the small group work and the whole school SEAL approach being 
adopted. The value of the small group work in improving behaviour, attendance and 
attainment needs to be explained to teachers. Training and ongoing CPD opportunities 
need to be made available for the TAs who work with the CAMHS workers so that 
they can continue to facilitate ongoing work where it is perceived as necessary. Better 
links are also required to ensure that children who are identified as having severe 
ongoing problems or where Child Protection issues emerge have access to appropriate 
follow up work. 
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Chapter 8: Impact of the different strands of the 
programme on attendance and attainment  
 
This chapter provides a comparison of the various strands of the programme in 
relation to attendance and attainment also making comparisons with national data.  It 
draws on nationally available data which was available for 144 schools participating 
in the SEAL programme alone, 31 engaged with the small group work alone, 50 with 
the school improvement strand alone, 45 with the SEAL programme and small group 
work, 20 with the SEAL programme and school improvement, 12 with school 
improvement and small group work, and 13 with the SEAL programme, school 
improvement and small group work. Data were compared with the 2519 schools 
participating in the CPD strand alone and national statistics.  
 
Comparison of the impact of the different elements of the 
programme: Attendance 
 
Authorised absence  
 
Table 8.1 and Figure 8.1 set out the authorised absence data for schools participating 
in the different elements of the pilot, plus data for all primary schools as a 
comparison.  Only schools where data were available for both years were included.   
 
Table 8.1: Authorised Absence by type of intervention 
 
 Number 

of 
schools 

Mean 
Authorised 

Absence 
2002/2003 

Mean 
Authorised 

Absence 
2004/2005 

Change 

SEAL 144 5.78 5.34 -0.44* 
Small group intervention 31 6.34 5.74 -0.60* 
School improvement strand 50 6.29 

 6.03 -0.27 

SEAL & Small Group intervention 45 6.23 5.95 -0.28 
SEAL & School Improvement 20 5.96 5.32 -0.63 
SEAL, School Improvement and Small 
Group intervention 13 5.84 5.62 -0.22 

Small group intervention & School 
Improvement 12 5.68 5.39 -0.29 

CPD Only 2,519 5.54 5.11 -0.43 
All Pilot Schools 2,834 5.60 5.17 -0.42* 
All Primary Schools 17,349 5.37 4.99 -0.38* 
* Figures only include schools where both years’ worth of data were available 
* Indicates that change from 02/03 – 04/05 was significant at the 95% level 
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Figure 8.1: Changes in mean authorised absence rate from 2002/2003 � 
2004/2005 
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On average there was a statistically significant reduction in authorised absence for all 
pilot schools, as there was for all primary schools. The greatest level of change was 
seen in those schools where the SEAL and school improvement strands were 
implemented together, followed by schools where the small group intervention on its 
own was implemented.  Despite these positive gains for many groups of schools, the 
levels of change in authorised absence were not significantly different from each 
other.  For example, the reduction in authorised absence in the SEAL schools was not 
significantly different from the overall reduction amongst all pilot schools, or all 
primary schools. 
 
Unauthorised absence 
 
Table 8.2 and Figure 8.2 set out the unauthorised absence data for schools 
participating in the different elements of the pilot, plus data for all maintained primary 
schools as a comparison.  The picture for unauthorised absence is less clear than for 
authorised absence.  On average, there was no change in unauthorised absence for the 
pilot schools; the same was true for all primary schools.  However, some groups of 
schools in the pilot showed significant decreases in unauthorised absence and only the 
large group of CPD-only schools and the smaller group of small group intervention 
schools showed increases.  The largest decrease in unauthorised absence was seen for 
those schools which implemented the SEAL programme, the school improvement 
strand and the small group interventions together, followed by schools which 
implemented the school improvement strand only, and schools which implemented 
the small group intervention work and the school improvement strand together.  These 
decreases were statistically significant. 
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Table 8.2: Unauthorised Absence by type of intervention 
 
 Number 

of 
schools 

Mean 
Unauthorised 

Absence 
2002/2003 

Mean 
Unauthorised 

Absence 
2004/2005 

Change 

SEAL 144 0.51 0.48 -0.03 
Small group intervention 31 0.69 0.72 0.03 
School improvement strand 50 0.92 0.67 -0.24* 
SEAL & Small Group intervention 45 0.65 0.59 -0.06 
SEAL & School Improvement 20 0.70 0.70 -0.01 
SEAL, School Improvement and Small 
Group intervention 13 0.72 0.40 -0.32* 

Small group intervention & School 
Improvement 12 0.84 0.61 -0.23* 

CPD Only 2,519 0.36 0.38 0.02 
All Pilot Schools 2,834 0.40 0.40 0.01 
All Primary Schools 17,349 0.43 0.43 0.00 
* Figures only include schools where both years’ worth of data were available 
* Indicates that change from 02/03 – 04/05 was significant at the 95% level 
 
 
Figure 8.2: Changes in mean unauthorised absence rate from 2002/2003 � 
2004/2005 
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There were statistically significant differences between types of implementation in the 
extent of the change in unauthorised absence (p=0.003).  The following groups were 
significantly different from each other in terms of the level of change in unauthorised 
absence.  
 
Schools implementing the school improvement strand showed significantly greater 
reductions in unauthorised absence than schools implementing SEAL on its own, and 
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those implementing the small group intervention work on its own and those schools 
that implemented these strands together.   
 

The level of change in unauthorised absence was significantly greater in schools 
implementing the school improvement strand on its own than those schools only 
involved in the CPD strand and all other primary schools not involved in the pilot. 
Schools implementing SEAL, the School Improvement strand and Small Group 
intervention together also showed a significantly greater reduction in unauthorised 
absence than schools only involved in the CPD strand of the pilot.  However, the level 
of change in these schools was not significantly different from the level of change in 
primary schools not involved in the pilot. 
 
Schools which implemented the Small Group intervention work and the School 
Improvement strand together showed significantly greater reductions in unauthorised 
absence than the average for schools involved in the CPD strand only and the average 
for all primary schools not involved in the pilot. 
 
Comparison of different elements of the programme: Attainment 
 
Analysis was undertaken for KS1 and KS2 attainment data for all participating 
schools to establish whether the pilot as a whole had an impact on attainment and also 
whether different strands of the pilot were more successful in increasing attainment 
than others. Data for KS1 was not available at the time of writing for 2004/05. The 
analysis for KS1 is therefore undertaken taking account of only one school year. The 
analysis was unable to take account of the way that the programme was implemented 
in each school. In some schools not all classes were involved so the children taking 
key stage tests may not have had direct experience of the programme.   
 
Key Stage 1 
 
Reading  
 
There were highly statistically significant differences between the reading attainment 
at KS1 for schools experiencing different elements of the pilot before and after the 
pilot work but there were no statistically significant differences in the levels of change 
(see Table 8.3) for the different elements. For the pilot as a whole there was no 
statistically significant change in reading attainment (mean pre pilot 85.28, mean post 
pilot 85.04).  
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Table 8.3: KS1 Reading 
 
 Number 

of 
schools 

% of 
eligible 
pupils 
achieving 
L2+ in 
2002/03 

 Number 
of 
schools 

% of 
eligible 
pupils 
achieving 
L2+ in  
2003/04 

 Number 
of 
schools 

Change 

  Mean SD  Mean  SD   
SEAL 120 82 12 92 80 14 90 -1.29 
Small group 
intervention 

31 79 10 17 79 12 17 +.1.8 

School 
improvement 
strand 

42 73 16 30 78 12 30 +.007 

SEAL and 
small group 

43 77 10 29 75 11 27 -1.5 

SEAL, school 
improvement 

19 78 14 11 73 14 11 -4.2 

SEAL, school 
improvement 
and small 
group work  

12 79 10 9 78 14 9 -3.37 

Small group 
work and 
school 
improvement 
strand 

9 76 14 5 64 16 5 -16.8 

CPD only 2201 85 12 1543 85 12 1531 +.008 
* Change data were only calculated where data were available for both years. Sample sizes varied 
slightly as some schools had closed over the period of the pilot. 
 
Writing 
 
There were highly statistically significant differences in writing attainment for schools 
experiencing different elements of the pilot before and after the pilot work. There 
were statistically significant differences in the levels of change (p = .029) (see Table 
8.4). Comparisons between most of the different elements were statistically 
significant. The highest positive levels of change occurred in relation to the small 
group intervention and the school improvement strand. Across the programme as a 
whole the change was positive (mean pre pilot 81.93, mean post pilot 82.16) but not 
statistically significant.   
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Table 8.4: KS1 Writing  
 
 Number 

of 
schools 

% of 
eligible 
pupils 
achieving 
L2+ in 
2002/03 

 Number 
of 
schools 

% of 
eligible 
pupils 
achieving 
L2+ in  
2003/04 

 Number 
of 
schools 

Change 

  Mean SD  Mean  SD   
SEAL 120 78 13 92 76 16 90 -1.3 
Small group 
intervention 

31 74 13 17 78 14 17 + 5.5 

School 
improvement 
strand 

42 69 15 30 74 15 30  +2.7 

SEAL and 
small group 

43 74 13 29 70 17 27 -3.5 

SEAL, school 
improvement 

19 73 16 11 73 19 11 +1.98 

SEAL, school 
improvement 
and small 
group work  

12 79 11 9 71 21 9 -11 

Small group 
work and 
school 
improvement 
strand 

9 73 17 5 71 18 5 - 10.6 

CPD only 2201 82 14 1543 83 13 1531 +0.36 
* Change data were only calculated where data were available for both years. Sample sizes varied 
slightly as some schools had closed over the period of the pilot. 
 
Mathematics 
 
There were highly statistically significant differences in maths attainment for schools 
experiencing different elements of the pilot before and after the pilot work. There 
were no statistically significant differences in the levels of change (see Table 8.5) or 
across the programme as a whole (mean pre pilot 91.17, mean post pilot 91.69).  
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Table 8.5: KS1 Mathematics   
 
 Number 

of 
schools 

% of 
eligible 
pupils 
achieving 
L2+ in 
2002/03 
 

 Number 
of 
schools 

% of 
eligible 
pupils 
achieving 
L2+ in  
2003/04 

 Number 
of 
schools 

Change 

  Mean SD  Mean  SD   
SEAL 120 89 9 92 87 11 90 - 2.8 
Small group 
intervention 

31 90 7 17 91 9 17 +.66 

School 
improvement 
strand 

42 84 12 30 89 9 30 +2.4 

SEAL and 
small group 

43 85 10 29 85 11 27 +2.5 

SEAL, school 
improvement 

19 85 9 11 84 10 11 -.76 

SEAL, school 
improvement 
and small 
group work  

12 84 11 9 84 13 9 -2.2 

Small group 
work and 
school 
improvement 
strand 

9 81 14 5 87 10 5 +1.4 

CPD only 2201 91 9 1543 92 9 1531 +.27 
* Change data were only calculated where data were available for both years. Sample sizes varied 
slightly as some schools had closed over the period of the pilot.  
 
 

 
Key Stage 2  
 
English  
 
Table 8.6 and Figure 8.3 set out the Key Stage 2 English data for schools participating 
in the different elements of the pilot and data for all primary schools as a comparison.  
Only schools where data for years 2002/03 and 2004/05 were available have been 
included.   
 
On average there was a significant improvement in the percentage of pupils reaching 
the expected level in KS2 English in all pilot schools, as there was for all primary 
schools.  Schools involved in the school improvement strand only, those where SEAL 
and small group work were implemented together and those where SEAL and the 
school improvement strand were implemented together showed the greatest 
improvements.  Schools which implemented the small group intervention and the 
school improvement strand together saw a small decrease in their KS2 English results, 
although this was not significant.  In addition, the improvement among schools jointly 
implementing the SEAL programme, school improvement work and the small group 
work was not statistically significant. 
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There were significant differences between the groups of schools in terms of the level 
of improvement at KS2 English (p = 0.15).  Schools involved in the school 
improvement strand showed significantly greater improvements at KS2 English than 
the CPD only schools and all other non-pilot primary schools. They also had 
significantly greater improvements than SEAL schools, the small group work schools 
and those schools involved in small group work and school improvement together.  
However, they had a lower average in 2002/03 than the other groups so there was a 
greater potential for improvement.  
 
Table 8.6: Key Stage 2 English  
 
 Number of 

schools 
% of eligible 

pupils achieving 
L4+ in 2002/03 

% of eligible 
pupils achieving 
L4+ in 2004/05 

Change  

SEAL 109 72.3 76.1 3.8* 
Small group 
intervention 

15 62.4 68.9 6.5* 

School improvement 
strand 

38 59.7 68.8 9.1* 

SEAL & Small Group 
intervention 

37 63.4 71.6 8.2* 

SEAL & School 
Improvement 

13 68.4 75.9 7.5* 

SEAL, School 
Improvement and 
Small Group 
intervention 

11 65.0 68.9 3.9 

Small group 
intervention & School 
Improvement 

10 67.4 66.0 -1.4 

CPD Only 1975 76.5 80.2 3.7* 
All Pilot Schools 2208 75.3 79.3 4.0* 
All Primary Schools 14334 75.9 79.7 3.8* 
* Figures only include schools where both years’ worth of data were available 
* Figures only include maintained mainstream primary schools 
* indicates that change from 02/03 – 04/05 was significant at the 95% level 
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Figure 8.3: Change in the percentage of pupils achieving the expected level in 
English from 2002/03 � 2004/05 
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Mathematics 
 
Table 8.7 and Figure 8.4 set out the data for Key Stage 2 Maths for schools 
participating in the different elements of the pilot and data for all primary schools. 
Only schools where data were available for both years were included.   
 
On average, schools involved in the pilot showed significant improvements in their 
KS2 Maths results, and although all primary schools also showed significant 
improvements, the improvement in the pilot schools was greater, although the 
differences were not significantly different.  The extent of the improvements varied 
between the different elements of the pilot. The largest increase was among schools 
involved in implementing the SEAL programme, small group work and the school 
improvement strand together but this difference was not statistically significant.  The 
relatively large gains shown by schools involved in the SEAL programme on its own 
or the SEAL programme and small group work were significant, as were the gains 
shown by schools involved only in the CPD work.  
 
Overall, the levels of change in KS2 Maths shown by the different groups of schools 
were not significantly different from each other.  Closer examination of the 
differences between specific interventions revealed that schools involved in the school 
improvement strand showed significantly greater improvements than the CPD-only 
schools and all non-pilot primary schools. Also schools jointly implementing the 
SEAL programme, the school improvement strand and the small group interventions 
showed significantly greater improvements than the CPD-only schools and all non-
pilot primary schools. The schools where the school improvement strand was 
implemented, either alone or with other strands of the pilot had the lowest average 
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KS2 results at the start of the pilot and therefore had the greatest potential for 
improvement.  
 
Table 8.7: Key Stage 2 Maths by type of intervention 
 
 Number of 

schools 
% of eligible 

pupils achieving 
L4+ in 2002/03 

% of eligible 
pupils achieving 
L4+ in 2004/05 

Change  

SEAL 109 69.0% 73.4% 4.4* 
Small group 
intervention 

15 64.4% 67.6% 3.2 

School improvement 
strand 

38 58.4% 63.3% 4.9 

SEAL & Small Group 
intervention 

37 60.2% 66.4% 6.2* 

SEAL & School 
Improvement 

13 67.1% 67.3% 0.2 

SEAL, School 
Improvement and 
Small Group 
intervention 

11 60.2% 69.5% 9.3 

Small group 
intervention & School 
Improvement 

10 60.4% 62.9% 2.5 

CPD Only 1975 74.3% 77.1% 2.8* 
All Pilot Schools 2208 73.0% 76.1% 3.1* 
All Primary Schools 14334 73.1% 75.7% 2.6* 
Figures only include schools where both years’ worth of data were available 
Figures only include maintained mainstream primary schools 
* indicates that change from 02/03 – 04/05 was significant at the 95% level 
 
 
Figure 8.4: Change in the percentage of pupils achieving the expected level in 
Maths from 2002/03 � 2004/05 
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Science 
 

Table 8.8 and Figure 8.4 set out the Key Stage 2 Science data for schools participating 
in the different elements of the pilot and data for all primary schools as a comparison.  
Only schools where data were available for 2002/03 and 2004/05 were included.   
 
On average, there was no statistically significant change in KS2 Science results across 
the pilot schools, or across all maintained mainstream primary schools.  However, the 
improvement among those schools implementing the SEAL programme and small 
group work together, and among those implementing the SEAL programme, small 
group work and the school improvement strand together were statistically significant. 

  
Table 8.8: Key Stage 2 Science by type of intervention 
 
 Number of 

schools 
% of eligible 

pupils achieving 
L4+ in 2002/03 

% of eligible 
pupils achieving 
L4+ in 2004/05 

Change from 
02/03 � 04/05 

SEAL 109 86.2% 86.2% 0.0 
Small group 
intervention 

15 80.6% 80.4% -0.3 

School improvement 
strand 

38 77.2% 76.9% -0.3 

SEAL & Small Group 
intervention 

37 78.3% 82.2% 3.9* 

SEAL & School 
Improvement 

13 86.4% 81.7% -4.7 

SEAL, School 
Improvement and 
Small Group 
intervention 

11 79.1% 82.9% 3.8* 

Small group 
intervention & School 
Improvement 

10 78.5% 77.9% -0.6 

CPD Only 1975 88.3% 88.4% 0.1 
All Pilot Schools 2208 87.6% 87.7% 0.2 
All Primary Schools 14334 87.5% 87.3% -0.1 
* Figures only include schools where both years’ worth of data were available 
* Figures only include maintained mainstream primary schools 
* indicates that change from 02/03 – 04/05 was significant at the 95% level 
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Figure 8.4: Change in the percentage of pupils achieving the expected level in 
Science from 2002/03 � 2004/05 
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On average there was no significant change in KS2 Science results for schools 
involved in the pilot, nor was there a significant change in the results for all 
maintained mainstream schools. On the whole the improvements among the different 
groups of schools were not significant.  However, significant, and larger than average, 
improvements were seen amongst those schools implementing the SEAL programme 
with the small group work and those implementing the SEAL programme, small 
group work and the school improvement strand. 
  
Summary of impact on attendance and attainment 
 
There was a significant reduction in authorised absence, on average, for all pilot 
schools, although this was not significantly different from the reduction across non-
pilot primary schools. There was no significant change in unauthorised absence for 
the pilot schools on average, nor for all primary schools. However, most of the groups 
of pilot schools showed decreases in unauthorised absence suggesting that the reason 
for the no overall change was because of the large number of CPD schools. Although 
all schools in participating LAs were entitled to attend the CPD sessions, attendance 
was variable, some schools did not send representatives at all, and where staff did 
attend dissemination to other school staff was not always effective. The pilot might 
therefore have been expected to have limited impact on attendance in these schools.   
 
At KS1 across the programme as a whole there were no statistically significant 
changes in relation to attainment in reading, writing or mathematics. However, there 
were statistically significant differences between the various strands of the 
programme in relation to improvement in writing.  
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AT KS2 schools involved in the school improvement strand appeared to make 
significantly greater improvements than CPD-only schools and non-pilot primary 
schools.  This may have been because of their lower levels of performance at the start 
of the programme. Schools implementing SEAL and small group interventions 
together, and those implementing SEAL, the school improvement strand and small 
group interventions together appear to have made consistent improvements across all 
subjects from 2003-2005. 
 
 



 140

Chapter 9: Summary, conclusions and recommendations 
 
 
In this chapter the aims of the Primary Behaviour and Attendance Strategy pilot are 
restated and a summary of the key elements emerging from the research is provided.  
Conclusions are drawn and recommendations are made for further implementation.  
 
 
Aims of the pilot 
 
The Primary Behaviour and Attendance Strategy pilot aimed to: 
• enable schools in the pilot LAs to access high-quality professional development 

on behaviour and attendance issues, that was  sustained and collaborative; 
• develop and test out models of LA support where behaviour and attendance were 

key school improvement issues; 
• trial curriculum materials which develop children’s social, emotional and 

behavioural skills and materials for school self- review and training in improving 
behaviour; 

• implement and evaluate small group interventions for children needing additional 
focused help with their social, emotional and behavioural skills; 

• promote the development of a common approach across the 25 participating LAs 
and the Department’s Behaviour Improvement Programme (BIP) LAs.  

 
The remainder of this chapter will summarise the findings of the evaluation in relation 
to these aims. 
 
Summary of outcomes 
 
Management of the programme  
 
The specific management structures adopted in different LAs varied considerably. 
The steering groups that were set up generally drew on staff from different areas of 
the LA and most included head teacher representatives. They varied widely in size. It 
was important that they drew on staff from different parts of the LA to ensure 
effective communication. They proved very useful in the early stages of the 
programme providing feedback on development and identifying schools to participate. 
As the programme developed it proved more difficult to ensure attendance at steering 
group meetings. In some LAs the steering group proved a useful vehicle for 
improving communication within the LA. Management difficulties were experienced 
in LAs because of the sheer number of initiatives which had to be managed. The 
multi-agency nature of the programme also meant that the line management of key 
staff was sometimes with different individuals. This was occasionally problematic.  
 
The staff working in the programme were well qualified and there were generally few 
recruitment issues, except for the CAMHS workers. There were sometimes issues for 
LAs in establishing good working relationships with the CAMHS management. 
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Where working relationships were poor this impacted on the pilot, particularly the 
small group strand.  
 
Each of the various strands of the pilot involved different groups of schools. All 
schools in each LA were engaged in the CPD strand, and in one LA all schools were 
invited to engage with the SEAL programme. More generally, 10 to 17 schools did so. 
Across LAs between 2-8 schools were engaged in the school improvement strand and 
between 2 and 7 in the small groups initiative. The schools were selected to engage 
with specific elements of the project based on their perceived likelihood to benefit 
from them and the likelihood of them being able to implement them successfully. 
Inspection, exclusion and attendance data were usually used to select schools for the 
school improvement strand. 
 
The multi-agency work was implemented with varying success. There were particular 
difficulties in relation to the CAMHS workers where the cultures in health and 
education differed in a range of ways. In some LAs the working relationships were 
viewed positively and were seen as beneficial, although areas for improvement were 
identified. Good management and adopting a problem solving approach were 
important for effective working.  
 
Overall, there was a need for LAs to have an overarching strategic plan into which the 
pilot work was placed to ensure focus and commitment. In some LAs there were 
issues relating to competing initiatives, workloads, poor communication, and staff 
with ineffective joint line management.  
 
The CPD strand 
 
The CPD strand of the pilot included all schools in the LA. Some of the CPD clusters 
were well established others were new. The groups were facilitated by a wide range of 
LA staff. Staff who attended the CPD clusters on behalf of schools varied. To be 
effective the attendee needed to be someone who had influence in the school so that 
dissemination could occur and change be engendered. Head teachers often attended 
themselves. Attendance was an issue and was typically between 50-60%. Some 
schools were never represented at CPD cluster group meetings. A variety of different 
activities were undertaken at meetings. The introduction of the solution focused 
approach and sharing practice in relation to behaviour were particularly valued. The 
extent of dissemination in schools was not monitored but LAs reported that it did 
occur. From the school perspective the issue of internal dissemination and the extent 
of impact was problematic. The CPD clusters were reported to be effective in 
enabling consideration of behaviour issues in a non-threatening environment. For the 
LAs it was a useful way of sending consistent messages about behaviour policies to 
schools. One unforeseen outcome was the increase in confidence of those leading the 
CPD groups. Evaluations of group activities were generally positive.     
 
The CPD work was particularly valuable in setting up networks in rural areas where 
schools tended to work in isolation. The key issues to be addressed related to 
attendance, lack of appropriate accommodation, and difficulties for school staff in 
travelling long distances to attend. Facilitators experienced difficulties in the early 
stages because they did not know who had responsibility for behaviour issues in the 
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school and therefore who to make contact with. Some were also overloaded with other 
responsibilities.    
 
School improvement strand 
 
The management structures for the school improvement strand of the pilot varied 
between LAs and often straddled more than one division. The schools selected to 
participate were those in need. They often had poor OFSTED reports or were in 
special measures. The nature of the selection process meant that there sensitivities 
about the implementation of the strand within schools.  
 
The behaviour and attendance audits were perceived by LAs and schools as valuable 
although they were time consuming to complete. In order that an accurate assessment 
of problems could be made all staff needed to be engaged with them. This facilitated 
challenges being made to senior staff. Effective audits, where schools had reflected on 
their policies and practices relating to behaviour, led to well developed action plans 
with a particular focus on consistency across the school and in staff pupil 
relationships. 
 
The role of the teacher coaches in the school improvement strand was crucial. 
Working mainly with teachers but sometimes with children, they were pivotal in 
improving teacher skills and confidence with regard to behaviour. The leading 
teachers provided valuable role models particularly for NQTs and in some LAs they 
contributed to the coaching process. The coaching process required the development 
of trust and credibility which took time. The number of coaching sessions varied 
depending on teachers’ perceived needs. Allowing time for feedback was crucial and 
often problematic. It depended on funding to provide supply cover, although in some 
cases staff did not want to leave their classrooms during lesson times and it took place 
at lunchtime or after school. Staff so appreciated the benefits of the coaching that they 
were willing to give of their own time for this to happen. In order to meet the need for 
coaching more training was necessary. Coaches indicated that they wanted more 
opportunities for networking, CPD and supervision. The coaching was highly 
successful and beneficial for all participating staff. The supportive, collegial, non-
judgemental model gave teachers confidence to admit to problems and be open and 
reflective about finding solutions to them. Teachers’ self-esteem was enhanced and 
staff felt valued.  The change in teacher behaviour led to a calmer environment in 
classrooms and where coaching was carried out with all staff consistency in relation 
to approaches to behaviour management developed across the school.  
 
Head teachers, teachers and teaching assistants recognised the change that had been 
brought about in teachers’ confidence and skills and subsequently in the behaviour of 
the children by the implementation of the school improvement strand. Factors 
contributing to success included the commitment of the senior management team, the 
inclusion of all teachers and sufficient time for the process to take place. Issues 
arising included those relating to confidentiality and tensions when head teachers felt 
that they were excluded from the process. Staff, specifically targeted for coaching, felt 
resentful and this reduced the impact of the coaching on their behaviour. Coaches 
indicated that LAs did not attach sufficient value to coaching and the impact that it 
could have on teaching and learning. 
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The social and emotional aspects of learning (SEAL) curriculum materials 
strand  
 
Schools were generally encouraged to take part in the SEAL programme. The extent 
to which they implemented the programme varied in terms of year groups, classes and 
curriculum time. It was implemented more easily where it fitted with existing PHSE 
work or circle time. The programme was most effective where it was adopted across 
the whole school. Training relating to the programme was crucial. Where staff were 
not supported in its implementation they struggled to plan and manage the use of 
materials. In some schools there were difficulties in persuading staff that the 
programme could work. Teachers needed to understand the underlying concepts, 
accept the importance of teaching social and emotional aspects of learning, and 
believe that they could be taught.  
 
The materials were generally perceived as excellent. The focus on topics at whole 
school level over a period of time within a spiral curriculum was viewed as being 
particularly valuable. Schools requested that they be given more copies of the 
materials, sufficient for each year group. Some teachers would have liked to have had 
lesson plans. Staff found some of the materials sensitive to teach, particularly those 
relating to bereavement and some materials were perceived as too difficult for the 
younger children.  
 
The programme was successful in enhancing teachers’ confidence and skills in 
managing children’s behaviour and helping them to understanding their pupils better. 
There were marked changes in the behaviour of the children in the classroom and the 
playground. These differences were noted by all staff and also by parents. The 
greatest impact was on the children’s well-being, confidence, communication skills 
and attitudes towards school. The calmer environment in the classroom also led to 
some perceived improvement in learning and attainment. The impact on attendance 
and reducing exclusions was perceived to be limited.  
 
The impact on reducing exclusions was perceived as limited. A small number of 
children did not respond positively to the programme and additional support was 
needed to engender change in these children. Head teachers and teachers reported that 
there had been some improvement in home-school relationships and communication 
with parents.  
 
The data from the responses to the children’s questionnaires revealed a range of 
complex relationships between age, gender, prior responses on the questionnaire, and 
school factors which all contributed to children’s perceptions of their emotions, self-
esteem, social skills, attitudes towards school and academic work. The limited 
available range of responses at KS1 made that data particularly difficult to interpret. 
At KS2 prior to introduction of the SEAL programme there were clear age related 
negative changes in responses to statements about Attitudes towards School and 
Relationships with Teachers, and perceptions of Academic Work suggesting that as 
children progress through school they become more critical of their school and 
teachers and of their own working practices. The introduction of the SEAL 
programme did not change this trend and it was not possible to assess whether it had 
made any impact on its onset or rate of progress.    
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There were clear positive age related changes in Social Skills and Relationships prior 
to the introduction of the SEAL programme and positive change over the period of the 
implementation of the programme. The multiple regression analyses suggested that 
the positive change in Social Skills and Relationships was as a result of the 
programme and was not age related. This was supported by the data from the teachers, 
although there are other possible explanations. This is a particularly encouraging 
finding given that this measure included statements relating to bullying, playtime 
behaviour, and general pro-social behaviour. There were positive changes in 
Awareness of Emotions in Others which also seem to have occurred as a result of the 
programme and were not age related.  
 
There were clear gender differences in response to almost all of the measures. These 
need to be taken into account when future programmes are implemented. The school 
was also implicated in responses pre and post the programme in relation to several of 
the measures indicating that school ethos is an important contributory factor in 
children’s personal and social development.     
 
Factors perceived to contribute to the success of the programme included the 
commitment of the senior management team, allowing sufficient time for staff to 
understand the conceptual basis of the programme, recognise its importance and plan 
how it was to be implemented, and appointing a designated co-ordinator for the 
programme in school. Adopting a whole school approach led to consistency in 
behaviour strategies across the school and where the programme built on existing 
work it was easier to implement. Further improvements were suggested as training 
including visits to schools where it had already been implemented, briefing sheets for 
non-class based staff, and greater involvement of parents. Overall, there were 
relatively few barriers to implementation. Such as there were included the lack of 
commitment of staff and senior managers, the low status of PSHE in the school, and 
staff resistance because of a lack of understanding and appropriate planning. Overall, 
school staff believed that the programme had been successful and the children clearly 
enjoyed doing it.   
 
Comparison of the questionnaire data from those involved in the SEAL programme, 
the school improvement strand or both indicated that the greatest improvements in 
relation to exclusions seemed to occur when both elements were implemented 
simultaneously.  The SEAL programme seemed to have a slightly greater impact on 
behaviour which was determined by and under the control of the children, for instance 
their social skills, while the coaching seemed to have the greatest impact on teacher 
behaviour, although these differences were only slight and may have been accounted 
for by differences in the profiles of the participating schools. 
 
 Small group work 
 
Schools either volunteered to participate in the small group strand or were invited to 
participate on the basis of perceived need by Educational Psychologists, the 
Behaviour Support Team, or Educational Welfare Officers. Children were included in 
groups because of poor behaviour, risk of exclusion, lack of response to rewards or 
sanctions, withdrawn behaviour, social difficulties in relation to other children, or 
fears of attending school. In some cases they were included if there was believed to be 
a likely benefit to the family or on the basis of a behavioural profile. There was a 
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consensus that it was important to have a balanced group, not one focused entirely on 
poor behaviour. The exact way in which the group work was implemented varied. 
There were differences in the number of schools included, the length of the 
intervention, the involvement of parents, and the nature of the activities.  Most LAs 
followed the Webster Stratton programme but some developed their own materials 
and methods. In some cases work was undertaken simultaneously with children and 
parents.  
 
The multi-agency approach was crucial to the operation of the small group work and 
it served to highlight the tensions between educational and health approaches. In some 
cases these were overcome, in others they were not. Issues arising from the 
implementation of the small group work related to the perceived need as expressed by 
CAMHS workers for some children to have 1:1 attention, and the integration of the 
work in to the classroom. There was often inadequate time for teachers and small 
group workers to communicate, although this problem was partially overcome by the 
involvement of teaching assistants in the small group work. Teachers welcomed the 
small group work as an additional resource to support children with particular needs 
and indicated that as a result of the small group work they were more sensitive to the 
needs of the children. They also learnt from the expertise of the small group workers.   
 
All of the LAs reported difficulties in engaging parents in the group work. When 
parents did participate in the programme they reported that it was worthwhile and of 
benefit to the whole family in addition to the particular child attending. While there 
were issues relating to how to assess change in the pupils the evidence from a range of 
sources indicated that the group work had been effective in the majority of cases.  
The benefits to the children depended on the particular problems that they were 
exhibiting initially. Statistically significant improvements on the SDQ scale were 
found in the teachers’ assessments of emotional symptoms and pro-social behaviour 
in addition to the observational reports of parents and teachers. In most cases the 
small group work was effective. The commitment of the whole school, teachers, and 
parents was important for success. Where other initiatives focusing on behaviour were 
being implemented in the school, for instance, the SEAL programme, it was easier to 
integrate the small group work into the classroom. Schools often had difficulties in 
finding appropriate accommodation for the group work to take place and time for 
small group workers to communicate with class teachers was not always available. 
Some children had serious difficulties, some of which related to Child Protection 
Issues. For these children the small group work was insufficient. Teachers and small 
group workers expressed serious concerns about this. Small group workers reported 
feeling isolated and needing to be able to network and have opportunities for sharing 
good practice and problems with others. Some of the materials were reported to be 
unsuitable for work with children from minority ethnic groups and more ideas for 
engaging parents from such groups were also needed.   
 
Impact of the programme on attendance and attainment   
 
There was a significant reduction in authorised absence, on average, for all pilot 
schools.  However this reduction was not significantly different from the reduction 
across non-pilot primary schools. Those schools where authorised absence decreased 
more than the average for all primary schools were those schools where the SEAL and 
school improvement strands were implemented together, followed by schools where 
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the small group intervention on its own was implemented, those schools involved in 
the SEAL strand only, and those involved with the CPD strand only. 
 
There was no significant change in unauthorised absence for the pilot schools on 
average, nor was there for all primary schools. However, most of the groups of 
schools showed decreases in unauthorised absence suggesting that the no change on 
average was accounted for by the large groups of CPD schools.  Most notably, 
decreases were seen in those schools who implemented the SEAL programme, the 
school improvement strand and the small group interventions together; followed by 
schools which implemented the school improvement strand only; and schools which 
implemented the small group intervention work and the school improvement strand 
together.  These changes were statistically significant.  In addition, the level of change 
in unauthorised absence for these groups of schools was significantly different from 
the level of change in the non-pilot primary schools. 
 
At KS1 across the programme as a whole there were no statistically significant 
changes in relation to attainment in reading, writing or mathematics. However, there 
were statistically significant differences between the various strands of the 
programme in relation to improvement in writing. The writing scores for schools 
implementing the small group work and the school improvement strand were 
improved more than those for the other strands.  
 
At KS2 across the programme as a whole there were statistically significant 
improvements in national test scores in English, mathematics and science. The school 
improvement strand and the small group strand evidenced the greatest improvements 
in English and mathematics. These differences were statistically significant. 
 
Other outcomes 
 
Overall, the pilot encouraged the involvement of a range of teams and agencies 
working together in or supporting schools. This inter-agency work across the LA as a 
whole, in addition to the levels at which the pilot was operating, whole school, 
curriculum and group, was seen as a particular strength. Some LAs reported that the 
pilot fitted well with other ongoing projects e.g. Philosophy for Children, Healthy 
Schools initiatives. It attempted to address the issue of school culture and its 
relationship to pupil behaviour and more importantly learning.  
 
 The pilot operated effectively at a number of different levels. In every LA the CPD 
strand provided some support for all schools. The school improvement strand and the 
SEAL programme operated at the level of the whole school, addressing the needs of 
teachers and pupils, while the small group work enabled a focus on children with 
particular needs. All of the elements operated very successfully in some schools. 
What emerged from the evaluation was that for a small minority of children, 
individual attention was required. Each strand of the pilot had some strengths which 
were of particular value to some schools.  
 
There were great differences in the extent to which individual schools effectively 
implemented elements of the pilot. Much depended on the leadership within the 
school and the extent to which the head teacher and staff were committed. In some 
schools the whole project was met with scepticism – ‘not another initiative’, ‘some 
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schools have more pilots than Heathrow.’  In some schools, particularly small ones 
the effect was initiative overload. Risk factors identified in relation to the 
implementation of the project included a change of head teacher, OFSTED 
inspections, being in special measures and staff turnover. The aim was to change 
fundamental practices in dealing with children’s behaviour in school. Inevitably this 
was not going to be easy: 
 
 ‘What we are trying to sell to schools is actually that behaviour management and 
behaviour is not a bolt on, it needs to be part of school practice.  The schools that are 
most effective in dealing with behaviour management, it fits into every aspect of the 
curriculum and every age group and everybody in the school community feels part of 
the behaviour management systems.’ (LA co-ordinator)   
 
Some LAs identified that there was ‘a massive job to do with some teachers.  There 
are still people out there who don’t believe we can change the way these children are.  
Our message has been, not only are we going to change them, but you need to change 
what you are doing as well.’   
 
Sustainability 
 
LAs held different perceptions about the sustainability of the pilot. Some felt that all 
of it would be sustainable> However, many felt that some aspects of the pilot would 
be more sustainable than others. These differed between LAs. Several LAs reported 
that sustainability would require the retention of the teacher coaches and mental 
health workers which in turn would require continued funding. In contrast other LAs 
felt that the coaching could be subsumed into existing structures and that the small 
group work could be continued within schools supported by teaching assistants. For 
the sustainability of the CPD strand, one LA co-ordinator indicated that: 
 
‘What I want to do ultimately is to get the clusters working with each other more and 
to have us taking more of a back seat role in that and the clusters actually working 
together more.  People have been enthusiastic and have been coming back.  The 
schools are really seeing it as something that they want to be involved with and the 
attendance has slightly increased.  That has to be a good sign.’ (Cluster co-ordinator)  
 
Others felt that the networks could be sustained but not with ‘the posh venues and 
supply cover’ but on a local basis facilitated by a range of LA and school staff. Others 
were less confident. Several LAs indicated that the school improvement strand and 
the focus on behaviour and attendance were sustainable as relatively few additional 
human resources were needed. It was the training which was crucial. Several LAs 
indicated that if the pilot was embedded within existing services from the start of the 
initiative it would be sustainable. LAs with high levels of delegation of funding 
indicated that when the central funding ceased schools would have to buy in to 
aspects of the programme and they were not confident that schools would necessarily 
do this. Others pointed out that for sustainability the pilot had to be carried forward 
within the context of Children’s Services.  
 
The SEAL programme was seen as sustainable in the long term because it did not 
require additional human resources. Providing that the materials were readily 
available, schools were likely to continue to use them if they were seen to have an 
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impact on behaviour and children’s well-being. The links with the Healthy Schools 
framework also made this strand particularly strong and likely to continue to be 
implemented.   
 
Some LAs were confident that the small group work would be sustained in the long 
term.  
 
‘Small group intervention will be sustainable because the Webster- Stratton comes 
through the home and hospital service.  The other small group work  is the home 
grown EPS small group intervention programme and will be sustainable through the 
EPS.  We will try to maintain the personnel involved in some capacity, the other 
facilitator is seconded from the hospital and home service, so she will be maintained.  
In terms of this LA they will continue.’  (LA co-ordinator)  
 
In other LAs staff within schools were taking over the responsibility for the small 
group work, e.g. learning mentors, teaching assistants. Overall, all strands appeared to 
be sustainable in the long term if there was sufficient commitment.    
 
Transfer of initiative to other Local Authorities 
 
There was consensus that the pilot would transfer positively to other LAs. 
Suggestions were made as to how the roll out of the initiative might be developed to 
overcome difficulties experienced in the past. A longer lead in time was needed and 
all the materials needed to be ready. Clear and visible lines of communication would 
be needed between all areas of the project and identified people who facilitators could 
contact if there were difficulties and problems. More centrally coordinated specialist 
training prior to the start of the project for teacher coaches and small group workers 
would be required and ongoing supervision built into the projects for both teacher 
coaching and the child/parent work.  
 
Suggestions for LAs introducing the project included: 

• being clear that they are competing for schools’ time and attention;  
• giving a positive lead in and introduction through existing communication 

channels at every level through both regular formal meetings and informal 
contact between schools and services; 

• ensuring that the details of the programme are communicated throughout the 
LA to all schools through normal channels;  

• ensuring that the links  with the Primary National Strategy, school needs and 
existing services are made explicit; 

• stressing consistently how the time invested will pay dividends in the long 
term; 

• being prepared to re-configure LA services as a result of what is learned 
through the pilot.   

 
Conclusions and recommendations 
 
Overall the pilot has been successful in attaining its aims as set out at the beginning of 
this chapter. There was evidence of improvement in attendance at school, behaviour 
while at school, and in attainment particularly at KS2 across schools participating in 
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the pilot. The management of the programme was effective overall, and the CPD 
provision, which was available to all schools was well received, although there were 
issues relating to attendance at meetings. The school improvement strand was 
effective in identifying areas within school which required improvement through the 
behaviour and attendance audits and the coaching was particularly well received by 
teachers. This strand was particularly effective in improving attendance and 
attainment. The data gathered in relation to the SEAL programme demonstrated 
positive changes in the children’s behaviour particularly in relation to their social 
skills and relationships with other children. The small group work was effective in 
supporting pupils with specific problems relating to their emotional and social needs.  
 
The programme can be further improved by attending to the following:   
 
Management  

• Steering groups should have representation from all involved parties including 
schools; 

• Where possible joint line management of staff should be avoided; 
• Effective systems of communication need to be developed which include all 

involved parties; 
• Ways need to be found of bridging the differences in working practices and 

cultures in health and education; 
• Methods of self-evaluation need to be better developed within LAs. 

 
CPD strand 

• Where possible CPD should be based on existing cluster networks;  
• LAs need to recognise the difficulties that are experienced by schools in 

releasing staff to attend CPD meetings and make arrangements to avoid 
disruption to school activities as much as possible; 

• For successful dissemination, CPD needs to be attended by ‘senior’ members 
of school staff; 

• Materials need to be suitable for further dissemination in schools;   
• LAs need to ensure that appropriate accommodation is available; 
• Appropriate training needs to be provided for CPD facilitators. 

 
School improvement strand 

• More time should be spent explaining the purpose of the behaviour and 
attendance audit and offering more support for its implementation; 

• More training needs to be offered to school staff in relation to the behaviour 
and attendance audit; 

• Coaching procedures should be implemented at the whole school level; 
• NQTs and support staff should be included in the coaching procedures; 
• Sufficient time needs to be made available for feedback to teachers; 
• Head teachers need to be made aware of the supportive nature of the coaching 

procedures, and that their content is confidential;  
• Opportunities need to be facilitated for teachers to visit and observe ‘leading 

behaviour teachers’ working  in their own schools; 
• Sufficient time needs to be allowed for the coaches to develop trusting 

relationships with staff in schools prior to the coaching beginning;  
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• More opportunities need to be provided for the training of coaches particularly 
teachers; 

• Opportunities need to be provided for CPD and networking for coaches; 
• Opportunities are needed for coaches to receive appropriate ‘supervision’.  

 
The SEAL programme 

• LAs need to ensure that teachers receive appropriate training in the use of the 
materials and in relation to their own emotional and social skills; 

• Evidence needs to be presented that the implementation of SEAL has a 
positive impact on academic standards and is not in conflict with them; 

• There needs to be a recognition that the SEAL programme may highlight the 
emotional and social problems of some children and that these children may 
need additional support.  

 
Small group work 

• Ways need to be developed of engaging  parents with the programme and 
ensuring that they are committed to assisting in developing their child’s social, 
emotional and behavioural skills; 

• More attention needs to be given to ways of working with children and their 
parents from a range of different cultures including the development of 
appropriate teaching and training materials; 

• Communication between those working with the small groups and teachers 
needs to be developed to ensure that there is greater understanding of the 
methods adopted and the principles on which they are based; 

• Schools should be encouraged to implement the SEAL programme alongside 
the small group work;  

• The value of the small group work in improving behaviour, attendance and 
attainment needs to be demonstrated to teachers; 

• Training and ongoing CPD opportunities need to be made available for the 
TAs  who work with the CAHMS workers; 

• Better links are required to ensure that children who are identified as having 
severe ongoing problems or where Child Protection issues emerge have access 
to appropriate follow up work. 
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Appendices 
 
Table A.1: List of personnel interviewed for Primary Behaviour and Attendance 
Pilot 
 
1.  LA coordinator: Principal School Improvement Officer 

Small group Coordinator: .4 CAMH worker, .8 teacher, Head of Behaviour Support Services 
CPD Facilitator: Employed specifically for the project 
Teacher Coach: Employed specifically for the project 

2.   
 

LA coordinator: Primary Strategy Manager 
Small group Coordinator: Experienced SEN/class teacher 
CPD Facilitator: Trained teacher coach 
Teacher Coach: Trained teacher coach 

3.  LA coordinator: LA Inspector 
Small group Coordinator: Advisory teacher for CAHM and project worker and .5 teacher 
CPD Facilitator: LA Inspector  
Teacher Coach: Head of EBD school and others 

4.  LA coordinator: Senior Educational Psychologist 
Small group Coordinator: Educational Psychologist 
CPD Facilitator: Acting manager for the pilot 
Teacher Coach: Behaviour Support Teacher  

5.  LA coordinator: Manager of Behaviour and Attendance Pilot  
Small group coordinator: Educational Psychologist and CAHM worker 
CPD Facilitator: Manager of Behaviour and Attendance Pilot 
Teacher Coach: Manager of Behaviour and Attendance Pilot 
SEBS: PSHE co-ordinator 

6.  LA coordinator: PEP but on long term sick LAve 
Small group Coordinator: CAMH worker 
CPD Facilitator: PEP and senior advisor 
Teacher Coach: Person employed for pilot 
SEBS: LA Senior advisor 

7.  
 
 

LA coordinator: Primary Strategy Manager 
Small group Coordinator: Primary Mental Health Worker 
CPD Facilitator: Principal EP 
Teacher Coach: Experienced Teacher 

8.  
 

LA coordinator: Primary Inspector 
Small group Coordinator: EP 
CPD Facilitator: EP and former Deputy Head 
Teacher Coach: former Deputy Head 

9.  LA coordinator: Principal EP 
Small group Coordinator: Psychologist 
CPD Facilitator: Behaviour Support Teacher 
Teacher Coach: Teaching and Learning  Consultant 
SEAL: National Healthy Schools Coordinator 

10.  LA coordinator: Behaviour and Attendance Strategy Coordinator 
Small group Coordinator: Family Support Worker 
CPD Facilitator: Behaviour and Attendance Strategy Coordinator 
Teacher Coach: Behaviour Support Advisor 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 158

 
Table A.2: Management structures 
 

LA Management team Steering Group 
1.  Primary Strategy Manager – Standards and Effectiveness 

Division,  
Head of Inclusive Education Advisory Service,  
Principal Educational Psychologist  
Principal Education Welfare Officer.   

A steering group of 6 members which includes 
the management team with the Teacher coach 
and the Behaviour consultant will meet each 
term.   

2. Overall responsibility for the pilot is held with the 
Education Effectiveness Team, but is also shared with the 
Head of Behaviour Support 
 

Principal Schools Improvement Officer 
Head of Behaviour Support 
Clinical Psychologist (CAMHS) 
Head teacher 
A Representative from Healthy Schools 
School Improvement Officer 
Representative from Early Years 
Educational Psychologist 

3.  The project is run by the Steering Group    Chief Educational Psychologist,  Primary 
Strategy Manager, Head of the Association of 
Primary Head Teachers,  BSP Manager and the  
Standards Fund accountant.   

4.  Principal Educational Psychologist 
Inspector/Adviser (SEN) 
Primary Head Teacher 
Behaviour Consultants 
County Advisory Teacher (EBD) 
Senior Education Officer (A&I) 

Same as management group 

5.  Inclusion and the School Effectiveness Team jointly 
manage the pilot.   

Head of Pupil Support Service 
Primary Strategy Manager 
Behaviour Consultant 
School Counselling Service 

6.  The project is managed through the Primary Strategy.  The 
person who is taking the Lead in the LA is the Primary 
Inspector.  Other departments involved with managing the 
pilot include the Educational Psychology Service and the 
Home and Hospital Service. 
 

Primary Strategy Manager 
Primary Inspector  
Head of Behaviour Support Service 
Head of Educational Psychology Service 
    
Head of Access and Inclusion 
Representative from CAMHS  
Head Teacher of EBD Special School 
Head of CPD  

7.  The project is run through the Educational Psychology 
Service (EPS). The departments involved in running the 
project are Healthy Schools and the School Improvement 
Service.  

CAMHS, BEST, Head Teachers, EWO, ESW, 
the PSN manager and Principal Educational 
Psychologist (EP). 

8.  The Pilot is being overseen by the School Effectiveness 
team, which forms part of the Social Inclusion team.  
Departments involved are EWO, Behaviour Support, PRU, 
Team manager of EP x 2, School Inspectors x 2, Co-
ordinator of PSHE 

Representatives from these departments also 
form the steering group. 
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9. 
 
 
 

There is joint management of the pilot through the heads of 
the Advisory Service (NEAS) and the Pupil Access and 
Support Services (PASS), the Lead officer and one 
additional member in each service.   

PASS – currently  Head of Service ( Lead 
officer for behaviour) 
Head teacher of central area P.R.U. 
Dep. Dir. of Social services 
Principle EWO (equivalent) 
KS3 Behaviour and Attendance strand line 
manager 
P.S.H.E. adviser 
Senior adviser S.E.N. Healthy schools adviser 
Head teacher of primary school 
Head teacher of middle school 
CAMHs team member 
Extended schools Lead officer to be invited to 
join 
Excellence cluster Lead officer to be invited to 
join 
 

10.  The project is jointly managed by the Principal Educational 
Psychologist and the Head of Standards/ Primary Strategy 
Manager.   
 

Primary Strategy Manager/ Head of Standards/ 
Advisory and Inspection service 
Principal Educational Psychology Service 
    
Assistant Director (Inclusion) 
Director of Excellence  
Cluster 
Education Development Officer (Pupil 
Behaviour)  
Senior Advisor (CPD) 
Principal Education Welfare Officer  

11.  The overall Manager of the pilot is the Senior School 
Advisor.  Day to day running of the pilot is with the Head 
of Behaviour Support Service.  The Principal Educational 
Psychologist is also involved.   
 

Senior School Improvement Advisor 
PEP 
Primary School 
Head of Behaviour Support 
Deputy Head of Behaviour Support 
CAMHS Manager 
Healthy School Representative 
Education Health Team 
Head of Thinking for Learning  
Philosophy of Children (representative) 
PEWO 

12.  The LA has established a Steering Group which is chaired 
jointly by the Primary Strategy Manager (PSM) and 
Principal Educational Psychologist (PEP).  Each Strand has 
a separate management Group which reports directly to the 
Steering Group.   
 
 

(PEP) & Head of Social Inclusion 
Primary Strategy Manager 
Head of Behaviour Support Service 
Acting Principal Education Welfare Officer 
Senior Educational Psychologist 
Head of Taylor Made Programmes Team (BSS) 
Head of Primary Care Trust 
IRT manager 
Primary Behaviour Project Coordinator 
Primary Behaviour Consultant 
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13.  The Senior School Improvement Advisor manages the 
project in the LA.  Other departments which will be 
responsible for managing the pilot include: 
School Improvement 
Primary Behaviour Support Manager (Inclusion) 
Educational Psychologist (Inclusion) 
EWO (Inclusion) 
Manager (CAMHS) 
Education Co-ordinator (CAMHS) 
Teacher/Coach 
Mental Health Worker (has been renamed Family 
Community Worker) 
The Teacher/ Coach will be line managed by the Behaviour 
and Attendance Pilot Manager. The Community Child and 
Family worker, will be managed by the Education Co-
ordinator CAMHS. 

A steering group with key staff have been 
identified.  These include: 
Assistant Director (Inclusion) 
Principle Finance Officer 
Primary Strategy Manager  
EiC Manager 
Principle Ed Psych   
KS3 Strategy Manager 
CAMHS Manager   
Senior Education Officer (Partnership) 
Education Officer (Pupil Support) 
1 Secondary Head teacher 
1 Primary Head teacher 
 

14.  The Behaviour Support Team Manager who is also a Senior 
Educational Psychologist (EP) manages the pilot.  Members 
of the Learner Support Branch and Advisory Support 
Service are linked with the pilot.  Day to day management 
is through the Behaviour support team (BST).  The BST 
manager is responsible for all strands of the pilot with 
support from BST staff.  The Primary Strategy Advisor is 
responsible for the Leading Teacher arrangements.   

Head of Learner Support,  
Senior Advisor (Primary Strategy), Advisor 
(Primary Strategy),  
Head of Access (Learner Support), BST team 
manager/Senior EP and a CAMHS 
representative.  

15.  The Primary Strategy Manager line manages the Leading 
Teacher Coach, the acting Head of Primary Behaviour 
Support Service line manages the Primary Mental Health 
Worker, with supervision provided through CAMHS. The 
Primary mental health worker is joint line managed by the 
Primary Behaviour Support service and CAMHS 
 

Primary Strategy Manager,  
Senior Educational Psychologist 
Acting Head of Primary Behaviour Support 
Service 
Head of Service, SEBS 
Adviser for PSHE (Healthy Schools) 
CAMHS Manager 
Leading Teacher Coach 
Primary Mental Health Worker 
KS3 Behaviour and Attendance Adviser 

16.  The Primary inspector will maintain an overview of the 
pilot which will be jointly led and managed by Education 
Quality Services (EQS), the LA’s inspection, advisory and 
quality assurance division and Children and Young 
People’s Services (CYPS), which includes the educational 
psychologists and the behaviour support team.   
 

Head of Pupil Support Services 
Senior Educational Psychologist 
Education Officer (Support Services) 
The Primary Strategy Manager (Chair) 
Primary Inspector 
SEN inspector 
Behaviour support unit staff 
Psychologist 
Three head teacher representatives nominated at 
the primary head teacher’s conference.   
Three personnel Leading each of the 
interventions.   

17. Overall supervision of the pilot will be undertaken by the 
Assistant Director for Inclusion, SEN and Entitlement.  The 
Project managers will be the Senior Primary adviser with 
overall responsibility for PNS and the Principal Ed Psych.   

Senior Primary advisor 
Principal EP                         
Healthy schools/drug advisor 
Service manager Social Inclusion 
CAMHs rep – Specialist social worker 
Principal EWO 
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18.  The School Effectiveness team oversees the Pilot.  Other 
departments involved are: 
EPS 
EWS 
Behaviour Support 
CAMHS 
Social Services 
Primary Strategy Manager 
There is an implementation group and a higher-level group 
to oversee progress made.  The Behaviour Strategy 
Manager and the steering group manage the different 
strands of the pilot. All projects are managed through the 
Behaviour and Attendance Manager, who draws the 
different inputs together.  The Advisors link with National 
Healthy School.  The other agencies involved in the pilot 
are the Advisory service – teacher / coach. 

Representatives from the teams attend steering 
group meetings.   

19.  The Primary Strategy team will be responsible for the 
Behaviour and Attendance pilot and overall responsibility 
will lie with the PSM.   
 

School Improvement Officer for schools 
involved in the project.  The Principal 
Educational Psychologist with responsibility for 
Inclusion and Pupil Support Service and the 
Principal Officer for Access and Welfare 

20.  The Management Team for the pilot includes: 
Senior Adviser, Primary Strategy Manager 
Primary Behaviour Consultant - co-opted 
Educational Psychologist - co-opted 
Principal Educational Psychologist 
Inclusion Co-ordinator /Adviser 
 

Steering group has 26 members 

21.  The pilot is jointly managed by the Primary Strategy 
Manager and the Principal Educational Psychologist. 
An Operational Group has been formed and includes the 
following personnel: 
Educational Psychologist (Behaviour and Mental Health)  
Deputy Manager of CAMHS 
PASS Co-ordinator (Behaviour Support)  
Teacher /Coach  
Primary Head teacher  
 

Membership of the steering group includes 
personnel from the following departments: 
Primary Strategy Manager  
Principal Educational Psychologist  
Behaviour Service Manager  
PEWO  
Deputy Manager of CAMHS 
Social Services Manager  
Head teacher of a Primary School  
 

22.  The Operational management group, form the membership 
of the Project Steering group.  Personnel include: 
Link Advisor 
Head teachers 
PSHE & Strategic Manager, Educational Psychology 
Service 
Senior Educational Psychologist 
Strategic Manager, Behaviour Support 
Teacher Coach 
Project Co-ordinator 
Co-ordinator, Primary Child and Mental Health Team 
Child and Family Mental Health Service 
Head of PRU 

 

The pilot is managed at strategic level through 
an Executive Group, which includes: (Strategic 
manager Behaviour Support, School link 
adviser who has specific responsibility for 
inclusion and the PSHE & C Strategic manager) 
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Table A.3: Staffing 
 
LA  
1 The Small Group Leader is a teacher, a qualified Psychotherapist and Solution Focused 

Hypnotherapist.  The Teacher Coach is a qualified teacher.  0.4 fte of a Behaviour consultant 
is yet to be appointed to work with the small groups.  No problems with the recruitment of 
staff have been reported.   

2 The Head of Inclusion has experience of Inclusion and Special Needs and has been a teacher.  
The Behaviour Consultant has experience of teaching children where behaviour is an issue. 
All personnel have been identified.   
There was a problem recruiting the consultant, who started last term.   

3 All staff are professionally qualified in their respective fields.  All staff have been identified 
and there were no problems with recruitment of staff. 

4 The Behaviour Consultants are Qualified Teachers.  The Mental Health Worker is appointed 
through CAMHS in the North of the LA and a second is still to be appointed in the South of 
the LA. Problems in recruiting staff have been due to a shortage of time particularly when 
attempting to join up with other agencies. 

5 The LA is seeking to appoint further CAMHS staff.  The team is working closely with other 
LA services e.g. AST Behaviour and Behaviour interventions. 

5 All members of the Steering Group, the Leading Behaviour Improvement Officer and the 
Mental Health Service workers have additional qualifications relevant to the project. The 
Leading Behaviour Improvement Officer is a seconded Head teacher from an EBD Special 
School.  Two personnel have been recruited to Lead the small group interventions.  One will 
adopt the Webster Stratton approach and the other ‘Getting Along’, which is an LA 
initiative. There were problems with the recruitment of the Leading Behaviour Improvement 
Officer and the Mental Health Worker.  These posts have had to be filled through personnel 
being seconded on a consultancy basis. 

6 All staff have been identified. All LA staff implementing the pilot are well qualified and 
experienced.  There have been serious problems recruiting staff. The Mental Health worker 
has been seconded .5 from the other Mental Health project.   

7 All staff delivering the pilot are well qualified. They are teachers, who have degrees and 
have had years of training in behaviour management.  A Mental Health worker is still to be 
recruited.  There were problems with recruiting staff and as a result of this a Behaviour 
Consultant has been seconded to the post.   

8 
 
 

The full time small group work coordinator has a BA Ed. Honours and has QTS.  She is an 
experienced primary teacher and advisory support teacher. The full time staff responsible for 
the other strands has QTS, Instrumental Enrichment training, and is an experienced P.R.U. 
teacher. All personnel have been identified.  There is one fte appointed to PASS for small 
group work and one fte appointed to the advisory service to work with Leading teachers, 
SEBS and school improvement schools.  There have been problems recruiting staff.  The LA 
advertised 3 times for the Leading teacher/coach.  The post was finally filled on the 3rd set of 
interviews. 

9 Those involved in the cluster training include the Teacher Coach, who is an experienced 
Primary Deputy Head teacher.  There are also qualified and experienced Educational 
Psychologists and Experienced Senior Advisors.  Those delivering the small group 
interventions are also qualified and experienced drama therapists.  The School Improvement 
strand and the SEBS curriculum also involve the above staff.  All staff have been identified 
and recruited for the pilot.   

10 The CAMHS worker is a Senior Occupational Therapist who is overseen by an Educational 
Psychologist.  The teacher coach is a qualified teacher and a Learning  advisor. All personnel 
have been recruited, but there were problems in the recruitment of the Mental Health worker.  
The CAMHS manager helped to put obstacles in the way.  Saying ‘education can’t employ a 
health worker who is going to do clinical work’.  This has now been overcome and the post 
is to be filled after Easter. 
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11  
 

The Lead Teacher involved in strands 1 & 3 was recruited in autumn term 2004 following 
national advertisement. She is from a background of successful primary teaching alongside 
working for the LA as a PSDI consultant.  The Primary behaviour Coordinator is a recently 
retired head teacher with experience of managing a number of intervention strategies 
including Healthy Schools and small group intervention. 
 
BSS staff delivering Strands 3 & 4 are qualified teachers with additional specialist 
experience of teaching and managing pupils with SEBD. They also have experience of 
delivering training courses relating to Behaviour across the County. They will be working 
within the TTA competencies for specialist staff in this area.  Education Welfare Officers are 
experienced in supporting schools over attendance issues.  Link inspectors (AIS) have a 
broad understanding of the context of schools involved in each strand. 
 
All staff have been identified as described above.  In addition in strand 3 all staff have been 
recruited for the work with two schools in challenging circumstances. By September 2004 
two further staff will be recruited as teacher coaches from within the BSS. They will work in 
a further two schools who will engage in this strand. 

12 All personnel have been identified and / or recruited for the pilot.  The qualifications and 
skills of the Teacher/Coach are QTS, experience with LAC, pupil referral and teaching.  The 
Primary Behaviour Strategy Manager is a teacher with QTS and experience as a head 
teacher.  

13 The staff members appointed have been fully integrated into BST.  The interventions could 
involve many different combinations of staff from the team manager a Senior EP with 29 
years experience, the deputy manager who is a fully qualified social worker, BST teacher 
and teacher coach are all fully qualified teachers with at LAst 5 years mainstream primary 
experience.  The Senior practitioners for Families are fully qualified social workers with at 
LAst 5 years experience each.  The support workers are experienced teaching assistants with 
5 years experience in mainstream primary schools and are highly skilled with teachers, 
parents and children through years of BST training and development. The Mental Health 
worker has a degree in Psychology, post graduate mental health qualification and group work 
experience. All staff have been identified and recruited.   

14 The Leading Teacher Coach is an experienced teacher and senior manager who has worked 
in schools in challenging circumstances. The Primary Mental Health Worker has trained as a 
forensic psychologist and has five years experience working with prisoners and children with 
behavioural and psychological issues.  The Senior EP is experienced in working with 
individual pupils, teachers and parents but also experienced at working at a systemic level 
with schools and in facilitating group work and training with teachers.  All personnel have 
been identified and recruited and there have been no problems.  

15 LA staff who are responsible for implementing the different strands of the pilot are well 
qualified.  The small group intervention is being led by an educational psychologist. The 
Consultant (teacher coach) is an ex-deputy head of a Junior school and has NPQH.  A 
primary inspector is Leading the SEBS.  All personnel have been identified and recruited.  
There is overlap in the roles of the three LA personnel responsible for each of the strands of 
the pilot.  The SEBS schools are also involved with the Consultant (teacher coach).   This 
LA has not experienced any problems recruiting staff. 

16 LA staff implementing the different interventions are well qualified.  The Teacher coach is a 
qualified primary teacher with recent experience – currently undertaking MSc. In the SEBS 
Curriculum the Senior EP has a Doctorate in Ed Psych. The Network Cluster personnel 
include a qualified highly experienced classroom teacher and a team Leader of behaviour 
support workers who is currently completing an advanced diploma course at the Institute of 
Education. The member of staff delivering the Group work strand has a PhD in 
Developmental psychology with experience working with vulnerable children in Africa and 
the UK. The Teacher coach and Group worker were both appointed in second half of the 
autumn term through a national advertising campaign. Only one Leading teacher has been 
recruited to date.  There have been no problems with recruitment.  The main difficulty has 
been for existing LA staff to coordinate/ fit in with their present responsibilities.  With 
Leading teachers the LA are keen to ensure highest quality for credibility.  
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17 All staff involved in the pilot are qualified and have the necessary skills needed.  The LA 
believes in using staff with skills in their particular areas to deliver different interventions, 
e.g. EP’s using Solution Focused work. The LA still needs to recruit a Mental Health Worker 
through CAMHS, which has been problematic.  As a result of this the LA buy into the 
Behaviour Support Service to be able to provide Nurture Groups. 

18 None of the LA staff have formal qualifications which link specifically to the project.  The 
Learning  Coach and PSHE advisor support are in place.  The LA is currently re-advertising 
for Leading Teachers and is altering the Mental Health role to Learning  Mentor and this is 
out to advert at present.  There have been problems recruiting staff as outlined above. 

19 The qualifications of the Behaviour Consultant are BEd, MEd. There is also a trained 
primary consultant.  The Educational Psychologist has Cert Ed, MA Ed, Chartered 
Psychologist, Master of Arts.  The Mental Health Specialist has a Degree in Psychology.  
The Primary Strategy Manager has a Cert Ed, Advanced Diploma Primary Education and is 
an OfSTED Trained Inspector. All personnel have been identified and / or recruited for the 
pilot.  There were no great problems in recruiting staff apart from internal personnel 
procedures delayed the appointment of the mental health specialist. 

20 The qualifications and skills of the staff who are implementing the different interventions are 
as follows, the teacher / coach is a qualified teacher and was also an advance skills teacher in 
Citizenship.  The Primary Mental Health worker is a Psychology Graduate who has had 
experience working as a Best Team Manager. All personnel have been identified for the 
pilot.  The LA has 5 Leading teachers, but are looking to recruit another 2 to match with the 
7 cluster groups. Problems with recruiting staff have included difficulties appointing a 
Primary Mental Health worker.  The LA went through CAMHS to appoint, but were 
unsuccessful, so have appointed the person through the Education Service.  The appointment 
will be taken up after Easter.  

21 The Teacher /Coach: BA QTS / Post Grad Dip. [EBD] / Multi - agency management / BIP 
The Project co-ordinator  & SEBS operational lead  M.A. Teaching & Training, Cert Ed, 
Advanced Cert in Counselling, Dip, Youth & Community work 
The LA has had problems recruiting staff.  They still need to appoint a Mental Health 
Worker. 
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Table A.4 KS1 organisation of questionnaire items into groups for analysis    
  
Category Cronbach Alpha 
Self-esteem and motivation  
I like me  
I know what things I’m good at 
If the work is hard I still try to do it  
I want to do well in my work 
I am good at some things 

.5 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 15 

Emotions and awareness of them in self and others  
I can tell when I feel sad  
I can tell when I feel happy  
I know when my friends are starting to feel sad 
I know when my friends are starting to get angry  
I calm down quickly after I have got angry 
I get upset if I can’t do my work 

.35 
 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 18 

Social skills and relationships 
I try to help people when they are sad 
Other children want to play with me  
Sometimes other children are unkind to me ® 
I can take turns 
Play time is fun 
I sometimes bully or pick on other children ® 
I like lunchtime 

.32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 21 

Attitudes towards school and relationships with teachers 
I like coming to school 
I like my class   
The teachers in my school are fair  
I can talk to my teacher about anything 
I tell the teacher if anyone is unkind to me 

.59 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 15 

Academic work 
I sometimes forget what I should be doing ® 
I work quietly in my class 
I can work by myself 

.22 
 
 
Maximum score 9 

* Items with ® were reversed in calculating the total scores  
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Table A.5 KS2 organisation of questionnaire items into groups for analysis    
 
Category Cronbach Alpha 
Self esteem and motivation  
I am happy being me 
I know what things I’m good at 
If I find something difficult I still try to do it 
I want to do well in my work 
I am good at some things 

.54 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 25 

Perceptions of own emotions  
I often lose my temper ® 
I am usually calm 
I calm down quickly after I have got angry or upset 
I sulk or argue when I am told off ® 

.59 
 
 
 
Maximum score 20 

Awareness of own emotions 
I can describe how I am feeling most of the time 

 
Maximum score 5 

Awareness of emotions in others 
I know when other people are starting to get upset 

 
Maximum score 5 

Anxiety about school work 
I get upset if I don’t do something well 
I worry about things I can’t do well 

.52 
 
Maximum score 10 

Social skills and relationships 
I laugh at other children when they get something wrong ®
I get annoyed when other people make mistakes ® 
I’m easily hurt by what others say about me ® 
I find it difficult to make new friends ® 
Other children let me play with them 
I have lots of friends at school 
I can take turns 
I like lunchtime  
Play time is fun 
I try to help people when they are unhappy 
I am sometimes picked on or bullied by other children ® 
I sometimes bully or pick on other children ® 

.62 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 60 

Attitudes to school and relationships with teachers  
I like coming to school 
I like my class   
I get on well with my teachers  
My teachers are fair in the way they treat us 
I can talk to my teacher about anything 
I can tell the teacher if anyone is unkind to me 

.76 
 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 30 

Academic work  
I often forget what I should be doing ® 
I find it easy to pay attention in class 
I work quietly in my class 
I can ask a question and wait for an answer 
I listen well in class 
I can work without my teachers help 
It is easy to work in my class 
I sometimes leave the room without permission ® 
I get up and wander round the class ® 

.73 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maximum score 45 
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Table A.6 Head teachers' perceptions of the impact of the different interventions  
 SI  SEAL  SI and SEAL  SIG 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean  SD  
Reducing fixed term exclusion among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

2.8 (4) 1.3 2.4 (9) 1.1 3.8 (13) .7 .01 

Reducing fixed term exclusion in all 
pupils 

2.8 (4) 1.3 2.3 (9) 1.1 3.7 (13) .8 .01 

Reducing potential permanent exclusion 
in all pupils 

2.0 (4) 1.2 1.9 (9) 1.2  3.8 (11) .8 .00
1 

Reducing potential permanent exclusion 
in pupils participating in the pilot 

2.0 (4) 1.2 1.9 (9) 1.2 3.8 (12) .8 .00
1 

Improving the attendance of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

2.6 (5) 1.5 3.0 (11) 1.3 3.2 (13) 1.1 NS 

Improving the attendance of pupils across 
the school 

1.8 (4) 1.5 2.9 (11) 1.2 2.8 (13) 1.2 NS 

Improving punctuality in arriving at 
school  

2.0 (5) 1.4 3.0 (11) 1.3 3.0 (13) 1.3 .00
8 

Improving staff skills in promoting 
positive behaviour and reducing poor 
behaviour in the classroom 

4.3 (7) .8 4.0 (12) .7 4.2 (17) .6 NS 

Improving staff confidence in promoting 
positive behaviour 

4.3 (7) .8 4.0 (12) .7 4.1 (17) .4 NS 

Reducing staff stress 2.3 (6) 1.5 2.8 (13) 1.1 2.8 (17) 1.3 NS 
Reducing teachers workload 2.3 (6) 1.5 2.8 (13) 1.1 2.8 (17) 1.3 NS 
Improving the behaviour of pupils 
participating in the pilot in the classroom 

4.0 (6) .6 3.8 (13) 1.2 4.1 (16) .3 NS 

Improving the behaviour of children 
participating in the pilot in the 
playground  

3.8 (6) .4 3.3 (13) 1.5 3.8 (16) .9 NS 

Improving the behaviour of pupils across 
the school 

3.8 (5) .4 3.8 (13) 1.2 3.9 (16) .9 NS 

Reducing management time in school 
spent on discipline matters 

3.0 (5) 1.2 3.3 (12) 1.1 3.6 (12) .5 NS 

Improving staff pupil relationships 4.0 (5) .7 3.8 (12) .7 3.9 (15) .9 NS 
Raising levels of respect among pupils 3.8 (5) .4 3.9 (12) .8 4.0 (16) 1.0 NS 
Changing the learning climate  4.0 (5) .7 3.2 (13) 1.5 4.1 (14) 1.0  NS 
Improving motivation towards school 3.2 (5) 1.3 3.7 (13) 1.1 3.7 (16) 1.1 NS 
Improving concentration on work 3.0 (5) 1.2 3.3 (13) 1.3 3.3 (16) 1.2 NS 
Raising the standard of learning  3.2 (5) 1.3 3.1 (12) 1.4 3.0 (15) 1.5 NS 
Improving teachers assessment levels 
achieved by pupils participating in the 
pilot 

1.8 (5) 1.1 2.5 (11) 1.4 2.3 (15) 1.5 NS 

Promoting the emotional well being of 
pupils across the school 

3.8 (4) .5 4.4 (13) .5 4.0 (15) 1.0 NS 

Promoting the emotional well being of 
pupils participating in the pilot 

3.8 (5) .4 4.4 (13) .5 4.1 (15) 1.0 NS 

Engendering positive attitudes towards 
school amongst pupils participating in the 
pilot 

2.8 (5) 1.8 4.3 (11) .5 4.0 (15) .9 .03 

Engendering positive attitudes towards 
school across all pupils 

2.3 (4) 1.5 4.3 (11) .5 4.0 (15) .9 .00
2 

Raising self-confidence among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

3.2 (5) 1.3 3.9 (13) 1.4 4.0 (15) .9 NS 

Improving social skills among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

3.8 (5) .4 3.3 (13) 1.7 3.8 (15) 1.2 NS 

Improving communication skills  3.8 (5) .4 3.4 (12) 1.5 4.0 (16) .9 NS 
Encouraging greater communication 
between the school and home 

3.2 (5) 1.3 3.6 (11) 1.2 3.4 (16) 1.3 NS 

Enhancing parent teacher relationships 2.6 (5) 1.5 3.8 (10) .4 3.7 (15) 1.2 NS 
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Table A.7 Teachers perceptions of the impact of the different interventions  
 
 SI  SEAL  SI and SEAL  SIG 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean  SD  
Improving the attendance of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

2.0 (26) 1.4 2.4 (24) 1.3 2.1 (47) 1.4 NS 

Improving punctuality in arriving at 
school  

2.0 (26) 1.4 2.5 (23) 1.3 2.4 (48) 1.8 NS 

Reducing the level of anxiety in the 
classroom 

3.8 (33) 1.0 3.4 (28) 1.0 2.8 (51) 1.4 .0001 

Reducing teacher workload 2.8 (33) .9 2.9 (33) .8 2.5 (50) 1.0 NS 
Improving the behaviour of pupils 
when in the classroom 

3.6 (31) 1.2 3.4 (31) 1.0 3.1 (51) 1.4 NS 

Improving the behaviour of children 
when out of the classroom   

3.0 (31) 1.4 3.4 (31) 1.0 2.9 (50) 1.8 NS 

Reducing management time in school 
spent on discipline matters 

2.9 (30) 1.3 2.8 (32) 1.0 2.6 (51) 1.3 NS 

Improving staff pupil relationships 3.2 (31) 1.4 3.5 (31) .9 3.2 (51) 1.4 NS 
Raising levels of respect among pupils 2.6 (31) 1.5 3.4 (31) 1.1 3.2 (51) 1.3 .03 
Reducing bullying  1.8 (28) 1.4 3.0 (31) 1.2 2.4 (50) 1.3 .002 
Improving your confidence in 
promoting positive behaviour 

4.4 (32) .5 4.0 (32) .5 3.7 (49) .9 .001 

Improving staff skills in promoting 
positive behaviour and reducing poor 
behaviour in the classroom 

3.9 (35) .6 3.8 (33) .7 3.6 (50) 1.1 NS 

Improving the working climate in your 
school  

3.8 (34) 1.1 3.6 (31) .8 3.2 (51) 1.4 .05 

Improving motivation towards school 3.1 (30) 1.4 3.3 (31) 1.2 3.1 (51) 1.4 NS 
Improving concentration on work 3.0 (30) 1.4 3.2 (32) 1.0 2.7 (51) 1.4 NS 
Raising the standard of learning  2.8 (29) 1.5 2.6 (24) 1.3 1.9 (48) 1.3 .009 
Raising the assessed attainment levels 
achieved by pupils  

1.6 (28) 1.2 2.3 (25) 1.5 1.7 (48) 1.2 NS 

Promoting the emotional well being of 
pupils across the school 

3.5 (31) 1.2 3.9 (29) 1.0 3.3 (50) 1.3 NS 

Increasing pupils’ ability to control 
emotions  

3.5 (31) 1.1 3.7 (27) .9 3.3 (50) 1.2 NS 

Improving pupils’ ability to make and 
keep friends 

3.3 (30) 1.3 3.6 (30) 1.0 3.1 (51) 1.3 NS 

Engendering positive attitudes towards 
school amongst pupils participating in 
the pilot 

3.2 (30) 1.4 3.3 (28) 1.4 2.9 (50) 1.4 NS 

Improving pupils’ ability to resolve 
conflict 

2.9 (29) 1.5 3.6 (29) 1.2 3.2 (51) 1.3 NS 

Improving listening skills among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

3.3 (29) 1.3 3.4 (30) 1.0 2.9 (50) 1.4 NS 

Encouraging greater communication 
between the school and home 

2.5 (26) 1.5 2.8 (25) 1.4 2.0 (50) 1.3 NS 

Enhancing parent teacher relationships 2.7 (27) 1.5 2.5 (25) 1.4 2.0 (50) 1.3 .05 
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Evaluation of Primary Behaviour and Attendance 

Pilot Project 
 
LEA Interview schedule:  
 
Name: ………………………………………………………………………. 
 
Responsibility: ……………………………………………………………… 
 
LEA: ………………………………………………………………………... 
 
 
Management Structure: 
 
1. How will the LEA manage the pilot? Which department(s) and personnel will be 
responsible?  
 
 
2. Have key staff within the LEA been identified for membership of the steering 
group? If so, who are they? 
 
 
3. Have LEA personnel involved with the four main strands of the pilot been 
identified?  If so, please list them below along with any contact details.   
 
 
4. How is each intervention in the project being managed at LEA level?  
 
 
5. How does this project fit in with any existing projects taking place in schools or in 
the LEA, including the National Healthy Schools Standard (NHSS) work on 
Emotional Health and Wellbeing? 
 
 
6.  Which other agencies are involved in the pilot?  How are they Involved? 
 
 
Staffing: 
 
7. What qualifications and skills do the LEA staff have who are implementing the 
different interventions? 
 
 
8. Have all personnel been identified and / or recruited?  Please give details. 
 
 
9. Have there been any problems in recruiting staff? If yes, please elaborate. 
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Schools: 
 
10. What procedures were involved in selecting the schools for the four strands of the 
pilot? 
 
 
11. Which schools have been selected for each of the following:  
School Improvement where Behaviour is a Key Issue  
 
 
Trial curriculum materials developing Social, Emotional and Behavioural Skills  
 
 
Small Group intervention 
 
 
12. Have the interventions started to be implemented in the selected schools? If so, 
when did this happen? 
 
 
13. Have there been any overall difficulties in setting up the pilot?  If so, please 
explain. 
 
 
14. If there have been difficulties, how have they been overcome?   
 
 
School Improvement where Behaviour is a Key Issue  
 
15. How has this strand of the pilot been implemented in your LEA?  
 
 
16. What level and type of training has been received by the teacher coaches? How 
effective has that training been perceived to be?  
 
 
17. What level and type of induction, supervision and support arrangements have been 
made for teachers in schools?   
 
 
18. How successful do you perceive the operation of the teacher coaches to be?  
 
 
20. What difficulties if any have arisen?  
 
 
21. How have these been overcome?  
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22. What impact do you think that this initiative has had in schools? 
 
 
Curriculum Materials to Develop Children's Social Emotional and Behavioural 
Skills: 
 
23. How is this intervention being implemented in schools? 
 
 
24. How is it being managed at school level?  
 
 
25. How will the curriculum interventions fit into the overall school timetable? 
 
 
26. How much time do you think, approximately, schools will allocate to the Social 
Emotional and Behavioural Skills (SEBS) material in the school timetable per week? 
 
 
27. To what extent will the (SEBS) material affect other curriculum areas in terms of 
time? 
 
 
28. What year groups are involved in SEBS in schools? 
 
 
29. Have there been any difficulties in implementing this strand of the pilot? If so, 
how were they overcome? 
 
 
30. How effective do you think that this strand of the pilot is?  
 
 
31.  How well equipped do you think teachers feel about using the curriculum 
materials?  What else might they need to help them? 
 
CPD groups 
 
32. How were the CPD groups established? Were there any difficulties with this? If 
so, please elaborate.  
 
 
33. Have there been any difficulties with the convening of these groups? If so, please 
elaborate.   
 
34. How effective are the CPD meetings as a means of sharing good practice and 
accessing the help and support needed? 
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35. Do those who facilitate the CPD group on behavioural issues feel that they have 
the  skills and materials required to run the CPD groups?  
 
 
36. Have there being any difficulties in relation to the CPD meetings? If so, please 
elaborate. 
 
 
37. Have there been any difficulties in implementing this strand of the pilot? If so, 
how were they overcome? 
 
 
38. How effective do you think that this strand of the pilot is?  
 
 
Small Group interventions 
 
39. How have the children been selected for the small group interventions? 
 
 
40. What types of activities have been undertaken? 
 
 
41. How is the progress of the children being monitored?  
 
 
42. Are the parents involved? 
 
 
43. Have there been any difficulties in implementing this strand of the pilot? If so, 
how were they overcome? 
 
 
44. How effective do you think that this strand of the pilot is?  
 
 
The website 
 
45. Have you made use of the primary behaviour and attendance strategy web site? If 
so, how useful did you find it?  
 
 
46. What kind of things would you like to see on the web site?  
 
Evaluation of interventions: 
 
47. What procedures are being used to monitor progress for each intervention? 
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48. What procedures have been put in place to evaluate the effects of each aspect of 
the project?  
 
 
49. What do you perceive to be the strengths of the various initiatives? 
 
 
50. What are the perceived successes to date for each intervention? 
 
 
51. Does any single strand of the pilot stand out as having more impact than the 
others? If so, which and why?  
 
 
52. To what extent do you believe the initiatives are sustainable in the long term? 
 
 
53. Are any of the strands of the pilot likely to be sustainable in the long term than 
others? 
 
 
54. What are the barriers likely to be encountered in the future? Are these greater for 
any strands of the pilot than others? If so, why and how? 
 
 
55. Are the interventions likely to transfer successfully to other similar LEAs? 
 
 
56. What advice would you give to any newly recruited LEAs on how to make the 
interventions work successfully? 
 
 
Role of the DfES and the behaviour and attendance strand of the Primary 
National Strategy 
 
57. How do you see the role of the DfES in the management/ implementation of the 
pilot? 
 
 
58. How effective were these arrangements? 
 
 
59. How do you see the role of the Primary National Strategy in the 
management/implementation of the pilot? 
 
 
60. How effective were these arrangements?  
 
 
61. How do you see the role of the Regional Directors?  
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62. How successful has this role been in offering support to your LEA? 
 
 
63. What, if anything, might be done to improve the support offered by the DfES and 
the Primary Strategy team?  
 
 
64. What advice would you give to DfES on how to make the intervention work 
successfully, were there to be a national implementation?  
 
 
Please use the space below to add any other comments you would like to make.  
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Interview schedule: Regional Directors of CfBT and the Primary 
National Strategy 
What are the management structures of the CfBT /Primary National Strategy in 
relation to the Primary  

Behaviour and Attendance Pilot?  How do they operate in practice? 

 

What is the role of the Regional Directors? 

 

What qualities and skills are required in the Regional Directors?  

 

To whom are the Regional Directors accountable? How do you ensure quality of 
support to LEAs? 

 

How often do Regional Directors meet with LEAs? How effective are these 
arrangements? 

 

How accessible are you when LEAs need immediate assistance?  

 

Do you think LEAs are satisfied with the level and nature of the support you are able 
to give them? If not, please specify. 

 

What difficulties, if any, have been experienced in relation to the management of the 
pilot? 

 

How do you evaluate the ongoing performance of LEAs? Is this evaluation effective? 

 

What difficulties, if any, have been experienced on the ground in the setting up of the 
pilot?  

 

What do you view as the most successful aspects of the pilot? Why? What are its 
strengths?  

 

Do you envisage any obstacles for LEAs when the pilot is fully operational? 

 

Is there anything else that you think it is important for us to know about the 
evaluation?  
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! About Me and My School !   
(Key Stage 1) 

Name:_________________                     School:_____________ 

Year Group:_____________                      Age:_____ 

 Girl        Boy         (Please tick)                                            

Here are some statements about you.  Read each statement and 
then circle one of the boxes.  
  

1 I try to help people 
when they are sad. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   

2 I sometimes forget 
what I should be doing. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   

 
3 
 

I know what things I’m 
good at. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   

4 Other children want me 
to play with them. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

 
 

    

5 I can tell when I feel 
sad.  

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 



 177

 
 

    
 

6 I can tell when I feel 
happy. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   
 
 
 

7 I know when my friends 
are starting to get sad.  

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   
 
 
 

8 I know when my friends 
are starting to get 
angry. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   
 
 
 

9 If the work is hard I 
still try to do it. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   

10 I calm down quickly 
after I have got angry. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

     

11 I get upset if I can’t do 
my work. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

     
 
 



 178

  

12 I like my class. Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   
 
 
 

13 I work quietly in my 
class. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 
 

   

14 I can talk to my 
teachers about anything. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

15 I can take turns. Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 

  

16 I like me.   Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   

17 I am good at some 
things. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 
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18 I can work by myself. Yes Don’t 

know  
No 

  
 

   

19 The teachers in my 
school are fair. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   

20 Playtime is fun. Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

 
 

 
 
 

   

 21 Sometimes other 
children are unkind to 
me. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   

22 I sometimes bully or 
pick on other children. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

  
 
 
 

 

23 I tell the teacher if 
anyone is unkind to me. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

  
 
 
 

 



 180

24 I want to do well in my 
work. 

Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

  
 

   
 
 
 
 

25 I like coming to school. Yes Don’t 
know  

No 

    
 
 
 

 

26 I like lunchtime. Yes Don’t 
know  

No 
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! About Me and My School 
(Key Stage 2) 

 
Name:_________________________                     School:_______________  

Year Group:____________________                      Age:___________                  

Girl        Boy         (Please tick)                                            

Here are some statements about you.  Read each statement and then put a tick in one 
of the boxes.  Make sure you do each statement. 

  Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Sure 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

1.  
I try to help people when 
they are unhappy. 

     

2.  
I often forget what I 
should be doing. 

     

3.  
I know what things I’m good 
at. 

     

4.  I often lose my temper.      

5.  
I get annoyed when other 
people make mistakes. 

     

6.  
I can describe how I am 
feeling most of the time. 

     

7.  
I get upset if I don’t do 
something well. 

     

8.  
I find it difficult to make 
new friends. 

     

9.  
I know when people are 
starting to get upset.  

     

10.  
If I find something 
difficult I still try to do it. 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Sure 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

11.  
I’m easily hurt by what 
others say about me. 

     

12.  
I calm down quickly after I 
have got angry or upset. 

     

13.  
Other children let me play 
with them. 

     

14.  
I laugh at other children 
when they get something 
wrong.   

     

15.  I am usually calm.      

16.  
I have lots of friends at 
school. 

     

17.  
I find it easy to pay 
attention in class. 

     

18.  
I worry about the things I 
can’t do well. 

     

19.  I like my class.      

20.  I work quietly in my class.      

21.  I want to do well in my 
work. 

     

22.  I sometimes leave the room 
without permission. 

     

23.  
I get on well with my 
teacher/s. 

     

24.  I sulk or argue when I am 
told off. 

     

25.  I can ask a question and 
wait for an answer.  

     

26.  I can take turns.      

27.  I listen well in class.      

28.  I am happy being me.        

  Strongly 
A  

Agree Not 
S  

Disagree Strongly 
Di  
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 Agree Sure Disagree 
29.  I am good at some things.      

30.  I can work without my 
teacher’s help. 

     

31.  I get up and wander around 
the classroom. 

     

32.  Playtime is fun.      

33.  My teachers are fair in the 
way they treat us. 

     

34.  It is easy to work in my 
class. 

     

35.  I can talk to my teacher 
about anything.   

     

36.  
I am sometimes picked on 
or bullied by other children. 

     

37.  I can tell the teacher if 
anyone is unkind to me. 

     

38.  I sometimes bully or pick on 
other children 

     

39.  I like coming to school.      

40.  I like lunchtime.      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 184

 
 
Interview with LEA personnel (Phase 2): 
 
Part 2: 
 
LEA: Date: 

 
Name: Role: 

 
*Name: Role: 

 
*If more than one person is interviewed. 
(Introduction to our role in the pilot and the purpose of the interview stated.  All information given will 
be confidential). 
 
Progress of the pilot: 
 

1. How effective are you finding the steering group meetings in moving the pilot 
forward? 

 
Staffing and multi agency working: 
 

2. How effective is communication between all agencies/ staff involved with 
each intervention? 

 
3. Are there any difficulties in communicating with staff/ outside agencies? 

4. Have all staff been recruited? 

School Improvement: 

5. Have ALL interventions started in the selected schools?  If not, please can you 
explain why? 

 
6. What are the risk factors for schools, which would prevent progress or 

development being made? 
 

7. Have there been any particular problems with any of the interventions?  Can 
you please elaborate. 

 
Schools participating: 
 

8. Has there been a change in the schools selected to take part in the pilot?  If so, 
why? 

 
9. How were schools selected for each strand of the pilot? 

10. Please give the names of the schools involved in each intervention and the 
number of pupils on roll for each of the schools. 
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(Only if information has NOT already been obtained before) 
 

11. Have there been any differences in how schools have implemented each strand 
of the pilot?   

 
Impact: 
 

12. Where do you think the interventions are working well?  Why do you think 
this is? 

 
13. Are there any schools excelling in one or more of the interventions?  If so, 

why do you think this is? 
 
Evaluation: 
 

14. Have any evaluation procedures been put in place, if so, what are they? 

Funding: 

15. How has the funding for the pilot been delegated to schools for each 
intervention?  Please give details of the way funding has been allocated and 
handled.  

 
16. Are the funding arrangements effective?  If not, how could they be improved? 

 
Sustainability: 
 

17. To what extent do you believe the initiatives are sustainable in the long term? 
 

18. Are there any other comments you would like to make about the pilot? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 186

Interview with those working in the School Improvement Strand 
(Phase 2) 
 
LEA: Date: 
Name: Role: 
 
You and your role: 

1. What is your role within the LEA and the pilot? 

2. What is your job title? 

3. When were you appointed/ when did you become involved in the School 
Improvement Strand of work?  

 
4. What previous relevant experience have you had? 

5. What type of training were you offered?  Was it effective?  Are there 
opportunities for further training? 

 
Implementation: 
 

6. How has the School Improvement strand of the pilot been interpreted by 
individual schools? 

 
7. Have there been difficulties in finding the capacity to implement this strand of 

the pilot? 
 
EITHER: 

8. What process are you using with the schools you are working with?  E.g. 
(Audit using initial review and in depth audits, action planning and reviews.) 

 
OR: 

8.Are schools using the behaviour initial review/ in-depth audits?  If not, why do 
you think   this is the case?   

 
9. Are schools developing action plans as a result of using the audits? 

 
10. What do their action plans focus on?   

 
11. Do they focus on a shared whole school approach for professional 

development for a period of time? 
 

12. Has it been possible to link the coaching with this focus? 
 
School Improvement: 
  

13. Overall, how are schools engaging with this intervention? 
 

14. Are all staff in the selected schools observed or is the work focused 
specifically on particular teachers? 
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The strand itself: 
 

15. What type of difficulties/ issues are addressed through this strand of the pilot?  

16. What range of interventions have been used to support the school 
improvement strand?  

- solution focused observation and feedback 
- teacher coaching 
- joint planning 
- team teaching 
- modelling to individual teachers 
- working with the whole school through INSET? 
- Others.  (Please specify) 

 
17. Is ongoing support offered to schools/ staff after the initial work has been 

completed?  
 

18. What materials if any are used with staff? 

19. Have you been able to make use of leading (behaviour) teachers as a resource 
for the schools you have worked with?  

 
20. Are there any difficulties in implementing this strand of the pilot with schools 

or teachers?  
 
Only answer the following questions if coaching has been used (questions 21 – 24): 
 

21. For what period of time has the coaching been offered to individual staff/ 
schools? 

 
22. Do you find teachers have been given time to allow feedback to be given after 

an observation?  How are schools managing this? 
 

23. How successful do you think the coaching sessions are in engaging teachers? 

24. How successful has the coaching been in helping teachers in working with 
children in the school? 

 
25. How do you think the school improvement strand could be improved? 

 
Evaluation: 
 

26. How is this strand of the pilot being evaluated? 

27. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Interview with CPD group facilitator (Phase 2) 
 
LEA: Date: 
Name: Role: 
*Name: Role: 
Your role: 

1. What is your role in the LEA? 

How were CPD groups were set up: 

2. When did you start having the CPD group meetings? 

3. How have the CPD groups been set up? 

Running of the CPD groups: 

4. How many meetings have been held so far? 

5. How often are the meetings held? 

6. How long are the meetings and when are they held, e.g. Twilight sessions, 
morning, afternoon or whole day? 

 
Training: 
 

7. What training/ experience have you had which has helped you to convene and 
facilitate the CPD meetings? 

 
8. Do you feel that you have sufficient skills, training or experience to facilitate 

the CPD meetings? 
 
Participants: 

9. Who attends the meetings? Why do you think this is the case?  Is this the 
appropriate person? 

 
10. What is the average number of attendees? 

 
11. Are attendance rates high? 

 
12. Have schools formally identified a member of staff to be a lead behaviour 

professional and to attend the meetings?  If so, who has this tended to be?  E.g. 
Deputy, Head teacher, SENCO, etc. 

 
13. How well have the meetings been supported by teachers?  Has this been 

consistent?  (Can you give a percentage of the number of schools represented) 
 

14. Have leading teachers had a role in the CPD meetings? 
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Content: 
 

15. What type of activities are engaged with during the CPD meetings? 

16. Have the clusters begun to determine their own agendas and be self managing? 

17. Have group members shared their expertise and learnt from each other’s 

practice? 

18. Have group members shared successes and solved problems together? 

19. What materials are used in the cluster group sessions? 

20. What types of difficulties/ issues are addressed? 

Follow up and Impact: 

21. Have the CPD meetings made a difference in schools and on the behaviour of 
the children?  Please give examples. 

 
22. Are the members of the cluster group disseminating what they have learned at 

each cluster group session in their schools?  How do they do this? 
 

23. Have there been any unexpected benefits in having these meetings?   
 
Successes and barriers: 
 

24. Are there any difficulties in the organisation and facilitation of the groups? 

25. What has been particularly successful? 
 

26. How do you feel the CPD group sessions could be improved? 
 

27. Do you think the CPD meetings are likely to continue when the pilot ends? 
 
Evaluation: 
 

28. How are you evaluating the impact of the CPD groups? 

29. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Interview with Small Group Co-ordinator (Phase 2): 
 
LEA: Date: 
Name: Role: 
*Name: Role: 
 
About you and your role: 
 

1. What is your role within the LEA? 
 

2. What is your professional background? 
 

3. When were you appointed? 
 

4. When did you start the group work with the children? 
 

5. What previous experience do you have working with children and/ or in this 
field?  How many years experience have you had? 

 
6. How many schools are you involved with? 

 
7. Do the schools have similar expectations? 

 
Multi-agency working: 
 

8. How do you feel the role of the mental health worker fits in with the education 
culture?  Have you experienced any difficulties with this? (Only to be used 
where appropriate)   

 
9. Have other multi-agency personnel been involved with the small group work? 

 
10. Have you encountered any difficulties being part of a multi-agency team?  

What have been the strengths of working in this way? 
 
Approaches and implementation: 
 

11. What approaches have been used in the small group work? 
 

12. How has the small group work intervention been implemented in each school? 
 
School Improvement: 
 

13. How far have school staff been involved with you in planning or delivering 
the group work? 

 
14. How far do you think the children’s teachers and teaching assistants have kept 

in touch with what the children have been learning and the way you have been 
working? 

 
Participant selection: 
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15. How have the children been selected or identified for this group work? 

 
16. Why have the children been selected?  E.g. (quiet and withdrawn, behaviour 

difficulties, vulnerable, emotional difficulties etc.)  Do the children have 
learning or behavioural needs, or a mixture of both? 

 
Participants: 
 

17. What are the ages of the children involved? 
 

18. What are the gender/ ethnic make up of the groups? 
 

19. How many children would be involved in a group setting? 
 

20. Have you experienced any difficulties in working with the children?  If so, 
what were they and how were they overcome? 

 
Parental Involvement: 
 

21. To what extent are the parents involved in this intervention?  If so, have you 
focused on the parents of children already involved in the small groups, or has 
it been offered to all parents within the school? 

 
22. Do parents and children work together? 

 
Content of sessions: 
 

23. What types of activities are carried out with: 
- children 
- parents 

 

24. Have particular aspects of the group work been especially successful?  If so, 
what and why do you think this was the case? 

 
25. Have particular aspects of the group work been less successful? 

 
26. How do you feel the group work could be improved? 

 
Organisational issues: 
 

27. What have been the difficulties in implementing the group work? 
 

28. Are there any differences between schools in the implementation of the group 
work? 
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Successes and barriers: 
29. To what extent has the group work been successful in improving children’s, 

emotional wellbeing, emotional understanding and management of behaviour, 
attendance and social skills?  Please give examples. 

 
30. Can you give specific examples of changes in behaviour or attendance? 

 

31. If there has been an improvement in behaviour or attendance, do you think this 
will be sustainable over time?  If not, why? 

 
Monitoring and evaluation: 
 

32. Is the Goodman’s Strengths and Difficulties questionnaire being used to 
monitor progress?  If not, what measures are being used? 

 

33. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Interview with SEBS Co-ordinator (Phase 2) 
LEA: Date: 
Name: Role: 
*Name: Role: 
You and your Role 

1. What is your role within the LEA and the pilot? 

2. What previous experience have you had? 

3. What training have you received and are there opportunities for further 

training? 

4. What training has been offered to teachers/ schools in helping them implement 

this intervention?  

Implementation: 

5. How has this strand of the pilot being implemented? 

6. How many schools are involved with this strand? 

7. What year groups are involved in the SEBS curriculum in schools? 

8. Have you experienced any difficulties in implementing this strand?  If so, how 

have they been overcome? 

Management: 

9. How well equipped do teachers feel about using the curriculum materials? 

10. Overall, how are school engaging with the intervention? 

11. Who manages this intervention at school level? 

12. What activities are taking place and how/ where in the curriculum does SEBS 

occur? 

13. How much time has been allocated in the school timetable to accommodate 

the SEBS material? 

14. Has the SEBS material been incorporated into other curriculum areas? 

Strengths and Sustainability 

15. What has been the general response to the SEBS curriculum/ materials? 

16. What would you say are the strengths of this strand? 

17. To what extent do you believe this initiative to be sustainable in the long term? 

Evaluation: 

18. How is this strand being evaluated? 

19. Is there anything else you would like to add.  
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Primary Behaviour and Attendance pilot 
 
Questionnaire for Educational Psychologists, Behaviour Support 
Teachers, PSHE and Healthy School advisers/co-ordinators,  
Education Welfare Officers, CAMHS workers, Teacher Coaches and 
others involved in the pilot 
 
Please complete this questionnaire, which forms part of the Evaluation of the Primary 
Behaviour and Attendance Pilot being conducted by the Institute of Education, 
University of London. All responses will be treated in confidence. Thank you for your 
help. If you have any queries regarding this questionnaire please contact the research 
team on 0207 612 6152   or email j.rhamie@ioe.ac.uk or j.shaw@ioe.ac.uk 
 

1) Please tick the aspects of the pilot with which you have been involved: 
 

" School Improvement where behaviour is a key issue  □ 
 

" Curriculum Materials to develop children�s social emotional and behavioural 
skills □ 

 
" CPD groups □ 

 
" Small group interventions □ 

 
2) What have been the main benefits for pupils participating in the Primary Behaviour 

and Attendance pilot in terms of:  
 
a) behaviour? 
 
b) attendance? 
 
c) emotional well-being and emotional competence (e.g. being content and the ability to 
manage anger)? 
 
d) academic attainment? 
 
e) social skills? 
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The behaviour and attendance pilot has made a difference by: 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don�t 
know 

STAFF OUTCOMES:      
Improving staff skills in promoting positive 
behaviour and reducing poor behaviour in the 
classroom 

     

Improving the working climate in the school        
Reducing staff stress       
Reducing teacher workload       
PUPIL OUTCOMES:       
Behaviour      
Improving the behaviour of pupils participating in 
the pilot in the classroom? 

     

Improving the behaviour of pupils participating in 
the pilot when out of the classroom? 

     

Reducing potential fixed term and permanent 
exclusions among pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Reducing management time in school spent on 
discipline matters for pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Improving staff pupil relationships among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Changing the learning climate in the classroom      
Improving concentration on work among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Reducing bullying among pupils participating in the 
pilot 

     

Achievement      
Raising the standard of learning achieved by pupils 
participating in the pilot  

     

Raising the assessed attainment levels of pupils 
involved in the pilot 

     

Attendance      
Improving the attendance of pupils participating in 
the pilot 

     

Improving punctuality in arriving at school among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Emotional Well-being and Emotional 
Competence 

     

Promoting the emotional well-being of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Increasing pupils’ ability to control emotions such as 
anger 

     

Engendering positive attitudes towards school 
among pupils participating in the pilot. 

     

Social Skills      
Improving pupils’ ability to make and keep friends      
Improving pupils’ ability to resolve conflict       
Improving listening skills among pupils participating 
in the pilot. 
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Communication with Parents      
Encouraging greater communication between the 
school and home for pupils participating in the pilot 

     

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don�t 
know 

Enhancing parent-teacher relationships among 
pupils participating in the pilot 
 

     

Other (please describe) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

 
 

3) To what extent has the pilot impacted across the schools in the LEA? 
 

4) Did the schools experience any difficulties when the pilot was being implemented and 
if so how were these resolved? 

 
5) What difficulties, if any, have you experienced in your role in the pilot? How did you 

overcome them?  
 
 
Please add here any other comments that you wish to make regarding the pilot. 
 
 

 
Please return the completed questionnaire to the person who gave it to you. 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire 
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Primary Behaviour and Attendance Pilot 
Questionnaire for Head Teachers  

 
Please complete this questionnaire, which forms part of the Evaluation of the Primary 
Behaviour and Attendance Pilot being conducted by the Institute of Education, University of 
London. All responses will be treated in confidence. Thank you for your help.  
 
If you have any queries regarding this questionnaire please contact the research team on 
0207 612 6152   or email j.rhamie@ioe.ac.uk or j.shaw@ioe.ac.uk 
 
Name _______________________    School 
______________________ 
 
No. of years experience in this school___ 
 
Please tick the aspects of the pilot with which your school has been involved: 
 
" School Improvement Issues (Behaviour and Attendance)   □ 

 
" Curriculum Materials to develop children�s social emotional and behavioural skills    □ 

 
" CPD groups  □ 

 
" Small group interventions  □ 

 
 
LEA Support 
 

1. How adequately were you supported by the LEA in terms of preparing you for the 
pilot? 

 
 

2. How effectively has the pilot been managed by the LEA? 
 
 
Benefits 
 

3. In your opinion, what have been the main benefits of participation in the Pilot for your 
staff and pupils? 

 
Implementation 

4. How was the pilot project introduced to the school staff? 
 
 
Barriers 

5. Did the school experience any difficulties when the pilot was being implemented and, 
if so, how were these resolved?  
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Respond to the following statements by ticking in the appropriate box 
The Social Emotional and Behavioural curriculum materials have made a difference by: 
 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don�t 
know 

STAFF OUTCOMES:      
Improving staff skills in promoting positive 
behaviour and reducing poor behaviour in the 
classroom 

     

Improving staff confidence       
Reducing staff stress       
Reducing teacher workload      
PUPIL OUTCOMES:       
Behaviour      
Improving the behaviour of pupils participating in 
the pilot in the classroom 

     

Improving the behaviour of pupils participating in 
the pilot when in the playground 

     

Improving the behaviour of pupils across the 
school 

     

Reducing fixed term exclusions among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Reducing fixed term exclusions among pupils 
across the school 

     

Reducing potential permanent exclusions among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Reducing potential permanent exclusions among 
all pupils across the school 

     

Reducing management time in school spent on 
discipline matters for pupils participating in the 
pilot 

     

Improving staff pupil relationships among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Raising levels of respect for people among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don�t 
know 

Changing the learning climate in the classroom      
Improving motivation towards school among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Improving concentration on work among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Improving concentration on work among all pupils 
across the school 

     

Raising the standard of learning achieved by 
pupils participating in the pilot 
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Attainment      
Improving the  teacher assessment levels 
achieved by pupils participating in the pilot   

     

Improving the teacher assessment levels 
achieved by pupils across the school  

     

Attendance      
Improving the attendance of pupils participating 
in the pilot 

     

Improving punctuality in arriving at school among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Improving the attendance of pupils across the 
school 

     

Improving punctuality in arriving at school in 
pupils across the school 

     

Emotional Well-being      
Promoting the emotional well-being of pupils 
across the school 

     

Promoting the emotional well-being of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Engendering positive attitudes towards school 
among pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Engendering positive attitudes towards school 
across all pupils 

     

Raising self-confidence among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Improving social skills among pupils participating 
in the pilot – clarification re these skills 

     

Communication      
Improving communication skills among pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Encouraging greater communication between the 
school and home for pupils participating in the 
pilot 

     

Enhancing parent-teacher relationships among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Other (please describe)      
 
Please also fill in this section if your school is involved in the Small Group work: 
 

1. Have there been any difficulties in implementing the small group work in your school? 
 

2. What have been the main benefits for pupils participating in the small group work? 
 

3. What have been the main benefits for the teachers of pupils who have been involved 
in the small group work? 
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Only complete this section if your school is involved in the CPD network groups. 
 

1. How useful have the CPD meetings been? 
 

2. What if any difficulties have been encountered in your school�s involvement with the 
CPD meetings? 

 

 
Only complete this section if your school is involved in the School Improvement 
strand 

1. What have been the benefits of having a leading teacher/ teacher coach? 
 

2. How well that this been received by staff in the school? 
 

3. What difficulties, if any, have been encountered with this strand? 
 
 

 
Only complete this section if your school is involved in the Social Emotional and 
Behavioural (SEBS) curriculum materials 

1. Did the SEBS curriculum meet a need that was already present in the school? 
 

2. Did you feel the material met the needs of the curriculum? 
 

3. What were your expectations of the work?  
 

4. Did it meet your expectations? 
 

5. What were the outcomes you were looking for? 
 
Please add here any comments you wish to add regarding the setting up of the pilot 
 

Please return completed questionnaire to the person who gave it to you 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 
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Primary Behaviour and Attendance Pilot 
 

Questionnaire for teachers and teaching assistants 
 

Please complete this questionnaire, which forms part of the Evaluation of the Primary 
Behaviour and Attendance Pilot being conducted by the Institute of Education, 

University of London. 
All responses will be treated in confidence. 

Thank you for your help. 
 

If you have any queries regarding this questionnaire please contact the research team 
on 

0207 612 6152   or email j.rhamie@ioe.ac.uk or j.shaw@ioe.ac.uk 
 

Name:       Position: 
 
School                                                                         
Number of years experience as a teacher or teaching 
assistant�������������������.. 

1. Please tick the aspects of the pilot with which your school has been involved: 
 
" School Improvement Issues    (Behaviour & Attendance)            

□ 

" Curriculum Materials to develop children�s social emotional and behavioural skills     

□ 

" CPD groups             □ 

" Small group interventions □ 
2. What have been the main benefits for pupils participating in the pilot in terms 

of:  
 
a) behaviour? 
 
b) attendance? 
 
c) emotional well-being and emotional competence (e.g. being content and the ability 
to manage anger)? 
 
d) academic attainment? 
 
e) social skills ? 
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OVERALL IMPACT 
3. In your opinion, how has the Pilot made a difference to your school? 

 
4. How has the pilot made a difference to your work as a teacher/teaching 

assistant? 
 

5. How has the pilot made a difference to other staff in the school? 
 
IMPLEMENTATION 
 

6. How effectively do you think that the pilot been managed by your school? 
 

7. How has the Leading Behaviour Professional (or staff responsible for 
implementation) in your school supported you? 

 
8. Did you experience any difficulties when the pilot was implemented and if so 

how were these resolved? 
 

9. What form did the training take? 
 

10. How effective was the training?  
 

11. How would you have liked to see the pilot run in your school? 
 
Please add here any other comments that you wish to make regarding the setting up of 
the pilot. 
 

12. If you are an NQT, do you feel supported in relation to promoting positive 
behaviour – for example by your mentor, by the Lead Behaviour Professional 
in your school, or by opportunities to visit leading teachers in other schools? 

 
RESOURCES 

13. Have you made use of the primary behaviour and attendance strategy web 
site? If so, how useful did you find it? How could it be improved? 

 
In the following sections, please only answer the questions related to the 
interventions with which you have been involved. 
 
School Improvement where behaviour is a key issue   
 

14. In what ways were you helped by the teacher coaches?  
 

15. How effective was the support that you were given?  
 

16. Has it changed your practice in the classroom?  
17. Did you have opportunities to visit any leading (behaviour) teachers in other 

schools? If so, how useful was that for you? 
 

18. Overall, was taking part in the pilot worthwhile? Please elaborate on your 
answer. 
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Curriculum Materials to develop children�s social emotional and behavioural 
skills (SEBs) 
 

19. Have you received training on the SEBs material? 
 

20. What type of training did you receive on the curriculum materials?  
 

21. Was the training useful? 
 

22. Do you have the skills and knowledge to deliver the SEBS materials? 
 

23. Were you given enough resources for your needs? 
 

24. Did you have any difficulties using the materials? How did you overcome 
these? What else would support you? 

 
25. a. Overall, how successful has this aspect of the pilot been?  Please tick the 

relevant box  
Very Successful����□  

Successful������.□   

Quite successful����□   

Relatively successful�.....□  

No Impact������..□   
 

26. b. Please give reasons for your response to no. 25a.  
 
CPD groups  
 

27. Have you been involved in any school CPD (e.g. staff meetings, INSET) 
using the Behaviour Pilot training materials? If so, what did you find useful? 
What could be improved? 

 
28. What did you find most useful in the meetings, and why? 

 
29.  What did you find least useful in the meetings, and why? 

 
30. Have you visited or worked with a leading (behaviour) teacher from another 
school? If so, was it useful? Why? 
 
Small group interventions  
 

31. What benefits have there been of the multi-agency approach for the 
participating children? For all children? Please provide evidence for this. 

 
32. Were you aware of what the group work for children was focusing on? 

 
33. How did the small group work link to your work with the children in class? 
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34. Were you adequately equipped to offer follow up support to the parents and 
their children in this strand of the pilot? 

 
35. Did you find the approach used in the group work effective in working with 

children with behaviour difficulties? If yes, please provide evidence. 
 

36. Was working as part of a multi-agency team beneficial to the school/ 
parents/carers/ pupils? Please say why. 

 
37. Has the pilot improved your skills in responding to the needs of vulnerable 

pupils? Please provide evidence for this.  
 
38. Did you use the Goodman Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire? If so, 

how easy did you find it to complete? How useful did you find it? 
 

39. What other methods were used to evaluate the impact of the programme? 
 
The behaviour and attendance pilot has made a difference by: 
 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don�t 
know 

STAFF OUTCOMES: 
 

     

Improving your skills in promoting positive behaviour 
and reducing poor behaviour in the classroom 

     

Improving your confidence in promoting positive 
behaviour 

     

Improving the working climate in your school      
Reducing the level of anxiety in the classroom      
Reducing your workload      
PUPIL OUTCOMES:  
 

     

Behaviour of pupils participating in the pilot      
Improving the behaviour of pupils in the classroom      
Improving the behaviour of pupils when out of the 
classroom 

     

Reducing management time in school spent on 
discipline matters for pupils  

     

Improving staff pupil relationships among pupils       
Raising levels of respect for people among pupils       
Improving motivation towards school among pupils       
Improving concentration on work among pupils       
Reducing bullying among pupils participating in the 
pilot 

     

Achievement      
Raising the standard of learning achieved by pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Raising the  assessed attainment  levels of pupils 
participating in the pilot  
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Attendance      
Improving the attendance of pupils participating in 
the pilot 

     

Improving punctuality in arriving at school among 
pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Emotional Well-being and Emotional Competence      
Promoting the emotional well-being of pupils 
participating in the pilot 

     

Increasing pupils’ ability to control emotions such as 
anger 

     

Engendering positive attitudes towards school 
among pupils participating in the pilot. 

     

Social Skills      
Improving pupils’ ability to make and keep friends      
Improving pupils’ ability to resolve conflict       
Improving listening skills among pupils participating 
in the pilot. 

     

Communication with Parents      
Encouraging greater communication between the 
school and home for pupils participating in the pilot 

     

Enhancing parent-teacher relationships among pupils 
participating in the pilot 
 
 

     

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don�t 
know 

Other (please describe) 
 

     

 
Please return the completed questionnaire to the person who gave it to you. 

 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 
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Primary Behaviour and Attendance Pilot 
 

Questionnaire for Non-teaching members of the School Community 
(E.g. Governors, Lunchtime Staff and other School Helpers) 

 
Please complete this questionnaire, which forms part of the Evaluation of the Primary 
Behaviour and Attendance Pilot being conducted by the Institute of Education, 
University of London. All responses will be treated in confidence. Thank you for your 
help. If you have any queries regarding this questionnaire please contact the research 
team on 0207 612 6152   or email j.rhamie@ioe.ac.uk or j.shaw@ioe.ac.uk 
 
Name:        
 
School:        

1. What do you know about the way that the Primary Behaviour and Attendance 
Pilot Project has been implemented in your school? 

 
2. What have been the main benefits for pupils participating in the pilot in terms 

of:  
 
a) behaviour? 
 
b) attendance? 
 
c) emotional well-being? 
 
d) academic attainment? 
 
e) social skills? 
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The behaviour and attendance pilot has made a difference by: 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don�t 
know 

Improving the management of behaviour in the 
school  

     

Reducing staff stress in the school  
 

     

Changing the working climate in the school 
 

     

Improving the behaviour of pupils when in the 
playground  
 

     

Improving the behaviour of pupils generally in the 
school  
 

     

Promoting the well-being of pupils  
 

     

Engendering positive attitudes towards school  
 

     

Reducing bullying among pupils participating in 
the pilot 
 

     

Improving social skills among pupils 
participating in the pilot –for example their 
ability to make and keep friends, and resolve 
problems between people. 
 

     

Reducing bullying among pupils participating in 
the pilot 
 

     

Improving staff pupil relationships  
 

     

Increasing staff confidence in working with 
children whose behaviour is harder to manage 
 

     

Other (please describe) 
 
 
 
 

     

 
 

Please return the completed questionnaire to the person who gave it to you. 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire 
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Primary Behaviour and Attendance Pilot 
 

Questionnaire for Parents/ Carers 
 

Your child's school is taking part in a project that is designed to 
help improve children's behaviour and help them to learn about 
their feelings and how to get on with each other. We would like to 
find out what you think about this project. What you write will be 
confidential. Thank you for your help! 
 
If you have any queries regarding this questionnaire please contact the research team 
on 0207 612 6152   or email j.rhamie@ioe.ac.uk or j.shaw@ioe.ac.uk or the person who 
gave it to you. 

 
Name of parent/carer: ______________ School: ____________________ 
 
Name of child: ___________________     □ Boy    □ Girl 
 
Child�s Age:_________________ 
 
Please tick the box that best describes your child�s ethnic origin 
                           
White Mixed Asian or Asian 

British 
 

 Black or Black 
British 

 Chinese or other 
ethnic group 

□ British 
 

□ White and Asian □ Bangladeshi 
 

□ African 
 

□ Chinese 
 

□ Other White 
background 
����. 

□ White and Black 
Caribbean 

□ Indian □ Caribbean □ Any other ����. 

 □ White and Black  African 
 

□ Pakistani □ Any other Black 
background ���� 

 

 □ Any other Mixed 
background �����.. 

□ Any other Asian 
background ����� 

  

 
Please answer the following questions by ticking the appropriate box. 
 Yes Partly No I don’t 

know 
Has the project helped your child? 
 

    

Has the project helped your child get on better 
with other children? 
 

    

Has it helped your child get on better with 
members of staff? 

    

Has your child�s learning improved?      

Has it helped your child behave better at     
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school? 
 
Has it helped your child behave better at 
home? 
 

 
 

   

 Yes Partly No I don’t 
know 

Has it helped your child to feel happy and   
safe at school? 
 

 
 

   

Has it helped your child to understand and 
manage their feelings? 
 

    

Now please answer the following questions 
Has the project encouraged greater communication between you and the school? 
 
How did you hear about the work your child has been doing in the project? 
 
What type of activities has your child taken part in at school as a result of the 
project?  
 
 
What did you think of them? Which materials have you used at home (if any)? 
How have you used them? Were they useful? 
 
Do you think that this project has had an impact on your child? If so, in what 
ways? 
 
 
 

 
Please return this questionnaire to the person who gave it to you.  

Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 
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Primary Behaviour and Attendance Pilot 
 

Small Group Questionnaire for Parents/ Carers 
 
Your child's school is taking part in a project that is designed to help improve children's 
behaviour and help them to learn about their feelings and how to get on with each other. 
We would like to find out what you think about this project. What you write will be 
confidential. Thank you for your help! 
 
If you have any queries regarding this questionnaire please contact the research team 
on 0207 612 6152   or email j.rhamie@ioe.ac.uk or j.shaw@ioe.ac.uk or the person who 
gave it to you. 

 
Name of parent/carer: ______________ School: ____________________ 
 
Name of child: ___________________     □ Boy    □ Girl 
 
Child�s Age:_________________ 
 
Please tick the box that best describes your child�s ethnic origin                       
White Mixed Asian or Asian 

British 
 

 Black or Black 
British 

 Chinese or other 
ethnic group 

□ British 
 

□ White and Asian □ Bangladeshi 
 

□ African 
 

□ Chinese 
 

□ Other White 
background 
����. 

□ White and Black 
Caribbean 

□ Indian □ Caribbean □ Any other ����. 

 □ White and Black  African 
 

□ Pakistani □ Any other Black 
background ���� 

 

 □ Any other Mixed 
background �����.. 

□ Any other Asian 
background ����� 

  

 
Please answer the following questions by ticking the appropriate box 
 Yes Partly No I don’t 

know 
Has the small group work that your child has been 
involved been helpful? 
 

    

Has the project helped your child get on better 
with other children? 
 

    

Has it helped your child get on better with 
members of staff? 
 

    

Has your child�s learning improved?  
 

    

Has it helped your child behave better at 
school? 
 

    

Has it helped your child behave better at 
home? 
 

    

Has it helped your child to feel happy and     
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safe at school? 
 Yes Partly No I don’t 

know 
Has it helped your child to understand and 
manage their feelings? 
 

    

 
Now please answer the following questions 
How did you hear about your child being involved in the small group work? 
 
What type of activities has your child taken part in during the group sessions?  
 
Have you been involved in a parents/carers group? 
 
Did you find this helpful? 

 
What was helpful? What was not so helpful? Has it made a difference to you as a 
parent/carer? 
 
Please return the completed questionnaire to the person who gave it to you. 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire 
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Case Study Form for  
Children involved in Small Groups 

This form should be completed by the small group tutor 

 
Please complete this questionnaire, which forms part of the Evaluation of the Primary 
Behaviour and Attendance Pilot being conducted by the Institute of Education, 
University of London. All information will be treated in confidence. Thank you for 
your help. If you have any queries regarding this questionnaire please contact the 
research team on 0207 612 6152   or email j.rhamie@ioe.ac.uk or j.shaw@ioe.ac.uk 
 
Name of child________________   School________________ 

Gender of child_______________   Class Teacher__________ 

Small Group Tutor____________   Year Group_____________ 

Small Group Identifier _________ 

 
 
Please indicate tick the appropriate box which indicated the child’s ethnic group. 
 
 White Mixed Asian or Asian 

British 
 

 Black or Black 
British 

 Chinese or other 
ethnic group 

□ British 
 

□ White and Asian □ Bangladeshi 
 

□ African 
 

□ Chinese 
 

□ Other White 
background 
����. 

□ White and Black 
Caribbean 

□ Indian □ Caribbean □ Any other ����. 

 □ White and Black  African 
 

□ Pakistani □ Any other Black 
background ���� 

 

 □ Any other Mixed 
background �����.. 

□ Any other Asian 
background ����� 

  

 
Please indicate which other Behaviour and Attendance pilot interventions are in 
place in the school and may have involved or impacted on this pupil. 
 

 □School Improvement □SEBS Curriculum Materials □Other (Please 
state which) _______________ 
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Small Group Sessions Complete this section once for the whole group 

How often did the group 

meet? 

 

How long were the sessions?  

How many weeks did the 

intervention run for? 

 

Who referred pupils to the 

small group intervention? 

(Please describe the process) 

 

What was the composition of 

the group? (Gender, size of 

group, nature of difficulty, etc.) 

 

How was the group viewed by 

other pupils not involved with 

the intervention? 

 

How was the group viewed by 

staff (parents/carers?) who 

were not involved in the 

intervention? 

 

What issues were the small 

groups designed to address? 

 

 
 

Selection  Complete the following sections for the pupil named above 

Who referred this pupil to the 

small group intervention? 

 

What were the general 

criteria used for referral? 

 

Why was this pupil referred to 

the small group intervention? 

E.g. SEN, attendance, 

behaviour, other specific 

issues or difficulties. (Please 

give a brief description of the 

nature of the pupil’s situation, 

difficulties and needs) 
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 What commitment was 

made by the class teacher to 

engage in the process and 

any follow-up activities? 

 
 

  
 

Objectives Objectives 

What were the objectives for 

the group? 

 

What were the specific 

objectives for this pupil? 

 

What did the tutor hope to 

achieve through working with 

the small group? 

 

  
 

Types of Activities  

What types of activities have 

been undertaken in the 

group? 

 

Which activities did the target 

pupil engage in most? 

 

      

Pupil Interaction      

Very well Quite well Interaction 
varied 

Not very 
well 

Did not 
interact at 
all 

How well did this pupil interact 

with the other group 

members? Please tick 

appropriate box. 

Please give reasons 

 

 Very well Quite well Interaction 
varied 

Not very 
well 

Did not 
interact at 
all 

 
 

    How well did this pupil 

engage in the activities? 

Please tick appropriate box. 

 

 

Please give reasons 
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Outcomes  

Was the intervention 

successful when measured 

against the pupil’s specific 

objectives?  Please give 

details. 

 

Were there unintentional 

gains for the pupil?  Please 

give details 

 

Which aspects of the 

intervention were most 

effective in relation to 

individual pupil objectives? 

 

Which aspects of the 

intervention were most 

effective in relation to the 

experiences of the group? 

 

Why do you think these 

aspects of the intervention 

worked well? 

 

Were there any elements of 

the intervention that were not 

effective with this pupil?  

Please explain. 

 

What changes have you seen 

in this pupil? 

 

Who else has noticed 

changes in this pupil?   

 

How do they describe these 

changes? 
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Effectiveness of the 

Interventions 

 

What other multi-agency 

personnel were involved in 

working with this pupil? 

 

‘Not at all’  ‘A little’ Sometimes 
involved 

‘Fully 
involved’ 

Don’t know Was the pupil’s parent/carer 

also involved in small group 

work? Please indicate by 

ticking the appropriate box. 

Please explain 
 
 

What was objective for the 

parent/carer? 

 

How effective were these 

sessions for the parent/carer? 

 

  
It would be helpful to have the following information to help in evaluating the 
effectiveness of this small group intervention.  
 
The nature of any 
previous interventions 
with this pupil and the 
outcomes? 
 

 

The nature of any previous 
interventions with this pupil’s 
parent/carer and outcomes.  
 

 

Are there any plans for post 
group follow up work? If yes 
please describe. If not, please 
give reasons. 

 

 
Please return this questionnaire to the person who gave it to you.  

Thank you for your support in completing this questionnaire. 
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Phase 3 � Interviews 
 
Interview with Head teacher (Phase 3) 
LEA: School: 
Name: Role: 
Date:  
 
Interventions implemented: 
 

SEBS strand? □ 
CPD strand? □ 

Small Group strand? □ 

School Improvement strand?  □ 
 
Implementation of the pilot  

1. In what ways has the LEA supported the school in implementing the pilot?  
2. Have there been any difficulties in implementing any of the strands of the 

pilot? (e.g. CPD strand (e.g. attendance at meetings and dissemination of 
information) school improvement strand (teacher coaching/leading teachers) 
SEBS strand (e.g. curriculum materials), small group strand (e.g. links 
between group worker and class teacher ) If so, what have they been and how 
have they been overcome?  

3. Which strands have been easy to implement? Why has it been easy?  
4. How was the Lead Behaviour Professional involved in the implementation of 

the pilot?  
5. What systems were in place prior to the pilot to develop children’s social, 

emotional and behavioural skills, to support vulnerable pupils in your school?  
6. Were these effective? How have they changed? 
7. What systems were in place to provide professional development for staff in 

the area of behaviour and attendance?  Were these effective? How have they 
changed? 

8. How have the audits undertaken as part of the pilot project linked back to the 
school self review areas that have been identified? 

 
Impact 
 
The whole school 
 

9. What, in your view, has been the overall impact of the pilot in your school?  
10. Have any strands had greater impact than others? If so, which and in what 

ways? 
11. Have any of the strands led to changes in school policies or practices? If so, 

how?   
12. Have there been any changes in the way that positive behaviour has been 

promoted? 
13. Have there been any changes to children’s learning?  If so, what is the nature 

of these changes? 
14. Do you think there have been any improvements in pupils’ social, emotional, 

behavioural skills? For any particular types of pupils? Can you give some 
examples? 
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15. For which year groups are the interventions perceived as being most 
successful? 

 
Staff 
 

16. What impact do you think that the pilot and its various strands have had on the 
work of the staff (including support staff)?  

17. Has it reduced their stress? If so, why?  
18. Has it reduced their workload? If so, how?  
19. Has it changed their practices in the classroom? If so, how?  
20. Have there been any difficulties in getting staff to implement the materials? 

 
Pupils 
 

21. What do you think has been the overall impact of the pilot on the children?  
22. Has there been any change in the number of fixed term and permanent 

exclusions, behaviour incidents etc.  If so, what specifically has caused this?  
23. Has the school changed the way in which you record behaviour, both positive 

and negative? If so, please elaborate. 
24. In your view, have there been positive changes in pupils’ behaviour around 

school? and their learning? 
25. What do you think has been the overall impact of the pilot in terms of: 

- attendance (authorised absence; unauthorised absence) 
- behaviour; 
- learning 
- emotional well-being; 
- pupil/pupil relationships; 
- Pupil/staff relationships? 
- Pupil/parent/carer relationships? 
-     School/community relationships 

Sustainability 
 

26. To what extent do you think that any of the strategies adopted as a result of the 
Behaviour and Attendance Pilot are likely to be maintained in the long term?  
Please explain your answer. 

27. Have there been any negative aspects of the pilot?  
28. Are there any aspects of the pilot you would like to change?  Why? (E.g. 

implementation, approach, content) 
29. Is there anything else you would like to share? 
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Interview with teacher and teaching assistants 
 
LEA: School: 
Date:  
Name: Role: 
 
Implementation of the pilot 
 
What aspects of the pilot have been implemented in your school? (SI: Teacher coach, 
SEBS curriculum, small group work, CPD meetings) 
Have there been specific aspects of the pilot you have been involved with?  If so, 
which?  
Did you experience any difficulties when the pilot was being implemented?  If so, 
what were they and how were they resolved? 
Did you receive any training to help you implement the strand/s of the pilot you were 
involved with?  If so, what did this involve and did you find it effective? 
Have you received ongoing support in the implementation of the pilot? If so, what? 
Was it useful and appropriate?  
What systems were in place prior to the pilot to develop children’s social, emotional 
and behavioural skills and to support vulnerable pupils in your school?  Were these 
effective? How have they changed? 
 
Impact on the school as a whole 
What do you think has been the overall impact of the pilot on the whole school? 
Have any strands been more successful than others? If so, which and why? 
 
Impact on you as a member of staff 
 
What impact has the pilot work had on you as a member of staff?  
Has it reduced your stress level? If so, please elaborate. 
Has it reduced your workload? If so, please elaborate. 
Has it helped you develop any particular skills? 
Has it changed the way that you work?  
To what extent do you believe that the pilot has impacted on your practice in the 
classroom? 
Has it changed the way that you record pupil behaviour issues? 
Do you feel that the work has enabled you to feel more confident in managing 
behavioural issues in the classroom? 
Do you feel it has enabled you to help children learn better  ? 
Has the pilot had any impact on the role of TAs? If so, how?  
Have there been any changes in the way playground behaviour is managed? 
Have there been any changes in relationships within the school? Between staff? 
Have there been any changes in whole school practice? E.g. teamwork, how meetings 
are run? 
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Impact on pupils 
 
What do you think has been the overall impact of the pilot in terms of: 

- behaviour in the classroom/ playground; 
- pupil learning; 
- academic attainment; 
- attendance/ punctuality at school (authorised/unauthorised absence); 
- exclusions (fixed term and permanent) or other behaviour measures; 
- emotional well-being; 
- bullying; 
- classroom ethos; 
- pupil/pupil relationships; 
- pupil/staff relationships? 
- Pupils/parent/carer relationships? 
- School/community relationships? 
 

Please give specific examples of each. 
 
What do you think has been the overall impact on parents whose children have been 
involved in the interventions? 
For which year groups are the interventions perceived as being most successful? 
 
Sustainability 
 
To what extent do you believe each of the strands of the Behaviour and Attendance 
Pilot initiatives are sustainable in your school in the long term? Is there anything 
about the pilot that you would like to change? If so, what? 
Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Interview with Parents/ Carers in relation to SEBS (Phase 3) 
 
LEA: Date: 
Child’s School: Year Group  
Age of  Child: Parent’s Name: 
Introduction to our role in the pilot and the purpose of the interview.  All information 
will be confidential.  
 
Introduction to SEBS  
What do you know about the pilot SEBS work? 
How were you informed about it? 
What was your initial reaction to it?  
How do you feel about the work that your child has been involved in? 
 
Impact 
Have you noticed any changes at school since the work began? 
Has the work made any difference to you? 
Have you noticed any differences in your child’s: 

- general behaviour 
- behaviour with others 
- caring and consideration for others 
- ability to think before acting 
- concentration 
- self confidence  
- willingness to talk to you or others 
- attitudes towards school 
- motivation towards going to school  
- motivation to learn? 

Is your child more able to talk about how and what they are feeling now? 
Have you noticed any other changes? 
 
Future 
 
Do you think that the work that has been started should continue? If yes what do you 
think it could achieve for you and your child? 
Do you think that anything should be changed?  
 
 
 
Is there anything else that you would like to add? 
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Group interview with pupils engaged with SEBS (Phase 3) 
 
LEA: Date: 
School:  Year Group: 
Introduction to our role in the pilot and the purpose of the interview.   
All information will be confidential.  
 
General Introductory 
 
Tell me about yourselves:  How old are you? What year are you in? What is your 
teacher’s name? What do you like doing most at school?  
Experiences of School 
 
What do you dislike about school? Why?  
What do you like best about school? 
What sorts of things do you do/learn while you are at school?  
Who are the people you get on best with? Why? 
 
Interventions 
 
Can you tell me about SEBS (name to reflect how it is referred to in the school)? 
What sorts of activities do you do? 
What do you enjoy most about this work? 
What kind of things do you find difficult? 
What have you learned from it?  
Impact 
 
Have you noticed any difference in the teachers/staff since you started doing SEBS? 
Do any of them do any things differently? What? 
What do you do differently? Do you treat each other differently?  
How do you behave? Do you talk to each other differently? Has anything changed in 
the way you learn/do your school work? 
Do you think that the behaviour /learning or school work of the other children in your 
class is better now? Please give me some examples. 
Do you think that the behaviour of the other children in the school is better now?  
Do you think there have been any changes at home for you? Can you give some 
examples? 
 
Future 
 
Do you think that the SEBS work (name to reflect how it is referred to in the school) 
your class has been doing should continue? 
What would you like to see happen in your school to make it a better school? 
If you were able to say something to the Prime Minister about the special work that 
has been taking place in your school what would you say? 
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Interview with Parent/ Carer about small group work (Phase 3) 
 
LEA: Date: 
Child’s School: Year Group  
Age of  Child: Parent’s Name: 
Introduction to our role in the pilot and the purpose of the interview.  All information will be 
confidential.  
Introduction 
 
What do you know about the small group work programme? 
How were you informed about the small group work?  
What was your initial reaction to it?  
Did you feel that is was a good idea? Why or why not? 
Were you invited to contribute to it? If so, how? 
How did you feel about the part you could play?  
Interventions 
Children 
What kind of group work has your child been involved with? 
What kinds of activities have they been doing?  
Have they been involved in any activities on their own separate from the group? 
Who has been working with them? 
Parents 
Were you involved in the small group work with your child? 
Were you involved in any activities with other parents? 
Were you asked to attend any meetings or groups? 
If so, how did you feel about attending the sessions? 
What were your expectations of the sessions? 
Were your needs met? 
Did you find the sessions helpful?  Please explain. 
Impact 
School 
Has the group work made any difference to your child at school? 
Has the group work changed your child’s:   

- behaviour at school;  
- attendance at school; 
- attitudes towards school; 
- motivation to go to school;  
- concentration on working at school; 
- motivation to learn; 
- relationships with teachers at school; 
- relationships with other children at school;  
- self-confidence at school? 
 

Have you noticed any other changes?  
Home 
Has the group work made any difference to your child at home?  If so in what ways?   
Have you noticed any differences in your child’s: 

- self confidence at home; 
- general behaviour at home;  



 224

- ability to talk to you about problems;  
- behaviour with other children at home; 
- social skills at home; 
- relationship with yourself? 
 

If the parent was engaged in activities or group work 
 
Has the group made any difference to you and your child?  In what ways?   
Has your relationship changed? 
Do you get on better?  
Are you better able to understand and manage their behaviour?  
Did you experience any unexpected benefits or difficulties when attending the small 
group work sessions? 
 
Relationships with school 
Do you feel the group work made a difference to your relationship with school?  If so, 
in what ways? 
Do you feel that as a result of the group work you have better communication with 
your child’s school? 
Do you feel able to talk to the teachers/head teacher? 
Are you better able to talk to any staff about your child’s problems? 
The future 
Are there any ways in which you think the group work should be developed? (This 
may apply to the child’s group, a parents’ group, or both).  
Do you feel that the support your child has been given will have a long term effect?  
Do you feel that the support that you have been given will help you to maintain 
change in your child’s behaviour, attendance and emotional well being at school? 
What are your hopes for your child in the future? 
 
Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Interview with pupil taking part in small group work (Phase 3) 
 
LEA: Date: 
School: Pupil’s Name: 
Year Group:  
Introduction to interviewer’s role in the pilot and the purpose of the interview.   
All information will be confidential.  
 
General Introduction 
Tell me about your self:  How old are you? What year are you in? What is your 
teacher’s name? Do you have any brothers or sisters? Who is your friend? Who is 
your favourite star? What do you like doing most?  
Experiences of School 
What do you like/dislike about school? 
Is there anything that you do not like about school? 
What sorts of activities do you join in with at school? 
Have you had any difficulties at school, for instance, with behaviour, your school 
work, not attending school? Can you tell me about these? 
Have you had any help or support with these difficulties? If so, can you tell me about 
it? 
Interventions 
Have you been involved in any SEBS (name to reflect name used in school) group 
work at school?  
Can you tell me about it? 
What sorts of activities did you do? 
What do you enjoy most about the group? 
What kinds of things did you find difficult 
What difference has it made to you? 
Impact 
At school: 
How do you get on with the adults in school? 
Has this changed since you’ve been in the group?  
How do you get on with the other children in your class and in the small group? 
Has this changed since you’ve been in the group? 
What kinds of things do you do differently since being in the group? 
What have you learned from being in the group? 
At home: 
Do you think there have been any changes at home since you joined the group? Can 
you give some examples? 
Future 
Do you think that the group should continue? 
Do you think that the SEBS group work (name to reflect name used in school) should 
continue?  How do you think that should take place? 
What would you like to see happen in your school to make it a better school? 
If you were able to say something to the Prime Minister about the special group work 
that has been taking place in your school what would you say? 
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