








11.23 Within schools visited, the same approach to encouraging teachers to
accept responsibility for behaviour in their classrooms was a common theme.
All schools had referral systems whereby continual or serious misbehaviour
was referred to successively more senior members of staff. One secondary
school visited described how the collection and analysis of referral statistics
had been illuminating.

It became clear that two or three departments were being heavy handed and
when they saw similar sized departments with fewer punishment exercises
[being issued] they had to look to their own departmental policy (SS5)

11.24 The large majority of secondary headteachers felt that parents were
supportive both generally and in terms of behaviour and discipline issues.
This was also a feature in the schools visited where many staff emphasised
the importance of regular contact with pupils’ families. In one school visited a
parent automatically received a text message if a pupil got to the first rung of
formal punishment being recorded on the system and the headteacher
reported a 50% drop in referrals as a result of this.

11.25 81% of headteachers surveyed had spent some time talking with
parents about their child’s behaviour in the last week. The picture was very
different for secondary teachers. 75% indicated that they had spent no time
talking to parents about pupils’ behaviour in the last week; 14% had spent
less than an hour doing this and 11% had spent longer.

11.26 Partnership working was an important aspect of promoting positive
behaviour and in meeting the needs of pupils with behavioural difficulties.
39% of secondary headteachers had spent 1-3 hours in the previous week
working with partners or other members of the school community; 8% had
spent more than 3 hours. However 24% had spent no time and 28% had
spent less than an hour engaged in this.

Comparisons with 2006

11.27 It is not possible to compare exactly the approaches used to encourage
positive behaviour and to manage negative behaviour in 2006 and 2009. This
is because a slightly different list of approaches was used in the two surveys.
In addition the frequency of use categories were different.

11.28 The most frequently used strategies in 2006 and 2009 are very similar
although different language is sometimes used in the two surveys to describe
strategies. Those identified by 90% of secondary headteachers as being used
in 2006 and by secondary headteachers as being used frequently or
sometimes in 2009 are:

e Curriculum programmes in social and emotional well being;
Broad curriculum options;
Anti-bullying policies;
Buddying/peer mentoring;
Break time supervision;
Reward systems for pupils;
Involving pupils in developing ideas and activities in the school.
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11.29 Some specific whole school approaches were not separately itemised
in 2006 but included in one question asking about the use of ‘whole school
initiatives such as Restorative Practices, Motivated School or Solution-
Oriented School.” They were separately itemised in 2009. It seems likely that
the use of some these strategies had increased in 2009. We can infer this by
inspecting the percentages in the not used column for 2009. In 2006, 29% of
secondary teachers and 54% of secondary headteachers said none of these
strategies was used in their schools. In 2009 by contrast, the percentages not
using these approaches had fallen markedly in some cases. For example,
Restorative Practices (G) were never used by 19% of teachers and 8% of
headteachers while Solution oriented approaches (H) were never used by 2%
of teachers and 8% of headteachers.

11.30 Finally it is worth noting that behaviour co-ordinators seem to be used
more frequently in 2009 than in 2006. Around one in three secondary
headteachers in 2006 said that they never used behaviour co-ordinators,
compared to around 1 in 8 (12%) in 2009.

Summary

11.31 The 2009 survey data indicates that in secondary schools there is wide
agreement about the key approaches to promoting positive behaviour and
dealing with negative behaviour. The most frequently identified strategies from
teachers and headteachers are:

TABLE 11.4 MOST AND LEAST FREQUENTLY USED BEHAVIOUR MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES
IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS
Most frequently used strategies Least frequently used strategies

The promotion of a positive behaviour | Circle time
through whole school ethos and values

Break time supervision Learning stances

Anti-bullying policies Nurture groups

Referral of pupils to more senior staff Local authority off site provision

11.32 These frequently used strategies are also seen as the most helpful by
both headteachers and teachers.

11.33 Other key findings are:

e Support in promoting positive behaviour and in dealing with negative
behaviour is available in a number of ways. These include the
provision of classroom and learning assistants, specialist support staff,
support from colleagues and professional development and training.
These were all highly valued;

e Support staff was the least satisfied group in terms of adequacy of
training;

e There is reported involvement of a wide range of staff in policy
development, some involvement of parents and substantial
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involvement of pupils. Perceptions about involvement vary, with
support staff in particular reporting lack of involvement in policy
development;

The vast majority of teachers and support staff are confident in their
behaviour management skills and in the support of senior
management in terms of dealing with disruptive behaviour;
Comparisons with 2006 are difficult but more headteachers and
teachers seem to be using several approaches that had been
promoted by the Scottish Government. These include Restorative
Practices, and Solution Oriented approaches.
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12 COMPARISON OF 2006 AND 2009 PERCEPTIONS OF BEHAVIOUR
Introduction

12.1 The surveys asked questions about a wide range of behaviours. Of
particular interest to many stakeholders in education is the frequency of
specific types of positive and negative pupil behaviour and whether these are
changing over time. In this chapter we look at differences in perceived
frequencies between 2006 and 2009.

12.2 The way in which the comparisons are undertaken must be technically
rigorous and accurate. The purpose of this chapter is to describe the method
used and to set out the results of applying it to the data collected in 2006 and
2009.

Organisation of questions

12.3 The six question categories used in this chapter, and the numbers of
questions in each category in each year, are given below. To facilitate
reference in the tables contained in this chapter, each category has a
shorthand notation given in brackets.

Positive behaviour in the classroom (C+) 11 questions in 2006, 13 in 2009
Positive behaviour around the school (S+) 9 questions in 2006, 10 in 2009
Low level indiscipline in the classroom (C-) 12 questions in 2006, 12 in 2009
Low level indiscipline around the school (S-) 9 questions in 2006, 9 in 2009
Serious indiscipline in the classroom (C--) 12 questions in 2006, 14 in 2009
Serious indiscipline around the school (S--) 14 questions in 2006, 16 in 2009

12.4 As can be seen, a few new questions were added in 2009 and of course
for these, comparisons with 2006 are not possible, though response
frequencies for 2009 have been calculated.

Management of response scales

12.5 Comparisons between 2006 and 2009 were complicated by changes
made to the survey form. Since all comparisons must be on a like-with-like
basis, it was necessary to “unpick” each of the changes so that the two data
sets were in identical formats before the comparisons could be made.

12.6 For “Positive behaviour in the classroom”, the same scale was used in
both 2006 and 2009. It is given in table 2.3 for example. No “unpicking” was
therefore necessary.

12.7 For “Positive behaviour around the school”, the scales used in 2006 and
2009 were so different as to make year-on-year comparisons impossible.
Response frequencies for both 2006 and 2009 are given in the complete
tables which will be made available online as part of the reporting process but
no inferences can be made about changes over time.
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12.8 For the other four categories (“‘Low-level indiscipline in the classroom”,

“‘Low-level indiscipline around the school”,

Serious indiscipline/violence in the

classroom” and “Serious indiscipline/violence around the school”), the scales

used were:
2006 2009
Several times daily Several times a day
Twice a day
Once a day Once a day

3 or 4 times a week

3 or 4 times last week

Once or twice a week

Twice last week

Once last week
Not at all last week

Not at all

12.9 For the application of significance tests for changes between 2006 and
2009, the introduction of two new points to the scale in 2009 required some
recoding before comparisons could be made. “Twice last week” and “Once
last week” were pooled into “Once or twice a week”; “Twice a day” and
“Several times a day” were pooled into “Several times daily”. This second
pooling assumes that if “Twice a day” had not been available, everyone
selecting it would have chosen “Several times a day” instead. In fact it is
possible that a small number may have opted for “Once a day”. It is unlikely
that there were many such cases and to the extent that they did introduce
error, it was to inflate slightly the perceived levels of indiscipline in 2009
relative to 2006. Any improvements over time therefore occurred despite this
bias and not because of it.

Reporting of results

12.10 The six staff groups used elsewhere in this report (i.e. teacher, head
teacher and support staff in secondary and primary schools) were used again
for reporting purposes along with the six question categories. Table 12.1
gives the number of questions (and hence the number of comparisons) in
each category for each group. Some of the cells have zero entries (-)
showing that no comparisons were possible for that combination. For
“Positive behaviour around the school”, this was because of changes in the
response scale, while the other cases occurred because certain categories of
questions were not put to all the response groups. Support staff, for example,
were asked about behaviour in the classroom but not around the school.

TABLE 12.1: NUMBER OF COMPARISONS BETWEEN 2006 AND 2009 FOR EACH QUESTION
CATEGORY AND RESPONSE GROUP

Secondary Primary Secondary Primary Secondary Primary Total
Teachers Teachers | Heads (SH) Heads Support Support
(ST) (PT) (PH) (SS) (PS)

C+ 11 11 11 11 11 11 66
S+ : : : : : - :
C- 12 12 - - 12 12 48
S- 9 9 9 9 - 36
C-- 12 12 11 11 12 12 70
S-- 14 14 14 14 - 56
Total 58 58 45 45 35 35 276
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12.11 Tables 12.2 and 12.3 show two examples of the results of single
comparisons. The first is taken from “Positive behaviour in the classroom”,
where the same response scale was used in both years, and the second from
“‘Low-level indiscipline in the classroom”, where different scales were used. In
both cases, the entries in the body of the table give the percentages of
teachers in each year who selected each point on the response scale. These
percentages sum to 100 plus or minus rounding error. The last two columns
give the sample sizes on which the percentages are based and the direction
and significance of the difference between the years. The data were treated
as being ordinal in nature (i.e. the points on the scale are in a sequence of
increasing or decreasing levels of frequency of occurrence of behaviour) and
the test used was Mann-Whitney U. This was applied to each of the 276
comparisons individually to assess the direction of the change, “positive”
denoting a move towards better levels of discipline and “negative” towards
worse levels. It also calculates the probability that a change as large as, or
larger than, that observed could have occurred as a result of sampling
variation (i.e. could have occurred even if there had been no real underlying
change in levels of perceived indiscipline in the population of teachers as a
whole). If this number is less than 0.05, the difference is said to be significant
at the 5% level. If it is less than 0.01 and 0.001, the difference is said to be
significant at the 1% and 0.1% levels respectively. If the number is greater
than 0.05, the result is said to be not statistically significant. In the examples
given in tables 12.2 and 12.3 therefore, the frequency of pupils arriving with
the correct equipment has improved and to an extent which cannot be
ascribed to sampling variation. The frequency of talking out of turn however
has deteriorated, but to an extent which is well within the range of sampling
variation (i.e. not significant). A change as large as this would occur on
average on two occasions out of every three even if no change in the views of
all teachers had in fact occurred.

TABLE 12.2: SECONDARY TEACHERS’ RESPONSES TO “PUPILS ARRIVING WITH THE CORRECT

EQUIPMENT”
All Most Some Few No N Change
lessons lessons lessons lessons lessons
2006 3 50 27 17 3 548 Positive
2009 3 60 23 12 2 1456 0.000

TABLE 12.3: SECONDARY TEACHERS’ RESPONSES TO “TALKING OUT OF TURN”

Several times daily | Once a 3or4 Once or twice a | Not at N Change
day times a week all
week

2006 64 11 11 13 1 547 Negative

Several | Twicea | Once a 3ord Twice | Once Not at N

times a day day times last last last all last

day week week | week week

2009 53 13 7 13 8 5 1 1460 0.665

12.12 To give an impression of what changes of these sizes mean in practice,
figs 1, 2 and 3 depict comparisons where the level of significance is close to
the boundaries given above. Fig 1 shows the responses of primary teachers
to the question “pupils keenly engaging with their tasks”. Here there was a
positive change from 2006 to 2009 where the significance level was close to
the 0.1% level. Fig 2 shows the responses of primary support staff to the
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question “pupils arriving promptly for classes”. Here there was a negative
change from 2006 to 2009 where the significance level was close to the 1%
level. Fig 3 shows the responses of primary support staff to the question
“pupils contributing to class discussions”. Here there was a negative change
from 2006 to 2009 where the significance level was close to the 5% level.

Fig 1: Primary teachers' responses to "pupils keenly
engaging with their tasks"
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Fig 2: Primary support staff's responses to "pupils arriving
promptly for classes"
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Fig 3: Primary support staff's responses to " pupils
contributing to class discussions"
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12.13 In order to make the reporting of the results of the tests manageabile,
the following code was devised:

+++ Change was in the positive direction and significant at the 0.1% level
++ Change was in the positive direction and significant at the 1% level
+ Change was in the positive direction and significant at the 5% level
<blank> Change was not statistically significant

- Change was in the negative direction and significant at the 5% level
-- Change was in the negative direction and significant at the 1% level
-—- Change was in the negative direction and significant at the 0.1% level

12.14 Using this code, tables 12.4 to 12.8 summarise the results for five of the
six question categories (no comparisons were possible for “Positive behaviour
around the school”, hence its absence from these sections). In each case the
summary table is followed by a commentary. For questions where no
comparison is possible between 2006 and 2009, the appropriate cells are
shaded in dark grey.

Positive behaviour in the classroom

12.15 The summary table for this category is given in table 12.4. The last two
rows contain questions not asked in 2006 and for which no comparisons are
therefore possible. Comparing the columns in this table, it is immediately
apparent that the most positive comparisons came from the secondary
teachers. For all eleven questions for which comparisons are possible, this
group recorded a positive change of a size which was highly significant. The
next most positive group were the secondary head teachers who recorded
significant positive changes for eight of the eleven questions. Otherwise, the
picture is more muted. Secondary support staff recorded positive changes for
only two questions and primary teachers for five. Primary head teachers
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recorded no significant changes at all in either direction while primary support
staff felt that where there had been changes (only two questions), they had
been in the negative direction. A possible explanation for this is that support
staff are now used in a more “targeted” way than in 2006 in that they are
deployed in classes which have higher levels of challenging behaviour, rather
than as general classroom assistants used where the need arises. To the
extent that this is true, the observed shift in perceptions of indiscipline may
reflect changes over the last three years in the ways in which support staff are
deployed in schools rather than actual levels of indiscipline.

TABLE 12.4: DIRECTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF CHANGES
BETWEEN 2006 AND 2009 FOR EACH RESPONDENT GROUP FOR
QUESTIONS IN THE CATEGORY “POSITIVE BEHAVIOUR IN THE
CLASSROOM”

ST

SH

SS

PT

PH

PS

Pupils arriving with the correct equipment

++

++

Pupils following instructions

+++

Pupils settling down quickly

+Ht

Pupils contributing to class discussions

+Ht

++

Pupils listening to others’ views respectfully

+H+

++

Pupils listening to the teacher respectfully

+H+

Pupils keenly engaging with their tasks

+H+

+H+

Pupils politely seeking teacher help

++

++

+++

Attentive, interested pupils

++

++

Pupils arriving promptly for classes

+Ht

Lessons that are calm, relaxed and enjoyable

+Ht

Pupils interacting supportively with each other

++

Pupils enthusiastically participating in classroom activities _

12.16 Overall, it can be said that secondary staff were more positive than
primary in recording changes in levels of discipline (though not necessarily in
the recording actual levels themselves: for this, the frequencies should be
consulted); that teachers are more upbeat than head teachers in both sectors;
and that support staff are less positive than teachers, again in both sectors.
Overall however the picture is much more reflective of positive than of
negative change from 2006 to 2009.

Low-level indiscipline in the classroom
12.17 The summary table for these questions is given in Table 12.5. These

questions were not asked of head teachers in either sector and so the entries
in these two columns are shaded in dark grey.
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TABLE 12.5: DIRECTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF CHANGES ST SH SS PT PH | PS
BETWEEN 2006 AND 2009 FOR EACH RESPONDENT GROUP FOR
QUESTIONS IN THE CATEGORY “LOW LEVEL INDISCIPLINE IN THE
CLASSROOM”

Talking out of turn

Making unnecessary noise +

Hindering other pupils

Getting out of their seat without permission +

Not being punctual

Persistently infringing class rules +H+

Eating / chewing in class +++ -+
Work avoidance F+
Cheeky or impertinent remarks or responses ++

General rowdiness, horseplay or mucking about +H+

Use of mobile phones / texting ++ -

Pupils withdrawing from interaction with others / you

12.18 The most positive perceptions of changes again come from the
secondary teachers, who record a significant positive change for seven of the
twelve questions and a negative change on one. The other three groups do
not offer a clear picture. The primary teachers recorded positive changes on
two items and a negative change on one while secondary and primary support
recorded no positive changes at all against three and four negative ones
respectively. The point made above about changes in the patterns of
deployment of support staff should be noted again here. One interesting
feature of Table 12.5 is the unanimity shown in respect of “Pupils withdrawing
from interaction with others / you” for which all four groups recorded a
significant negative change. It is not clear whether this is due to a genuine
increase in this type of behaviour in the class or to a change in the extent to
which teachers are aware of it and hence to the likelihood of their classifying
passive behaviour as withdrawal. Overall, the position regarding “Low level
indiscipline in the classroom” is not so clear cut as that for “Positive behaviour
in the classroom” but with the exception of the “Withdrawal’” question,
changes were more likely to be positive than negative where they occurred.

Low-level indiscipline around the school
12.19 The summary table for this category is Table 12.6. Questions about

behaviour around the school were not asked of support staff so the entries in
these columns are shaded in dark grey.
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TABLE 12.6: DIRECTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF CHANGES ST SH SS PT PH PS
BETWEEN 2006 AND 2009 FOR EACH RESPONDENT GROUP FOR

QUESTIONS IN THE CATEGORY “LOW LEVEL INDISCIPLINE

AROUND THE SCHOOL”

Running in the corridor + +

Unruliness while waiting ++ +4+ 4+ +
Showing lack of concern for others ++ 4+ 4+ ++
Persistently infringing school rules +++ +H+ +H+

Cheeky or impertinent remarks or responses +H+ +H+ 4+
Loitering in “prohibited” areas +H+ +H +H+ +H+
Leaving school premises without permission +H+ +H+ +++

General rowdiness, horseplay or mucking about +4+ ++ 4+ +
Using mobile phones / texting against school policies +++ +++

12.20 Overall, the picture here is the most positive seen so far. Both
secondary teachers and secondary head teachers recorded improvements
over time for all nine of the items in this category. All eighteen of these
changes were significant at the 1% level at least and mostly at the 0.1% level.
The position in the primary sector was not so thoroughly positive but even
here, the teachers showed significant positive movement on seven of the nine
questions and the head teachers on four of the nine. For none of the
comparisons was there a significant negative change. It should perhaps be
noted that in the primary sector, the number of instances of low level
indiscipline recorded in 2006 was so low for some questions that significant
improvement would have been difficult to achieve. In the case of “Using
mobile phones / texting against school policies” for example, the percentage
of teachers who recorded that this happened at all last week fell by 1.8 from
6.1 to 4.3. While this represents a fall of nearly one third, it was from such a
low starting point that the absolute size of the change was not enough to
trigger statistical significance.

Serious indiscipline/violence in the classroom

12.21 The summary table is Table 12.7. Two questions are new to 2009 and
so have no comparisons and the question about truancy was not asked of
head teachers in 2009.

12.22 The picture given by this table is varied, though some of the variation
can be attributed to changes in the wording of questions. The secondary
teachers were once again positive about the changes, recording significant
improvements for ten of the twelve questions in this category. One of the
non-significant changes was “Racist abuse towards you” where the proportion
of teachers recording any instance fell from 1.5% to 0.8%. From such a small
base, a significant improvement would have been difficult to achieve short of a
complete eradication. The primary teachers were also positive, though not
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quite so much so as their secondary counterparts, recording positive changes
on five questions with no negative ones.

TABLE 12.7: DIRECTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF CHANGES ST SH SS PT PH PS
BETWEEN 2006 AND 2009 FOR EACH RESPONDENT GROUP FOR
QUESTIONS IN THE CATEGORY “SERIOUS INDISCIPLINE IN THE
CLASSROOM”. THE LIGHT GREY SHADED CELLS DENOTE
COMPARISONS OF QUESTIONABLE VALIDITY (SEE TEXT)

Truancy +++ ! +++ +

Physical destructiveness ++4+ R

Racist abuse towards other pupils +Ht +

Sexist abuse or harassment of other pupils +4++ + ++

General verbal abuse towards other pupils e B = o +H+ +H+

Racist abuse towards you (or your staff)

Sexist abuse or harassment towards you (or your staff) +Ht ++
General verbal abuse towards you (or your staff) +++ +++ +++

Pupils under the influence of illegal drugs / alcohol I
Physical aggression towards other pupils +++ |+ +H+

Physical violence towards other pupils +++ |+ +H+ ++

Physical aggression towards you (or your staff) ++H+ ++ -

Physical violence towards you (or your staff) +t -

12.23 The head teachers in the two sectors showed a mixture of positive and
negative changes. Closer examination of the table however shows that all
three of the significantly negative changes in each sector occurred for
questions where the stem ended “towards you / staff’. In all, there were five
such questions and hence ten comparisons in the two sectors, of which six
were significantly negative and four were not significant. The explanation for
this lies at least in part in a small but significant change in the wording of
these questions. In 2006, the stem ended “towards you” but in 2009, this was
changed to “towards staff’ for the questions about behaviour in the classroom
and to “towards you or your staff’ for questions about behaviour around the
school. This change, while small linguistically, represents a significant
widening of the behaviour being surveyed and compromises comparison
between 2006 and 2009. This change refers only to the head teacher
questionnaire and only those five questions. The ten cells affected in table
12.7 are shaded in light grey: perhaps it is not a coincidence that all the
negative shifts recorded occurred in these cells. Otherwise, the secondary
head teachers recorded five positive changes and the primary head teachers
one. Even support staff were able to record moves in a positive direction with
secondary support staff showing significantly positive changes for nine of the
twelve questions and primary support staff for three questions.
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Serious indiscipline/violence around the school

12.24 This is the largest of the categories with 14 questions common to 2006
and 2009. Its summary table is Table 12.8. As for “Serious indiscipline in the
classroom”, there were two new questions and this category of questions was
not asked of support staff so these entries in the table are in dark grey.

TABLE 12.8: DIRECTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF CHANGES ST | SH | sS [ PT | PH
BETWEEN 2006 AND 2009 FOR EACH RESPONDENT GROUP
FOR QUESTIONS IN THE CATEGORY “SERIOUS INDISCIPLINE
AROUND THE SCHOOL”. THE LIGHT GREY SHADED CELLS
DENOTE COMPARISONS OF QUESTIONABLE VALIDITY (SEE
TEXT)

Pupils deliberately excluding others

Pupils withdrawing from interaction with peers

Pupils truanting

Physical destructiveness

Racist abuse towards other pupils

Sexist abuse or harassment of other pupils

General verbal abuse towards other pupils

Racist abuse towards you (or your staff)

Sexist abuse or harassment towards you (or your staff)

General verbal abuse towards you (or your staff)

Pupils under the influence of illegal drugs / alcohol

Physical aggression towards other pupils

Physical violence towards other pupils

Using mobile phones abusively

Physical aggression towards you (or your staff)

Physical violence towards you (or your staff)

12.25 This table has much in common with the previous one. The secondary
teachers are again uniformly positive, recording significant positive changes
for all fourteen of the questions which appeared in both 2006 and 2009. The
primary teachers are also upbeat with positive changes for ten of the fourteen
questions and no negative changes. For the head teachers, we must
remember again that the five questions ending “towards you / your staff” were
amended in 2009 and cannot be compared directly to the 2006 versions.
Again the cells in question are shaded in light grey. Of the ten comparisons
across the two sectors for questions of this type, five were significantly
negative and five were not significant. Of the other nine questions, the
secondary head teachers moved in a positive direction on seven and the
primary head teachers on five. No negative changes were recorded.
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A summary of summaries

12.26 It is now falls to attempt to encapsulate the foregoing figures in a single
table. It is possible to do this by counting, for each combination of respondent
group and question category, how many of the comparisons were significantly
positive (at the 5% level or above), not significant, or significantly negative.
The result is in Table 12.9. The entry in each cell of the table is in the format
P/X/N giving the number of positive, non-significant and negative comparisons
respectively, taken directly from Tables 12.4 to 12.8.

12.27 The marginal totals of Table 12.9 confirm the picture given above. The
largest proportion of positive changes came from the secondary teachers
followed by the primary teachers and the secondary heads teachers. The
primary head teachers and secondary support staff were less positive though
still returning more positive than negative changes. All eleven of the negative
changes recorded for the head teachers in both sectors came from the “light
grey box” comparisons in Tables 12.7 and 12.8 which were of questionable
validity. The primary support staff were least positive about how discipline
was moving, reporting three positive changes and six negative out of 35
comparisons.

TABLE 12.9: NUMBER OF POSITIVELY SIGNIFICANT / NON SIGNIFICANT / NEGATIVELY
SIGNIFICANT COMPARISONS BETWEEN 2006 AND 2009 FOR EACH QUESTION CATEGORY
AND RESPONDENT GROUP

ST PT SH PH SS PS Total

C+ 11/0/0 5/6/0 8/3/0 5/6/0 2/9/0 0/9/2 31/33/2
S+

C- 7/4/1 2/91 0/9/3 0/8/4 9/30/9

S- 9/0/0 7/2/0 9/0/0 4/5/0 29/7/0
C-- 10/2/0 5/7/0 5/3/3 1/7/3 9/3/0 3/9/0 33/31/6
S-- 14/0/0 10/4/0 71413 5/7/2 36/15/5
Total 51/6/1 29/28/1 29/10/6 15/25/5 11/21/3 3/26/6 138/116/22

12.28 As regards categories, that containing the largest proportion of positive
changes was “Low level indiscipline around the school” with 29 positive and
seven non-significant changes out of 36 comparisons. The next most positive
was “Serious indiscipline around the school” with twice as many positive as
non-significant changes followed by “Positive behaviour in the classroom” and
“Serious indiscipline in the classroom”, both of which had approximately equal
numbers of positive and non-significant changes and few negative ones. All
eleven of the negative changes for the “Serious indiscipline in the classroom”
and “Serious indiscipline around the school” came from the questionable “blue
box” comparisons in the head teacher columns. The least positive category
was “Low level indiscipline in the classroom” where positive and negative
changes were equally balanced and fewer in number than the non-significant
ones. All of the negative changes in this category came from the “withdrawal’
question and from support staff. All of the 22 negative changes in the survey
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as a whole came from the “withdrawal” question, from support staff or from
the “light grey box” comparisons for the head teachers.

Conclusion

12.29 Given the coverage of school discipline in the media over the last three
years, the overall impression given by these figures is surprisingly positive.
Within the six respondent groups used here, the one which was most positive
about changes between 2006 and 2009 were the secondary teachers who
were significantly more positive in 2009 for 51 of the 58 questions for which
comparison was possible. They recorded a significant move in the negative
direction for only one question, on withdrawal behaviour in the classroom.
Secondary head teachers, primary teachers and primary head teachers also
recorded more positive than negative moves but for these groups there were
greater number of questions for which no significant movement could be
detected. The support staff in both sectors were the least positive in terms of
reporting improvements over time. Primary support staff in fact reported a
slightly larger number of negative than positive changes (the only respondent
group to do so), though they recorded no significant change for most of the
questions.

12.30 Perhaps it is worth emphasising that where negative changes were
observed, they had (with one exception) alternative explanations in terms of
changes in the wording of questions or of changes in the deployment of staff
rather than changes in pupil behaviour. The one exception was the question
on pupil withdrawal in the classroom and there is a case for further research
to elucidate the nature and extent of this change.

12.31 It is impossible to give categorical reasons for the positive picture
reported. A cynical interpretation would be that teacher expectations of
standards of behaviour have fallen and that we are not in fact seeing positive
moves. On the other hand, the investment at all levels, national, local and
school on developing whole school positive approaches, the development of a
wide range of targeted strategies to support pupils with behaviour needs and
the work of the Positive Behaviour Team to disseminate information and
advice and to offer support are plausible explanations for the relatively
positive picture presented here. This is not to suggest that there is room for
complacency. Teachers will be all too well aware that promoting positive
behaviour is something that has to be worked at every day and not taken for
granted. What works one day for one class or one pupil will not necessarily
work for another. Behaviour is never off the agenda but we can say that the
survey results show us to be travelling slowly in the right direction.
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13 LOCAL AUTHORITY POLICY AND APPROACHES
Introduction

13.1 Telephone interviews were conducted with representatives from the 32
local authorities identified by Directors of Education as being the most
relevant person to talk to about behaviour management policy in their
authority. There was a range of responsibilities represented, for example,
principal psychologist, inclusion manager, behaviour support manager and
head of education service.

13.2 This chapter begins by summarising responses®' to six main interview
topics. These are:

e Policies on behaviour management;
Policy development, communication and monitoring;
Training;
Other support for schools;
Effectiveness;

e Reporting and follow up of serious violence and indiscipline.
Our use of numbers is indicative of themes and issues emerging and should
not be seen as carrying the same precision as the survey data from schools.
Those interviewed fulfilled different role and responsibilities, had been in post
for different amounts of time and were engaged in a semi-structured interview.
They were not asked precisely the same set of questions in the same order.

Local authority policy on behaviour management

13.3 All local authorities had policies on behaviour management in schools,
which set out the roles and responsibilities of schools on the one hand, and
the local authority on the other. All stressed the importance of promoting
positive behaviour and described specific strategies for dealing with negative
behaviour.

13.4 The extent to which behaviour management policy was seen as separate
from other policies differed among authorities. There were those for whom
learning and teaching and behaviour policies were fully integrated [21%, 22,
30, 20, 12] with behaviour management seen as part of a broader policy.
Where behaviour policy was located within a broader local policy context this
was most commonly identified as an ‘Inclusion’ policy such as ‘Every Child is
Included’, or a ‘Learning and Teaching’ policy such as ‘Co-operative Learning’
or ‘Supporting Children Supporting Effective Learning’, or some other
overarching policy, such as ‘Creating Confident Schools’. In other cases there
were stand-alone behaviour management policies. In a few cases the
respondent was unable to say whether the Learning and Teaching policy

¥ In the discussion we have used phrases such as ‘a few’ and ‘more than half’; the
numerical bands to which these all refer are as follows: 1 - 4 ‘a few’; 5 - 9 ‘some’; 10 — 16
‘a large minority’; 17 — 19 ‘more than half’; 20 — 26 ‘many’; 27 — 32 ‘almost all’.

%2 Numbers refer to interview number.
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mentioned behaviour and vice versa [17]. This may have been because they
were recently in post.

13.5 Although the content of these policies differed in detail, a common
starting point was the emphasis on relationships in schools and classrooms
rather than on the specifics of behaviour management. A typical comment
was, ‘It's about improving ethos and relationships not about managing
behaviour’ [24]. Another respondent talked about ‘relationships management
not behaviour management’ [3l]. There was no evidence in any of the
interviews of calls for a return to forms of intervention that derive from more
punitive traditions, although there were a few comments that part of the
challenge for the local authorities is to win over teaching staff to this view, ‘the
tendency of some people is to punish’ [6].

13.6 The policies also differed in terms of how prescriptive they were. A few
authorities had expectations that particular approaches would be adopted in
all schools and in these cases the approach prescribed was either solution-
oriented or restorative. Some others offered their schools a ‘pick and mix’
approach: ‘We have a policy of [restorative practice] RP but also using Cool in
School, [framework for intervention] FFI, staged intervention and we don’t find
any of these mutually inconsistent’ [29]. The majority of respondents
expressed no concern with the number of different initiatives available to
choose from. Indeed some saw this as a distinct advantage. However there
were at least two dissenting voices [1, 31]: ‘our worry here is that we have too
many initiatives; we haven’t found the one to turn the tide yet. [31]. The one
thing which seemed to unite almost all the authorities was the extent to which
Better Behaviour Better Learning was still viewed as a seminal document
which continued to inform policy and practice: ‘BBBL drives what we do’ [9].

13.7 Interviewees were asked which other policies they felt were most
relevant to policy on behaviour. Their responses fell into four categories. First,
many talked about national policy that could be described as ‘multi-
disciplinary’ such as Getting it Right for Every Child (GIRFEC), Looked After
and Accommodated Children and Young People, Child Protection Policy and
Integrated Schools. Second, almost all respondents in those authorities in
which behaviour policy was not fully integrated mentioned policies addressing
learning and teaching such as Curriculum for Excellence, Assessment is for
Learning, Active Learning and Flexible Learning Packages. Third, policy
relating to Additional Support Needs (ASN) was also mentioned by more than
half, both in terms of national legislation and of policy within the authority
relating to supporting pupils with ASN. Finally, some respondents referred to
other policy documents in related areas such as anti-bullying, safe use of ICT,
serious violence and indiscipline.

13.8 Almost all respondents said that they did not consider mobile phone use
to be a major issue, but a few mentioned ‘cyber bullying’ and the use of social
networking sites. One respondent gave an example of a ‘happy slapping’
incident and a teacher’s image being posted on BEBO with pornographic
comments [20]. Almost all have a policy on mobile phone use either as part of
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their ‘safe use of ICT’ guidance, in a specific circular, or in their anti-bullying
policy.

Policy development, communication and monitoring

13.9 Almost all policy development was described as involving working
groups followed by a period of consultation, followed by ratification. In most
cases there were joint working groups across sectors involving headteachers
and local authority officers. In some cases there was participation in the
working groups by one or more of the following: psychological services,
unions, police, health, social work, and parent group representatives. Some
respondents reported that the way in which policy development happens was
changing, in that it was becoming more consultative with a wider group of
people, including increasing involvement of parents and pupils.

13.10 Documents from central agencies such as Learning and Teaching
Scotland and HMIE were seen as the starting point for most policy
development. More than half of the respondents mentioned the Positive
Behaviour Team (PBT) as having some peripheral input into their policy
development process. In most cases this was in terms of providing access to
national resources or sharing information of good practice from elsewhere.
One authority had asked the PBT to undertake some audit work of current
practice:

Policy is developing at the moment — the strategy is to identify good
practice, we’re using data from in house research staff and speaking to
front line staff — working with PBT on an audit of all schools and
attempting to link to other relevant policies - IEP, anti-bullying, trying to get
the overlaps right. [17]

13.11 This commitment to research informed policy development was also
evident in three other local authorities in which researchers had been
commissioned to undertake a review of practice and, in one case, morale in
schools. A few respondents mentioned the influence of key individuals who
had a strong commitment to particular approaches. In one case this was a
senior member of staff who had a background as a practitioner in multi-
agency settings, while in the three others it was senior staff who had ‘bought
in’ to solution focused approaches or restorative approaches after attending
training provided by commercial providers.

13.12 Interviewees were asked about how developments in policy were
communicated to school staff. Overall there was confidence that the policy
message was being communicated well. A range of dissemination methods
was described. The most commonly mentioned methods were: cascading
down from headteachers’ meetings, paper copies being sent to schools, the
use of the intranet, via visits of Quality Improvement Officers (QIO) to schools,
and through continuous professional development (CPD). One person
identified their policy as a ‘live working document’ [30] and when asked how
that was achieved said that ‘it is constantly referred to in discussions between
school staff, headteachers, QIOs and others’ [30]. One respondent mentioned
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the use of GLOW [5]. Only one had a negative view and said that ‘policy isn’t
really communicated, it has drifted’ [25].

Training and other support for schools

13.13 All local authorities saw provision of training opportunities for staff as an
important responsibility. The four key themes to emerge from the questions on
staff training in decreasing frequency of mention were: the value attached to
the input from the Positive Behaviour Team (PBT); the use of training
packages which include restraint or ‘safe handling’; limitations of CPD; and,
finally, the difference in opinion between those who use ‘gurus’ and those who
prefer ‘in house’ training.

13.14 Many of the respondents spoke very highly of the support that they
received from the PBT, particularly in relation to the delivery of training on
particular approaches. ‘[PBT] provides training monitored by feedback
sessions and evaluation questionnaires. [10]’; ‘It helps us tap in to a national
resource.” [13]. For some others, using the PBT to deliver training was
described as cost-effective, as were moves to more local delivery of training.
A minority of authorities were less enthusiastic about the training on offer from
the PBT and were critical of specific sessions.

13.15 Three different forms of crisis intervention training were mentioned by a
large minority of respondents: Therapeutic Crisis Intervention; Crisis,
Aggression, Limitation and Management; and training provided by the Crisis
Prevention Institute. These training courses, which have been commonplace
in the special sector for some time, are now being made available to all staff
in all schools across these authorities. There appears to be some tension
here between reports of generally very good and improving behaviour with
very few violent or serious incidents, and specialist training which includes
restraint. Given that the use of such training in mainstream is in its very early
stages it will be interesting to see whether having staff trained in these
techniques correlates with a reduction or an increase in incidents of restraint.
Whilst the de-escalation training would imply a reduction, anecdotal evidence
from the special sector suggests that ‘knowing how to’ restrain a pupil makes
staff more likely to do so.

13.16 Although financial constraints were mentioned by a large minority this
was balanced by a sense from many that the training provision that they could
offer staff was comprehensive. The PBT was viewed as key in enabling
authorities to deliver significant amounts of training at little expense. A few
authorities have adopted a strategy of sending a few key staff (e.g. Principal
Teachers of Behaviour Support) to externally provided training with the
expectation that they will in turn deliver the same training to other staff. ‘We
train the PTs Behaviour Support and expect them to deliver that to all staff as
well as the ‘gurus’ do. ‘[3] ‘Participation in training brings with it a responsibility
tfo cascade.’[6]

13.17 In general, interviewees described there being a lot of CPD available,
both for teaching and support staff, through a variety of methods and from a
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range of trainers. They reported an increasing emphasis on the use of ‘in
house’ provision. Indeed, one authority respondent commented ‘/'ve been to
every training there is’ [22]. However there were a few dissenting voices. One
respondent noted that while there was CPD available for staff on approaches
to managing behaviour, these courses often failed to get any uptake: ‘staff
development in behaviour management is not taken up’ [1] another said,
‘Things have moved on a bit, you can’t keep the spotlight on behaviour
forever, now we’re on to ACE [Curriculum for Excellence]...the world
changes.'[18]. These comments tie in more closely with the findings from
other parts of this study, that indiscipline is less of a priority than it has been
previously. However, it runs counter to the data from some authorities
indicating an increased uptake of training packages in crisis prevention and
intervention. It may be that this reflects significant differences across
authorities, but again the survey data suggests that this is unlikely. Others
who were less convinced of the value of CPD did not necessarily see training
on specific approaches as being the thing which would ‘turn the tide’ [31] in
schools.

13.18 The final theme to emerge is included here not because it was
something which many respondents commented on, but because those who
did comment seemed to have very strong views about it. There appears to be
a real division between those authorities that see buying in training from
‘gurus’ as the best way of providing CPD for staff and those who see this
approach as misguided. One person observed that, ‘One day bought in gurus
can cost thousands and it’s not that useful, we need something longer term —
cascading good practice.’ [17]. For another, although the authority would pay
for the ‘big name’, they did expect to see real return of their investment: ‘We
buy in big names but we want to see impact, in terms of savings in schools,
change in ethos, reduction in referrals.’ [21]

Other support for schools

13.19 All authorities operated a form of staged intervention whereby
increasing levels of support were made available to pupils with behavioural
needs. The systems varied in terms of specific details but a common theme
was in locating responsibility for pupils with schools, supported by specialist
help from local authority officers at varying levels of seniority. The emphasis
was on building capacity at local level to support pupils rather than referring
them on. A previous attitude of ‘out of sight out of mind’ [31, 22] was
described as now being replaced by a sense of schools’ ownership of pupils:
We want school to manage their own problems as much as possible,
headteachers are now more aware that they have to take ownership.
[29]
Some people also spoke of the importance of the devolution of decision-
making to local multi-agency teams. One said ‘We need to find local solutions
to local problems’ [6].

13.20 It is important to make clear that authorities were not trying to absolve

themselves of responsibility for pupils with behavioural needs. Rather there
was a strong belief across interviews that the best way of helping these pupils
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was to work with their teachers and headteachers who were supporting pupils
on a daily basis. There was clear recognition that teaching staff needed
specialist help and support. Many authorities were operating or intending to
operate devolved services so that specialist support was organised on an
area basis rather than centrally. The location of responsibility with schools
was matched by an emphasis on the importance of all teachers taking
responsibility for behaviour: We are building capacity among staff so that the
focus is on building a supportive climate for young people in general. [23]

13.21 However, the reasons for supporting local solutions seemed to differ
slightly across authorities. In two cases the ‘spend to save’ principle was
mentioned [25, 18], the idea being that investing in local services would
ultimately save money as costs of out of authority (OOA) placements were
cut. However one authority, which has reduced the number of OOA
placements, reported that ‘the money has not followed this’ [31]. For other,
more rural, authorities the issue seemed to be more one of retaining young
people close to their home communities. A few others said that such
placements were almost always on the basis of social care (rather than
educational) needs, and that as a matter of principle young people ought not
to be in residential schools on this basis [3, 25, 8].

13.22 A few respondents talked about having a lot of resources in place and
being able to respond to individual pupils in need. One authority mentioned
the use of a small team of school counsellors who could be called on. The
move to criteria based staged intervention was also seen as having the
advantage that: now referral to resources is criteria led and moving away from
subjective judgements. [19]

Monitoring and effectiveness

13.23 Turning to the monitoring of policy, the Quality Improvement Officers
(QIOs) are reported to have a key role here in almost all authorities. Whilst all
mentioned the collection of data on exclusion and attendance, and some on
numbers of referrals (many using information management systems such as
SEEMIS®®) a widely held view is that the visits of QIOs to schools were the
most significant sources of information. In addition to these regular visits
some local authorities also follow a timetable of internal review procedures.
Schools are identified which may soon be subject to external review and a
‘dry run’ from the authority helps identify any areas for development. One
respondent [12] called for more rigorous monitoring and evaluation by the
local authority.

13.24 There were differences in the level of knowledge about what happened
to the quantitative data once it had been collected, but this may well be a
reflection of the different job responsibilities of the people we interviewed.
More than half mentioned a specific local authority officer with a remit for
gathering and monitoring this data. Only one was able to say how the system
operated in terms of what criteria were used to identify significant trends and

% Scottish Executive Electronic Management Information System.
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how these might be brought to the attention of QIOs and/or schools. This one
authority was developing its multi-agency working and was piloting a system
where an ‘intelligence search’ would be conducted in other databases for any
pupils who triggered systems in terms of attendance or exclusions.

13.25 In relation to the perceived effectiveness of the policy, many
respondents chose to talk about the effectiveness of particular approaches to
promoting positive behaviour whereas others talked more generally about the
overall policy. In terms of specific approaches, those most frequently
mentioned as successful were Nurture Groups and solution oriented
approaches. In more general terms there were reports of policy being good
and getting better. ‘We’re getting there’ was a typical response [19, 26].

13.26 Amongst those interviewed there were different perceptions of the local
policy operating in their authority from highly confident [3, 7, 14, 27] to
‘outdated’ [25] or ‘needing review’ [4, 8], with a large minority reporting that
review was ‘in progress’[e.g. 1, 10, 11, 16].

Serious indiscipline/violence

13.27 Almost all respondents were able to give details on their authority policy
on reporting serious and violent incidents, although a large minority did not
say what then happened as a result of the reporting. In one case it was noted
that: ‘There has been criticism that ‘nothing happens’ — feeling in schools that
LA doesn’t always respond is deskilling.” [23]. However in other cases there
were clear procedures in place. These included:

e Automatic exclusion with the number of days the pupil was excluded
being related to the specific offence. For example one interviewee said,
If it is serious there will be automatic exclusion, request for removal
from roll [register] and police involvement|17]. While another said, ‘We
would use the maximum term of exclusionT18].

Support offered to staff directly involved from line management;

Staff counselling services;

A system of support put in place for the young person;

Health and Safety procedures enacted pending the young person’s
return.

13.28 These procedures echo those mentioned by teachers and
headteachers in Chapters 4 and 9 where they report their experiences of the
follow up to serious incidents.

General themes from interviews

13.29 A striking feature of these interviews was the extent to which
experiences and opinions appear to be shared across many of the
respondents on a wide number of issues. In this section these general themes
are discussed. They can be summarised as follows:

e A multi-agency approach to working;

e Most pupils are well behaved;
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e Pupils on the autistic spectrum challenging resources;
e Increasing levels of violent behaviour in nursery and early years
settings.

13.30 The extent to which a multi-agency approach to working has become
the norm is evident from its mention in almost all interviews and across
answers to almost all questions. When asked about policies relevant to
behaviour in schools GIRFEC was mentioned by more than half respondents,
along with policies relating to Looked after and Accommodated Children, and
Child Protection. Wider local authority support for young people was most
often described in multi-agency terms, although interestingly only one
respondent talked of any CPD or other training being delivered on a multi-
agency basis. Despite the support for multi-agency working and the sense
that things were improving, some felt that there is still some way to go in
terms of developing practice on the ground. For example one respondent
talked about the need for one department to have overall responsibility,
reporting that there continues to be duplication of management hierarchies
leading to substantial bureaucracy [6].

13.31 In terms of reported trends in behaviour, again there were a number of
common themes that can be drawn out. The first is that, in line with the data
from the survey and school visits, most pupils were seen as well behaved.
This came up as strong theme in almost all the interviews. A small minority of
pupils gave cause for concern. Some comments were made relating to
different pictures across different sectors, for example: ‘In the primary sector
behaviour is very good but it is more variable and challenging in secondary
sector.’ [7].

13.32 Two other patterns are identifiable: some respondents (i.e. 5-9) make
references to pupils on the autistic spectrum challenging resources in
mainstream schools: ‘Our exclusion rate is phenomenally low, but we do still
have problems with some kids, especially those on the autistic spectrum.’ [3].
Second, a similar number of interviewees highlight a particular concern with
increasing levels of violent behaviour in nursery and early years
settings. One respondent attributes this to poor socialisation at home: ‘The
trend is towards very young children with challenging behaviour in the
nursery/P1. This is mainly linked to social deprivation, children coming in
without socialisation.” [3]. The need for prompt intervention in early years
settings has also been identified in the Steer Report (2009).

Other comments and calls for change

13.33 This section focuses on the comments made by respondents when they
were asked what changes they would like to see. Although in most cases
each of these things was only mentioned by one or two people, the comments
made often resonated with themes identified more broadly from responses to
earlier questions. However, something which was mentioned by more than
half was the importance of central government continuing to fund the PBT.
Details of other calls for change are as follows, given in rough order of how
many different respondents mentioned them. It should be noted that while
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interviewees were asked to suggest changes at all levels of policy (school,
authority and nationally), most opted to discuss issues which might best be
addressed at national level.

e There was an expression of a strong commitment to multi-agency
working from almost all respondents but the feeling that there is still
more which needs to be done in terms of providing clear legislation.
There is a perception from two respondents that at present Education
carries more than its fair share of responsibility and if that is to continue
then funding needs to follow this.

e A few respondents called for an increase in input from the Child and
Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS), linking back to earlier
themes about the perceived increase in the number of children growing
up in very challenging circumstances.

e The importance of Social Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties
(SEBD) being seen as an ASN was re-emphasised by a few
respondents. In one authority it was reported that there were different
funding arrangements for pupils identified as having SEBD compared
to other Additional Support Needs. This meant that pupils with SEBD
were seen as in a different category from pupils with other kinds of
ASN.

e Changes to initial teacher education were suggested by a few
respondents, to provide more ‘switched on’ teachers [8], one person
argued that training in supporting pupils with ASN should be core to
any initial training [32], both linking to another comment that ‘inclusion
is still resented by many teachers’ [9].

e While one respondent said simply that they were keen to know what
will be in the new guidance on exclusion, another commented that she
would like to see national guidance on exclusion reduced to 5 days
maximum.

e There were calls, as might be anticipated, for additional funding, and/or
for changes in how funding was allocated. Interestingly given that it
was authority staff who were being interviewed, all those who made
comments about funding were calling for a return to more centralised
funding. When asked how additional funding would be spent, the
answer most often given was on additional staff: behaviour support
assistants, family support workers, or CAMHS. The final comment in
relation to funding was an implication that the resistance to spending
money on young people who challenge the system has not gone away:
| don't like to think that the disaffected kids are the poor relations,
especially in secondary schools [30].

110



Key Comparisons with 2006

13.34 In 2006 respondents found it difficult to separate dealing with
indiscipline from promoting positive behaviour. This theme is present in 2009
too, evident in the importance afforded to establishing positive relationships
as a general whole school strategy. This strategy was enacted through praise
and reward systems and learning, teaching and assessment approaches
building on pupils’ knowledge and skills. This general approach was
complemented by targeted support for young people in need and by the
affirmation that a multi-agency approach was the best way of tackling the
complex problems they often faced. There is a sense through the interviews
of this overall strategy bedding down.

13.35 In the 2006 round of interviews with local authority representatives they
emphasised four main factors contributing to effective discipline. These were:
e Effective support and communication between local authorities and
schools;
¢ Integrated and multi-agency working;
e Clear and relevant policies;
e Provision of professional development and training.

13.36 These themes continued in 2009. There were no significant other
differences between 2006 and 2009 in local authority responses.
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14 OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS
Introduction

14.1 This chapter provides an overview of the main findings from the
research. It begins by summarising findings on positive and negative
behaviour around schools and in classrooms in 2009 and highlights key
comparisons with 2006. This summary includes data collected from a small
number of pupils in seven primary and eight secondary schools.**

14.2 It then summarises the findings on behaviour policies used in schools
before moving to behaviour policies in local authorities. It describes common
themes in behaviour management policy and practice bringing together data
from schools and local authorities.

Positive behaviour around schools and in classrooms

14.3 We asked staff, ‘Thinking about the behaviour you encounter around the
school, how many pupils do you find generally well behaved?’ Over 90% of
primary and secondary teachers, headteachers and primary school support
staff surveyed said that all or most of their pupils were generally well behaved
around the school. A lower number of secondary school support staff, 79%
shared this view.

Around the school

14.4 Examples of positive behaviour encountered around the school by over
80% of primary teachers were pupils always or on most occasions taking
turns, playing games together and greeting staff pleasantly.

14.5 In secondary schools fewer teachers than in primary saw the same
range of behaviour. The two behaviours identified by most teachers always or
on most occasions were pupils greeting them pleasantly, mentioned by 70%
of teachers, and queuing in an orderly manner, observed by 58%. A typical
comment from teachers in the schools visited was, 99% of pupils are well
behaved and there is a good atmosphere. Pupils are respectful towards staff.

Classrooms

14.6 There was a similarly positive view of behaviour in classrooms from most
staff. In answer to the question, ‘In how many of the lessons that you teach on
a regular basis do you find pupils generally well behaved'?

e 93% of primary teachers said all or most lessons;

e 86% of secondary teachers said all or most lessons.

14.7 The difference in responses between primary and secondary teachers
was much more marked for support staff working in these sectors:

% These data cannot be regarded as representative of all pupils in schools in Scotland.
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o 89% of primary support staff said all or most lessons;

e 57% of secondary support staff said all or most lessons;
Although the majority of support staff in secondary schools saw pupils in the
lessons they worked in as generally well behaved, they are much less positive
than their counterparts in primary schools. We can speculate that this may be
because support staff in secondary schools tend to work in targeted classes
where their additional help is required. The large number of secondary
support staff who see positive behaviour around the school supports this
explanation.

14.8 Primary (99%) and secondary (83%) headteachers had the most positive
view of life in classrooms with almost all in both sectors reporting all or most
of the school roll as generally well behaved during lessons.

Pupils’ views

14.9 Most pupils in primary and secondary schools reported that behaviour
was usually good around the school, in keeping with findings from teachers,
headteachers and support staff. They were positive too about behaviour in
classrooms. For example, 81% of the primary pupils and 59% of secondary
pupils surveyed said that they saw pupils who are interested and take part in
classroom activities in all or most lessons.

Low-level indiscipline around the school and in classrooms

14.10 Describing behaviour as low-level is not intended to underplay its
effects on learning and teaching. Indeed, teachers in previous surveys have
talked about the wearing effect of the ‘drip, drip’ of low-level negative
behaviour in their classrooms. The survey data suggests that it is this kind of
negative behaviour that teachers, headteachers and support staff continue to
experience most frequently.

Around the school

14.11 We provided a list of behaviours and asked staff how frequently they
had encountered each behaviour in the last full teaching week. The low-level
behaviour encountered by most teachers® around both primary and
secondary schools was pupils running in corridors. More than one in three
primary and secondary teachers experienced this twice a day or more. The
least frequently encountered behaviour was leaving school without permission
with 94% of primary teachers and over half the secondary teachers saying
that they had not encountered this at all in the last week.

14.12 Primary and secondary headteachers reported a positive picture of
behaviour around the school and tended to be more positive than teachers.
The most frequently encountered behaviour was running in the corridors twice
a day or more, reported by 17% of both primary and secondary headteachers.

% Support staff were not asked these questions.
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At the other end of the scale, 95% of primary headteachers had not
encountered at all in the last week pupils using mobile phones/texting against
school policies. For secondary headteachers the least frequently encountered
behaviour was unruliness while waiting, with just under half the headteachers
saying that they had not experienced this behaviour in the last full teaching
week.

Classrooms

14.13 In classrooms, talking out of turn was the most frequently reported
behaviour in the last full teaching week by both primary and secondary
teachers.*® Some 63% of primary teachers met this twice a day or more and
only 4% of primary teachers said that they had not encountered talking out of
turn in their last teaching week. A similar number of secondary teachers, 66%,
reported this twice a day or more. Only 1% of secondary teachers said that
they had not encountered talking out of turn in their last teaching week. The
least frequently encountered behaviour was use of mobile phones/texting with
98% of primary teachers and 39% of secondary teachers saying that they had
not encountered this behaviour at all in the last week.

14.14 Talking out of turn was also the most frequently reported behaviour by
support staff, with 62% in primary schools and 75% in secondary schools
reporting this twice a day or more. Only 4% of primary and 2% of secondary
school support staff said that they had not encountered talking out of turn at
all in the last week. The behaviour least likely to be encountered by support
staff in primary schools was pupils’ use of mobile phones/texting with 97%
saying that they had not met this behaviour in the last week. The behaviour
reported least frequently by secondary support staff was pupils withdrawing
from interaction with each other. Some 32% had not experienced this
behaviour in the last week.

14.15 Staff in the schools visited also highlighted that low-level negative
behaviour was more frequently encountered than serious indiscipline. Most
low-level indiscipline in classrooms was dealt with directly by the teacher with
support and advice available from colleagues.

Pupils’ views

14.16 Pupils did not comment specifically about low-level indiscipline around
the school. In classrooms the most frequently noticed behaviour was calling
out in class or chatting. 36% of primary and 70% of secondary pupils saw this
in all or most lessons last week. Primary pupils identified truancy as the least
frequently encountered behaviour with 59% saying that they did not see pupils
truanting in the last week. For secondary pupils, the least frequently observed
behaviour was pupils not letting other pupils join in with them. Some 30% had
not observed this in any lessons.

% Headteachers were not asked these questions.
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Serious indiscipline/violence around the school and in classrooms

14.17 Primary and secondary teachers and headteachers®” were given a list
of behaviours and asked how frequently they had encountered these around
the school and, in the case of headteachers, how frequently such behaviour
had been referred to them in the last full teaching week.

Around the school

14.18 Serious indiscipline around the school towards teachers/headteachers
was rare in the daily and weekly experience of most (typically 1% or fewer).*®
For example, one out of 559 primary (<1%) and six out of 1,462 secondary
teachers (<1%) reported experience of racist abuse towards them once or
more often in the last full teaching week. No primary but 21 out of 1,435
secondary teachers (1%) reported experience of sexist abuse once or more
often in the last full teaching week.

14.19 Three out of 557 (<1%) primary and four out of 1,460 secondary
teachers (<1%) reported experiencing physical violence towards them around
the school once or more often in the last full teaching week. Six out of 558
(1%) primary and 39 out of 1,460 secondary teachers (3%) reported
experiencing physical aggression once or more often in the last full teaching
week.

14.20 There is a different pattern of perception and experience in regard to
pupil-to-pupil physical violence and aggression. 1 in 4 primary and 1 in 5
secondary teachers encountered physical violence towards other pupils
around the school once or more often in the last full teaching week. 38% of
primary and 45% of secondary teachers say that they saw one or more pupils
being physically aggressive to their peers once or more often in the last full
teaching week. The data as a whole suggest that pupil-to-pupil relations are
the main locus of serious indiscipline around the school.

14.21 The picture presented by the 244 primary and 246 secondary
headteachers is very similar to that presented by the teachers. Serious
violence towards staff is rare, although pupil-to-pupil relations are more
concerning.

14.22 No primary and four out of 245 secondary headteachers (2%) had
either personally experienced or had referred to them racist abuse of staff in
the last full teaching week. Three out of 244 primary (1%) and 13 out of 243
secondary headteachers (5%) either personally experienced or had referred
to them sexist abuse of staff in the last full teaching week.

14.23 Some 16 out of 242 primary (7%) and three out of 245 secondary
headteachers (1%) had either personally experienced or had referred to them
physical violence towards staff at least once in the last full teaching week.

3" Support staff were not asked this question.
% We report numbers rather than percentages for the sake of transparency.
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Similarly, 18 out of 243 primary (7%) and 22 out of 245 secondary
headteachers (9%) had either personally experienced or had referred to them
physical aggression towards staff at least once in the last full teaching week.

14.24 On the other hand 52% of primary and 60% of secondary heads had
either personally experienced or had referred to them physical aggression
towards other pupils at least once in the last full teaching week. General
verbal abuse towards other pupils was reported by 48% of primary and 65%
of headteachers on the same basis.

Classrooms

1425 There was a high degree of congruence amongst teachers,
headteachers and support staff in primary and secondary schools on the
classroom behaviours most frequently encountered in terms of serious
indiscipline. Physical violence and physical aggression towards staff were
rare. Pupil-to-pupil physical violence and aggression and general verbal
abuse were more frequently encountered.

14.26 Two out of 552 primary teachers (<1%) reported racist and sexist abuse
towards them at least once in the last full teaching week. In secondary, 11 out
of 1,456 teachers (<1%) reported racist abuse and 37 (3%) reported sexist
abuse towards them once or more often in the last full teaching week.

14.27 Twelve out of 554 primary (2%) and four out of 1,459 secondary
teachers (<1%) reported physical violence towards them once or more often
in the last full teaching week. For physical aggression the equivalent figures
were 15 primary (3%) and 44 secondary teachers (3%).

14.28 In terms of pupil-to-pupil behaviour in the classroom, general verbal
abuse towards other pupils and physical aggression towards other pupils
were reported most frequently by both primary and secondary teachers.
Around 2 in 5 primary teachers encountered these behaviours at least once in
the last full teaching week. For secondary teachers just under half had
encountered pupil-to-pupil general verbal abuse and 1 in 3 had encountered
physical aggression towards other pupils.

14.29 For primary headteachers the classroom behaviour most frequently
referred to them was pupil-to-pupil physical aggression with over half (57%)
saying that this had been referred to them at least once last week. For
secondary headteachers the classroom behaviour most frequently referred to
them was general verbal abuse towards other pupils. Almost 2 in 3
headteachers (65%) reported this as happening at least once last week.

14.30 The 388 support staff in primary and 678 support staff in secondary
schools revealed a similar picture of a very low incidence of serious
indiscipline towards them, but reported higher incidences of serious
indiscipline among pupils.

14.31 For example no primary support staff had experienced sexist abuse in
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the last full teaching week and one had experienced racist abuse. In
secondary schools the equivalent figures were that 31 support staff (5%) had
experienced sexist abuse and 10 out of 651 (2%) had experienced racist
abuse.

14.32 In terms of physical violence towards them, 19 primary (5%) and five
out of 654 secondary support staff (<1%) had encountered this once or more
often in the last full teaching week. For physical aggression the figures were
25 out of 380 primary (6%) and 27 out of 651 secondary support staff (4%)
who had encountered this once or more often in the last full teaching week.

14.33 As with teachers, the two most frequently encountered pupil-to-pupil
behaviours by primary and secondary support staff were physical aggression,
seen by over half (56%) of primary and secondary support staff (55%) once or
more often in the last week; and general verbal abuse towards others pupils
seen by just over half the primary and 2 in 3 of secondary support staff.

The impact of serious indiscipline/pupil violence on the running of the
school

14.34 When asked to rate on a five-point scale, ‘How serious is the impact
which serious indiscipline/pupil violence has on the running of the school?’
over 3 in 4 primary and secondary headteachers chose ‘not very serious’ or
‘not serious at all’, points 4 and 5 in Table 14.1 below. Primary and secondary
headteachers were the most positive followed by primary teachers, primary
support staff, secondary teachers and secondary support staff.

14.35 Secondary school teachers and support staff gave the least positive
view. A bare majority of secondary teachers (51%), and a minority of
secondary school support staff (43%) rated this as not very serious — points 4
and 5 on the scale.

TABLE 14.1 PERCEPTIONS OF THE OVERALL IMPACT OF SERIOUS INDISCIPLINE/PUPIL
VIOLENCE ON PRIMARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS: How serious is the impact which serious
indiscipline/pupil violence has on the running of the school?

Category of staff | Very Not at all
serious serious
1 2 3 4 5
% % % % % N
Primary Teachers *7 10 18 25 40 539
Primary 7 6 9 27 50 232
Headteachers
Primary Support 9 9 18 18 46 363
Staff
Secondary 8 16 25 30 21 1,427
Teachers
Secondary 1 5 16 45 32 237
Headteachers
Secondary Support 9 15 33 24 19 633
Staff

*percentages rounded to the nearest whole number and may not sum to 100
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In the last twelve months

14.36. In both primary and secondary schools, general verbal abuse was the
serious indiscipline/violence most frequently experienced by staff at least
once over the previous twelve months. When asked about the most recent
incident, respondents reported that these were most frequently reported to
senior colleagues and/or the headteacher. 26 out of 92 primary and 17 out of
524 secondary teachers reported that the most recent incident was physical
violence. Out of these incidents, 2 in primary and 4 in secondary schools were
referred to the police and this was the kind of incident most likely to be
referred to them.

Pupils’ views

14.37 Pupils saw serious indiscipline around the school and in the classroom
infrequently. For example, 7% of primary and 4% of secondary school pupils
reported that they had seen pupils pushing or threatening teachers in some
lessons/breaks or more often. A smaller percentage, 2%, of both primary and
secondary pupils had seen instances of pupils punching, kicking or physically
hurting teachers in some lessons/breaks or more often.

14.38 Pupils saw more violence and aggression amongst themselves than
towards staff. 30% of primary and about half the secondary pupils had seen
pupils pushing or being aggressive to other pupils in some lessons/breaks or
more often. They also saw pupils punching, kicking or physically hurting other
pupils. 1 in 4 primary and a similar number of secondary pupils (28%) saw this
in some lessons/breaks or more often. Some 28% of primary and 55% of
secondary pupils reported that they had seen pupils saying rude or
aggressive things to other pupils, in some lessons/breaks or more often.

Comparisons with 2006

14.39 Overwhelmingly teachers, headteachers in both primary and secondary
schools and support staff in primary schools in 2009 continue to see pupils to
be generally well behaved around the school and in the classroom.
Secondary school support staff are less emphatic than other staff about
positive behaviour in classrooms. This was also a finding in 2006. In general
staff in primary schools tend to be more positive than staff in secondary
schools in both 2009 and 2006.

14.40 The type of negative behaviour encountered most frequently around the
school in 2006 and 2009 was running in corridors. Talking out of turn
continues to be the most frequently encountered low-level behaviour in
classrooms by all groups of staff.

14.41 Serious indiscipline around the school and in classrooms towards staff
remains rare, but, of course, is significant for those involved. The very rare
incidents of physical violence towards staff that were reported around the
school and in the classroom occurred more frequently in primary than in
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secondary schools. This was also the case in 2006.

14.42 A detailed comparison of perceptions of behaviour in 2009 and 2006
was carried out on 276 questions. Results are reported at the end of each
chapter on positive and negative behaviour in primary and secondary schools
and in chapter 12. They show that there was a positive change in perceptions
of behaviour in 2009 in most groups.

14.43 The largest proportion of positive changes in perceptions came from
secondary teachers, followed by primary teachers and secondary
headteachers. Primary headteachers and secondary support staff were less
positive although they reported more positive than negative changes overall.
The primary support staff were least positive about discipline and reported a
positive change in three behaviours and a negative change in six out of 35
comparisons.

14.44 The relatively high frequency of low-level indiscipline in classrooms
such as talking out of turn remains a consistent theme in surveys since at
least 2004.

School behaviour management policies

14.45 Primary and secondary schools use a multi-pronged approach to
managing behaviour.

14.46 Table 14.2 below shows strategies identified by both teachers and
headteachers as used most and least frequently to promote positive
behaviour and respond to negative behaviour. These strategies are also seen
as the most helpful by both headteachers and teachers.

TABLE 14.2 BEHAVIOUR STRATEGIES IN PRIMARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS

School Most frequently identified strategies Least frequently identified
category strategies

Primary The promotion of a positive behaviour | Local authority off site provision
Schools through whole school ethos and values

Break time supervision Campus based police officers/

community police partnerships

Reward systems for pupils Broad curriculum options

Pupil/behaviour support base in
school

Secondary The promotion of a positive behaviour | Circle time
Schools through whole school ethos and values

Break time supervision

Learning stances

Anti-bullying policies

Nurture groups

Referral of pupils to more senior staff

Local authority off site provision

The motivated school

14.47 Secondary teachers and headteachers identified a similar but not
identical range of strategies used in secondary schools. They also saw these
as the most helpful.

14.48 Comparisons with 2006 strategies are difficult but more headteachers
and teachers in 2009 seem to be using several approaches that had been
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promoted by the Scottish Government and local authorities. These include
Restorative Practices and Solution Oriented approaches.*

14.49 Support in promoting positive behaviour and in dealing with negative
behaviour is available in a number of ways in both primary and secondary
schools. This includes the provision of classroom and learning assistants,
specialist support staff, support from colleagues and professional
development and training. These were all highly valued. Support staff was the
group least satisfied with the adequacy of training on offer.

14.50 In the view of headteachers, policy is developed in both sectors by
involving a wide range of staff. There is some involvement of parents and
substantial involvement of pupils. Perceptions about involvement vary, with
support staff in secondary schools in particular reporting lack of involvement
in policy development.

14.51 The vast majority of teachers are confident in their behaviour
management skills and in the support of senior management in terms of
dealing with disruptive behaviour.

Local authority policy

14.52 Like schools, local authorities used a multi-pronged approach to
promote positive behaviour and to respond to negative behaviour. The most
common approach to promoting positive behaviour was one which
emphasised mutual respect between teachers and pupils, developed and
sustained through a positive school ethos. There were various targeted
approaches to respond to negative behaviour.

14.53 The extent to which behaviour management policy is seen as separate
from other policies differs among authorities. At one extreme were authorities
for whom learning, teaching and behaviour policies are integrated and at the
other it was not clear how behaviour policy related to learning and teaching
and vice versa.

14.54 Better Behaviour, Better Learning is still seen as the foundation for
policy. Other key relevant policies were Curriculum for Excellence, Getting It
Right for Every Child (GIRFEC), Additional Support Needs (ASN) and related
multi-agency developments such as Child Protection.

14.55 Policy development involves working groups, consultation and
ratification. A wide range of people are typically involved in major
developments, including headteachers, police, health professionals, and
social and psychological services in addition to local authority officers. Good
communication between schools and local authorities was seen as vital and
most authorities reported that they had good communication systems.

% Information about these approaches is available at
http://www.ltscotland.org.uk/positivebehaviour/resources/index.asp
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14.56 All authorities used Quality Improvement Officers (QIO) or similar
categories of staff to monitor the effectiveness of policy and these were seen
to be important sources of information about what was happening in schools.
They also collected a range of statistical information to help monitor
effectiveness. Authorities also had a timetable of internal reviews to provide
in-depth information about schools.

14.57 Local authorities were a key provider of training on behaviour
management and many spoke highly of the support they received from the
Positive Behaviour Team (PBT) in relation to training on particular
approaches.

14.58 There are policies on reporting serious and violent incidents. In some
authorities there were clear procedures in response to such incidents. These
included automatic exclusion, support offered to staff in various ways and
health and safety procedures enacted pending an excluded pupil’s return to
school.

14.59 Three common themes are evident in local authority and school policies
on behaviour management.

e Schools and local authorities are always vigilant about behaviour
management. They do not see radically new policy development in this
area as a priority, feeling that they have a good range of support and
interventions currently available. Better Behaviour Better Learning
remains the foundation for new work;

¢ The promotion of a positive ethos built on mutual respect between staff
and pupils and among pupils is seen as the bedrock of managing
behaviour. The overwhelming majority of young people are seen as
well behaved;

e Behaviour management on a day-to-day basis is best handled by
schools and within schools by teachers in classrooms. Local authorities
provide a strategic framework, help and advice and access to specialist
resources.

14.60 There were no major differences between 2006 and 2009 in local
authority perspectives beyond, as might be expected, reference to Curriculum
for Excellence.

14.61 The general picture gleaned from all data sources is that most pupils
are seen as being well behaved; low-level, negative behaviour is encountered
by staff more frequently than serious or violent behaviour towards them. Pupil-
to-pupil relations are more concerning, however. There is a shared perception
among teachers and between teachers and local authorities about the range
of behaviour management strategies to be employed. Although support staff
in both primary and secondary schools are less positive than either teachers
or headteachers, comparisons in staff perceptions overall between 2006 and
2009 show a positive trend.
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