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Abstract

This chapter argues that, if pupils experiencing SEBD are to be able to regulate their behaviour, it is essential for them to be perceived as being able to exercise agency, no matter how their difficulties are conceptualised. It also makes the case that, if we are to effect lasting change, it is necessary to impact at the level of values and beliefs, helping young people to come to an understanding of themselves and their relationships with others. The focus of the chapter is a case study evaluating a group work approach [Support Groups], designed and implemented by the author, to support such pupils within a Scottish secondary school, situated in an area of multiple deprivation. The chapter examines the extent to which pupils participating within the intervention developed the capacity to regulate their behaviour with good judgement in a range of contexts, identifying variables which fostered or impeded progress. The study is principally qualitative but draws also from quantitative data. It focuses upon four cohorts of support group pupils (N = 69), inclusive of six case studies. The findings indicate that the intervention had impacted positively upon the capacity of the young people to self-regulate their behaviour, if to varying extents, and that pupil outcomes were highly context related. A range of factors came into play in effecting improvements in self-regulation in young people, such as the capacity of the Support Group Leader to ‘see the good’ in the young person and hold onto them through difficult times. The quality of relationships between pupils and their support group leaders emerged as key as did the ethos of the group, providing an emotionally safe environment in which pupils could communicate without fear of reprisals. 


Introduction

“It was nae (only) me” and its variants are a common refrain in classrooms throughout the West of Scotland. The degree to which young people can be held by others to be responsible for their behaviour (and to be able to exercise agency upon it) is likely to be influenced by the conceptions which are held of the ‘the problem child’. As described by Macleod (2006, p.159) (drawing from Lloyd and Norris, 1999; Tait, 2003 and Parsons, 2005) – are they bad? (predicated upon individual deficits within the child – the child chooses to misbehave because of an inherent personality defect); mad? (the child is construed as being ill – his/her behaviour is, at least in part, determined – it has a biological basis) or sad? (arising from structural inequalities in society).  Macleod (2006) claims that, whichever perspective is adopted, the degree to which pupils are able to exercise agency is limited. She advocates that a welfare perspective requires to be balanced with the ‘need to hold on to the notion of individual agency’ (p. 162), a view shared by Visser (2005). 
Whilst much of the controversy pertaining to the provenance of social and emotional behavioural difficulties has arisen within the context of the discourse pertaining to the ‘social’ and ‘individual, medical, deficit’ models of disability (Macleod and Munn, 2004), from the perspective of this discussion, what is important is the degree to which, inherent within these explanations, are conceptualisations of the agency of the child. As highlighted by MacLeod (2006):

‘The sad victims of circumstance are not to blame for their behaviour, and the mad require medication to control their behaviour. Although the bad are held responsible for their behaviour, this translates into them being construed as ‘irresponsible’ and thus not able to effect positive change.’      (p. 162)
If pupils are to be able to regulate their behaviour with good judgement in a range of contexts, they need to be able to accept responsibility for their behaviour – to move beyond, “It wasnae (only) me” and its national variants; to have sufficient self-awareness in order to be able to reflect upon their behaviour, exercise judgement and identify the ways in which they need to improve upon it; the motivation to wish to improve upon it; a sense of self-efficacy in goal achievement (a mastery mindset (Dweck, 2000)) and the metacognitive capacities to be able to forward plan and monitor progress towards achievement of their goals. Without being able to exercise agency, these goals cannot be achieved. Whatever the explanation provided for pupils’ behaviour, it is not helpful for children to be cast in the role of an inanimate object with no control over their lives, whilst recognising that, for some, the barriers to exercising agency may be great.
Yet, approaches to school discipline which seemingly give a high priority to the choices which pupils exercise in relation to their behaviour may impede the child’s capacity for self-regulation and for self-discipline. Khon (1996) describes this dilemma as ‘Heads you win, tails you lose’ (p. 48). Drawing from Canter and Canter’s Assertive Discipline Programme, he quotes this advice given to teachers: ‘The way you teach kids to be responsible is by telling them exactly what is expected of them and then giving them a choice’ (Khon, 1996, p. 48-49). However, he describes this as ‘pseudo-choice’ – the equivalent of “Do as you are told, or else!” Is it really the case that the best way to teach children to be responsible is to “tell them exactly what is expected of them”? Might it not be the case that to help children to reach their own understandings, based upon a moral perspective and an understanding of the needs of others, and the modelling of prosocial behaviour by significant adults, may prove to be much more fruitful and lead to more sustainable changes in behaviour? (Mowat, 1997) By this means, young people are able to develop the capacity to make considered choices and to exercise judgement – concepts central to the development of self-regulation and the development of self-responsibility. 

Khon (2008), however, casts a critical eye over the concept of self-discipline as being universally a ‘good thing’. He argues on psychological, philosophical and political grounds for the need to be cautious in its advocacy. He draws attention to the dangers of over-regulation in squashing spontaneity; the need to consider that, rather than it being considered as a trait situated within the individual, it may be context related (being advantageous in some situations and detrimental in others); and argues for moderation and flexibility in it use (p. 171). These are very important points for all people working with young people experiencing SEBD in that they highlight the need to be sensitive to context and the need for the young person to exercise judgement. Further, he claims that the subjectification of the concept of self-discipline as residing within individuals diverts attention away from the structures (political, economic, or educational) which shape human actions. Within the classroom, the question then  posed is, ‘“What’s the best way to teach kids self-discipline so they’ll do the work?”’ rather than, ‘“Are these assignments really worth doing?”’ As Khon (2008) states, ‘to identify a lack of self-discipline as the problem is to focus our efforts on making children conform to a status quo that is left unexamined and is unlikely to change’ (p. 175).

Khon (1996) argues for ‘community’ rather than compliance: a community characterised by values such as kindness, fairness and responsibility. Likewise, Cooper and Cefai (2009) argue very strongly against coercive approaches to discipline on the premise that they tend to lead to similar social styles reproducing themselves in children and on the basis that, if young people consider that those responsible for them have their best interests at heart, they are more likely to be responsive to their guidance. (p. 93) 

Within this introductory section, the provenance of SEBD has been discussed and, in particular, the degree to which children and young people can be held responsible for their behaviour by others. Further, approaches towards discipline which, whilst appearing to be in the best interests of the child, have come under scrutiny and alternative perspectives forwarded. This paper places this discussion within the context of the evaluation of an intervention (Support Groups), devised by the author, to support young people experiencing SEBD within a Scottish Secondary school situated in an area of multiple deprivation (SENSP, 2003). The study focuses upon sixty-nine pupils (drawn from four cohorts of Secondary 2 (S2) (13-14 year olds) who  participated within the intervention in the first four years of its operation, tracing their progress from the commencement of Secondary schooling until the end of S3/S4, in comparison to wider comparator groups. This chapter examines the degree to which Support Group (SG) pupils were able to regulate their behaviour with good judgement in a range of contexts. 

The context 

Over the past two decades, school discipline has increasingly come to the attention of policy makers and this has manifested itself in a range of policy initiatives across the United Kingdom, informed by research studies commissioned by the respective Governments (Dunlop, Lee, Fee, Hughes and Grieve, 2008; Reid, 2008; DfES, 2009; Munn, Sharp, Lloyd, Macleod, McCluskey, Brown and Hamilton, 2009; Humphrey, Lendrum and Wigelsworth, 2010). Within the UK, initiatives such as the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning programme (DfES, 2005) have sought to further the five outcomes of ‘Every Child Matters’ (DfES, 2004) and, within Scotland, the Positive Behaviour Team take forward the policy, ‘Better Behaviour – Better Learning’ (SEED, 2001a). 

The intervention 

The aims of the support group approach were to enable pupils to develop further, intrapersonal (‘the capacity to understand oneself, to have an effective working model of oneself – including one’s own desires, fears and capacities – and to use such information effectively in regulating one’s own life’) (Gardner, 1999, p. 43) and interpersonal (‘capacities to discern and respond appropriately to the moods, temperaments, motivations, and desires of other people’) (Gardner, 1993 p. 240) intelligences. The desired outcomes were that pupils would develop the capacities to regulate their behaviour with good judgement in a range of contexts; to form and maintain good interpersonal relationships; empathy, self-esteem and confidence and positive dispositions towards learning.

The research questions, which drove the study, examined the extent to which these outcomes had been achieved and sought to explore the variables which affected pupil outcome, extrapolating from this lessons which could be learned about the inclusion of pupils experiencing SEBD.

The approach was designed using the ‘Teaching for Understanding Framework’ (Perkins, 1998) which was integrated with the ‘Activating Children’s Thinking Skills (ACTS) Framework’ (McGuinness, 2006). Insights were also drawn from theories of motivation and from those relating to how children develop a sense of identity and morality.

Whilst Gardner’s work on Multiple Intelligence theory (Gardner, 1993, 1999) has been embraced by many educationalists across the world (Gardner, 2009), it has also been heavily contested on a range of fronts (Barnett, Ceci and Williams, 2006; White, 2006). However, the concept of the personal intelligences is still a valuable lens through which to conceptualise the Support Group approach with its focus upon understanding as being key to the development of both intrapersonal and interpersonal intelligences.

Pupils were nominated by their class and pastoral care teachers on the basis of two criteria, the first being that the child was considered to be experiencing difficulty in coping with the constraints of school life and the second being that the nominee considered that the child might benefit from the approach. Pupils and their parents were then consulted about the child’s potential involvement and parents invited to an information session. Thereafter, pupils were grouped into sets of four-to-six pupils who met for half of the school year for 1 hr per week with a Support Group Leader. 

The setting of individual targets by pupils, negotiated with and supported by Support Group Leaders (SGLs), is an essential aspect of the approach. These targets are set weekly and monitored daily by class teachers, the SGL and parents. Targets are framed in positive terms and are incremental, leading from small, clearly specified, steps such as, “Arrive on time for class” to those which are more holistic and more abstract, “Behave with respect towards teachers”. As such, the approach encourages self-responsibility.

Pupils engage in collaborative activities designed to promote reflection and discussion to achieve the aforementioned aims. The activities take a variety of forms but a common feature is that there are no worksheets. One such activity asks pupils to reflect upon a past experience in which there was conflict and to identify the gains and losses which arose from the situation and then to respond to the question, “What would you do differently if you were faced with the same situation again?” A transcript derived from this group activity (derived from video-camera footage) illustrates how the SGL would work with pupils in this exercise:

Scenario: pupil (David (pseudonym)) describes a situation in which he was showing off in front of his friends.

SGL: 
David, once you had time to calm down, what did you lose from the situation?

David: Confidence.

SGL:
Why did you feel less confident?

David: Don’t know.

SGL:
Did you feel less good about yourself?

David: Mm.

SGL: 
And that led to a lack of confidence. Why did you feel less good about yourself?

David: Because I’d done bad things.

SGL:
So you recognised that you hadn’t behaved as you should have done.

David:
I’ll admit this. I know I’m no’ a pure angel in XXXX but I can behave when I want to behave.

SGL:
So you know that you’re capable of behaving but on this occasion you let yourself down …. It made you feel less good about yourself and made you feel less confident about your ability to handle yourself.

The SGL, after having explored the situation with the individual, would then draw the other members of the group into the discussion, probing beneath the pupils’ responses, helping them to think at a deeper level and to come to an understanding of the forces upon their behaviour and how such understanding can inform future behaviour, fostering the transfer of learning (Perkins and Salomon, 1998). 

In addition, pupils complete a Support Group diary (which may be undertaken as a verbal exercise) which, through a series of questions and prompts – “how were you feeling before it happened?”, “what effect did it have upon other people?”- leads them through experiences, once again fostering the transfer of learning and encouraging them to think of the impact of their actions upon themselves and others. 

Support Group Leaders were all volunteers drawn principally, but not solely, from pastoral care and behaviour support staff. The principal criterion for selection was their empathy with young people and their capacity to work effectively with them. Support Group Leaders received a high degree of support including training and mentoring from the author, acting in the capacity of both Support Group Leader and Project Leader. In the seven year period over which the groups operated, 150 young people were supported and 16 members of staff volunteered their services. Of these young people, the first four cohorts of pupils who participated within the programme (sixty-nine pupils in total) participated within the study, representing the full support group population at that time. Almost all of these pupils completed the programme and no pupils were asked to leave it. There was a two-thirds/one-third gender mix, favouring boys. Data were gathered on these pupils from the commencement of their Secondary schooling (S1) (one year prior to intervention) until the end of S3 (one year after intervention) and one third of the pupils were followed up during S4 and interviewed by the author.  
The Study
A mixed-methods, case study approach was adopted because of the opportunity it provides for an in-depth exploration of a phenomenon within its natural location. The study draws principally from qualitative methodology. In order to be able to provide a more in-depth account, six case studies, selected by means of a multi-phase stratified sample and drawing upon the perspectives of the pupil, parent and Support Group Leader, were conducted. 

Due account was given to ethical considerations and, in particular, the principles outlined in SERA (2005) guidelines pertaining specifically to practitioner research. Informed consent was obtained from all participants within the study and confidentiality and anonymity ensured. 

Benchmark measures were established in respect of attendance, discipline sanctions, attainment and pupil perceptions (on a range of measures, measured by means of a semantic differential scale). The data so obtained were compared to those derived from wider comparator groups – the school, local authority and national cohorts. 

Support Group Leaders, after having received training, played an active role in the design and implementation of research tools. Data were gathered principally by means of open- and closed-questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. Interviews were scribed rather than recorded with responses being authenticated either by providing a synopsis of responses during the course of the interview or passing back transcripts to interviewees. Data were analysed by thematic analysis with the categories arising from the data. All research tools were issued to the full cohort of Support Group pupils to whom they were applicable, with the exception of the retrospective interview based upon a sample of pupils (selected by means of a randomised stratified sample). Research tools were piloted with my own Support Groups.

A range of methods was used to analyse quantitative data. Non-parametric testing (in particular, chi-squared tests) was the principal means of establishing statistical significance as parametric testing could not be used due to the skewed nature of the distributions. Discipline sanctions were controlled for pupil attendance by converting raw data to unit measures.

Limitations

One of the criticisms which is directed towards the case study approach is the difficulty in generalising from the findings (Bassey, 1999). Whilst these difficulties are more acute for the practitioner researcher, by giving careful consideration to issues of subjectivity and objectivity within the design of the study (through processes such as triangulation), these difficulties can be minimised. 

Establishing the nature of the problem: Benchmark measures

Nomination to the Support Group

The most frequently observed aspects of pupil behaviour which underlay nomination to Support Groups were:

· defies teachers and/or refuses to obey rules (70% (frequently)/25% (sometimes))

· argues with teachers (64%/31%)

· deliberately does things to annoy other pupils (58%/28%)

· blames others for his/her own mistakes (53%/25%)

· loses temper (36%/22%)

· is angry, resentful, spiteful or vindictive (36%/19%)

· is touchy or easily annoyed by others (31%/28%)

Scrutiny of comments in support of nomination highlights the serious nature of some of the referrals, extending beyond the norm:- ‘Different kettle of fish altogether - we somehow need to tackle his ‘problem’ and apparent inability to recognise appropriate sexual behaviour.’ Others draw attention to difficult home circumstances:- ‘Mother in hospital again (mental health problems) ... (pupil) is in ..... (Children’s Home).’

The reasons for which pupils were nominated varied considerably from case to case and also varied in the degree of concern expressed. For, at least some of the pupils referred, a multi-agency approach was required - 51% of Support Group pupils were referred to the Joint Assessment Team within the school and 30% attended the Behaviour Support Base.

Exclusion Statistics
In comparison to their peers within the year group, Support Group pupils (N = 61, 81% of SG pop), prior to intervention, accounted for 46% of all referrals to Senior Management for indiscipline; 56% of  occasions on which pupils were suspended; and 53% of all exclusion openings and yet represented only 9.5% (on average) of their cohorts. The differentials between the prospective Support Group population and their peers within the year group in respect of discipline sanctions (after being controlled for attendance) were of high statistical significance in relation to all three measures examined, as illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1. The statistical significance of the differentials between the prospective Support Group population and their peers within the year group in respect of discipline sanctions

	
	X2  value
	p

	Referrals
	3543
	<.001

	Frequency of Suspensions
	1105
	<.001

	Total no. of days (Duration) of Suspensions
	1205
	<.001


In examining the grounds for which Support Group pupils, prior to intervention, had been suspended from school, it became evident that what characterised the Support Group population most was persistent disruptive and aggressive/abusive behaviour directed primarily towards teachers but also manifested in behaviour towards peers (c.c. Figure 1). It should be noted also, that whilst few in number, some of these behaviours fell within the category of criminal offences.
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Figure 1. The Reasons for Suspension for prospective Support Group Pupils in S2

In comparison, for those pupils in S2 who had not been referred to the Support Group, the most frequent reasons for suspension were fighting (33%); aggressive/abusive behaviour towards staff (18.5%) and defiance (11%), however, as only 27 suspensions were occasioned by this group, too much reliance cannot be placed on these percentages. However, a note of caution is required – it is important that the population of pupils in question (and pupils perceived as ‘having’ SEBD in general) is not perceived as one homogenous group. At one end of the scale (around 50%) were pupils who had clearly been nominated on preventative grounds and who, to that point, had few referrals and no suspensions (classified as being of ‘little concern’) in contrast to a small number of pupils who had been suspended from school on more than a quarter of their potential days of schooling (after controlling for attendance). Around 30% of pupils fell within the mid-category ‘concern’, and the remainder within the categories ‘high’/‘extreme’ concern.

Pupil perceptions of their behaviour as measured on a Semantic Differential Scale

Table 2 illustrates the findings from the self-assessment pre-intervention questionnaire as they pertain to the development of self-regulation in Support Group pupils and the comparator group (as previously described). The disparity in perceptions between Support Group pupils and the comparator group is stark, and indeed, the two statements heading the table, ‘I behave well in school’ and ‘I am happy and relaxed about my behaviour’ delineated them most out of the twenty-seven indicators on the questionnaire. 

Table 2. Comparison between the response of Support Group (SG) pupils (N = 46) and a comparator group (CG) (N = 110) to a series of indicators of behaviour related statements on a semantic differential scale.

	
	%

SG
	%

CG
	x2  value
	p

	I behave well in school 

I am happy and relaxed about how I behave

I can’t control my behaviour when under pressure

I don’t understand why I behave in the ways that I do

I can’t control my behaviour when I want to

I want to improve my behaviour

I am concerned about how my behaviour affects others
	11%

11%

41%

30%

22%

85%

57%
	85%

75%

6%

4%

1%

60%

41%
	75

55

29

23

22

9

3
	<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.01

NS


The Findings: 

The findings are drawn from a wide range of stakeholder accounts. Figure 2 illustrates the responses of Support Group pupils to the post-intervention self-assessment questionnaire (N = 43, 63% of SG pop) completed on the last day of intervention. This indicates whether pupils felt more positively, more negatively or had no change in perceptions since the inception of the intervention.
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Figure 2. Support Group pupil responses to the post-intervention questionnaire
A
I behave well in school

B
I am happy and relaxed about how I behave

C
I can control my temper when under pressure

D
I understand why I behave in the ways that I do

E
I can control my behaviour when I want to

F
I want to improve my behaviour

G
I am concerned about how my behaviour affects others

What can be inferred from the data is that some progress has been made towards improving behaviour and developing self-regulation, as perceived by the pupils themselves, although some areas proved to be particularly intractable.

Support Group Leaders considered that the majority of pupils (58%) could be regarded as having developed the capacity to regulate their behaviour with good judgement in a range of contexts to at least some extent. The factors cited most frequently as influencing outcome related to the degree to which pupils developed self-responsibility/in maturity and were motivated to improve upon their behaviour; the degree to which pupils were aware of and understood the nature of their difficulties; and context-related factors, such as liking of subject or teacher. Whilst cited infrequently, the extent to which pupils had faith in their capacity to improve, and frustration in trying to cast off a reputation are worthy of note - ‘I have the impression that ... has lost heart and does not genuinely believe that he can change for the better ..’. 

Class teacher responses, in respect of both pupils’ general attitude and behaviour and responses in potential conflict situations, were very variable indeed, highlighting the highly context-specific nature of pupil behaviour. This variability is reflected in teacher comments – ‘Its like walking on egg shells - … has good days and bad days.’ 

Positive outcomes are associated with pupils being described as generally less aggressive and confrontational; calmer, more willing to accede, listen to and accept their teacher’s point of view; and able to accept responsibility for their behaviour – ‘On the odd occasion on which he is told off in front of the class, he accepts it without argument.’ In contrast, pupils who have not achieved these outcomes were described as rude, resentful, angry, agitated, argumentative, bad-tempered and/or confrontational – ‘Any situation like this results in a tantrum from …. .’ 

The perceptions of Support Group pupils, however, were more positive. 78% (N = 52, 75% of SG pop) reported improved behaviour in some classes and 80% considered that they were getting into trouble less often. 71% said that they could control their anger better and many pupils identified that they were more able to accept blame when at fault, to think through their behaviour more, regretted losing their temper, could learn from experiences and could apologise genuinely for mistakes made than in the past. In respect of pupils’ capacities to exercise control in situations of conflict, a range of responses emerged but all are positive to at least an extent:- ‘I still lose control but after it I felt sorry. And next time I try to get out of (the) situation.’ For some, the insights gained extended beyond the confines of the classroom – ‘I’d talk to other people now before going into a fight – give them a chance to apologise.’

In retrospective interview (based upon a sample of pupils (N = 22, 32% of SG pop)), two-thirds of pupils considered that these positive changes had been sustained. 60% identified that participation within the intervention had exceeded their expectations. Many pupils reported that the target-setting process had increased their motivation to succeed, increasing both their focus upon behaviour and learning (the latter to a lesser extent). A few pupils cited the pupil diary as helping them to gain insight – ‘When you (Support Group Leader) told us it takes a man to fight but it takes a bigger man if you can walk away.’

Parental involvement and the pupil’s feelings of self-efficacy were mentioned by a few pupils. The most significant factors affecting outcome (positively or negatively) were relationships with the teacher (mentioned by 35% of respondents) and liking for the subject (31%). The influence of other pupils in the class, the type of activity in which the class were engaged and the degree of flexibility of the teacher were also important factors for some pupils.

Parental responses need to be treated with caution because of the relatively low response rate (N = 23, 33% of SG pop). They were generally positive – 65% of parents had observed improvements in the behaviour in their children – ‘We are delighted with the progress … has made. .. has seen that the harder he tries, the more positive encouragement he gets.’ Some parents were a little less sure of the outcome – ‘I’m not certain – he could still do better – he needs a shove … Family had a long talk with him.’, the latter stressing the importance of school and family working together to the same end. The vast majority (83%) considered that the intervention had helped their children to become more focussed upon what they needed to do to improve their behaviour and the target-setting process was cited as being particularly helpful in this respect – ‘The target card was very positive – let me see at the end of each day how he’d been in class.’ One parent simply stated, ‘The best thing for kids.’ The view was expressed that, without intervention, prospects would have been poor – ‘Without it things would have gotten much worse. So in that light, I think it was most worthwhile.’ 

The principal theme to emerge from the analysis of reports compiled by the Depute Head (S3) was that pupil progress had been variable. Some pupils had been able to maintain or build upon the improvements they had effected in S2, whilst others had deteriorated. The Behaviour Support Teacher observed that Support Group pupils, in S3 and beyond, were referred less frequently to the Support Base than otherwise might have been expected. 

Findings derived from quantitative data

Quantitative data indicates that, in general, Support Group pupils had, over the course of the intervention, developed the capacity to regulate their behaviour within the school setting to a statistically significant extent. In comparing data recorded in the first term of S2 (pre-intervention) to that recorded in the final term (post-intervention), whilst there was minimal impact upon the frequency of suspensions, there was a reduction in the frequency of referrals and in the duration of suspension both of which were of high statistical significance (c.c. table 3, columns 2 and 3), indicating that the severity of the problem had lessened. Further, in measuring performance at the end of S3 in respect of the latter (columns 4 and 5), whilst there had been some reduction in the differential, it still remained of statistical significance. 

Table 3. Statistical significance of the differential between the performance of Support Group pupils on two discipline measures pre- and post-intervention, measured at two intervals.

 


         
      S2 (pre-) – S2 (post-) intervention      S2 (pre-intervention) – S3

	
	X2
	p
	X2
	p

	Frequency of Referrals
	10.14
	<.001
	-
	-

	Frequency of Suspensions
	0.38
	NS
	0.01
	NS

	Total no. of days of Suspension
	9.59
	<.001
	5.4
	<..05



NS: Not Significant

Unexpectedly, during the initial period of intervention the performance on all three measures continued to decline, only for the trajectory to change mid-way through intervention. If this finding were to be replicated more widely, this would have implications for determining the duration of interventions, one of the factors to which Humphrey and Brooks (2006) gave consideration in their evaluation of cognitive-behavioural anger management interventions. Examination of statistics for ‘other’ indicated an opposing trend (deterioration) which was also of high statistical significance for all three measures (ranging from x2  values of 4.53 (p=<.05) (duration of suspensions) to 20.18 (frequency of suspensions)) which widened further as they progressed into S3 (x2  values of 42 and 32, respectively). The differential in performance on all three measures between the Support Group pupils and ‘other’ which had been observed in benchmark measures (c.c. table 1), whilst still of high statistical significance, reduced to a considerable extent, as reflected in the chi-squared values (c.c. table 4). This finding brings into question the assumption that if improvements can be effected in the ‘difficult few’ this will impact positively upon all. ‘Other’ followed the national trend of deterioration in behaviour from S2 – S3 (suspensions peak in S3 and S4) (SENSP, 2003b).

Table 4. The statistical significance of the differentials between the Support Group population and ‘other’ in respect of discipline sanctions, measured pre- and post-intervention (S2)

           S2 pre-intervention
        S2 post-intervention
	
	X2  value
	p
	X2  value
	p=

	Referrals
	3543
	<.001
	1481
	<.001

	Frequency of Suspensions
	1105
	<.001
	394
	<.001

	Total no. of days of Suspension
	1205
	<.001
	957
	<.001


On all three measures, of those pupils who had been categorised as being of ‘little/some concern’, the majority (up to 75%) remained within this category; those who had been categorised as being of ‘concern’ demonstrated more variable outcomes; and, of those who had been categorised as being of ‘high’/ ‘extreme concern’, the majority demonstrated improvement (although it varied in extent from measure to measure), some of whom to a significant extent. For example, one pupil who had averaged one day of suspension per week prior to intervention, had an almost ten-fold reduction in suspensions (after controlling for attendance) in the term following intervention. Thus, it can be seen that deterioration was stemmed for the vast majority of pupils and improvements gained for some.

Discussion of Findings 

Whilst the findings indicate that, in general, the desired outcomes in respect of the capacity of support group pupils who participated within the study to regulate their behaviour with good judgement had been achieved, there are many shades of grey. Support Groups leaders, pupils and parents were more positive in their perceptions than class teachers and, it could be argued that class teachers observe pupil behaviour first hand. On the other hand, class teachers, particularly within Secondary schooling, are less likely to ‘see the pupil in the round’ and, for some, their contact with pupils is very limited. As previously highlighted in discussion, the dangers of stereotyping and labelling abound (and, indeed, some would argue that the intervention in itself might have served to perpetuate this process). This was a danger of which the author was very aware and great care was taken in how the intervention was presented not only to the pupils, parents and teachers most directly involved within the intervention but to the wider school community. However, pupil, parent and Support Group Leader accounts indicate that some pupils found it very hard indeed to turn around ‘reputations’ – once formed, they proved to be intractable. This proved to be the case with one of the case studies (the pupil whose suspensions reduced almost ten-fold) when many of his teachers noted ‘no change’. 

Perhaps one of the most important findings to emerge is the context-specific nature of pupil response which is particularly reflected in teacher and pupil accounts. This highlights the importance of environmental factors in the prognosis for pupils experiencing SEBD and, in particular, as previously identified, the quality of relationships between teachers and pupils emerged as key as did the opportunity which the Support Group afforded for the development of respectful and trusting relationships, providing a forum in which pupils felt emotionally safe and able to communicate, dissipating some of their anger and frustrations (Mowat, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c, 2011). Whilst there has been an increasing focus upon children’s rights and, in particular, the ‘pupil voice’ (reflected in legislation and a growing literature in this area), the voice which is often missing is the child on the margins (Deuchar, 2009). Indeed, the case is often made that these children do not deserve to be heard – they have forfeited their right to be treated with respect and listened to (Hammill, Boyd and Grieve, 2002). 

It is evident from stakeholder accounts that the Support Group had encouraged pupils to take responsibility for their behaviour and fostered self-responsibility. However, it is also evident that outcomes were individual to each pupil and the extent to which these were in evidence varied from pupil to pupil and from context to context. The target-setting process was cited by both pupils and parents as facilitating this process. Likewise, the pupil diary had fostered self-reflection in some pupils, encouraging them to learn from their experiences, thus fostering the transfer of learning and encouraging them to develop an understanding of their own learning processes (metacognition). This pro-active approach to learning is that which is forwarded by Zimmerman (2008) in his description of self-regulation as being concerned with pupils as “.. active participants in their own learning processes” (p. 167).

To many, the concept of behaviour is a social construct, embedded within culture. What might be construed by one individual as unacceptable behaviour might be construed by another as normal. Behaviour which might be acceptable in one context (the playground) might not be acceptable within the classroom. This plays itself out not only in the school arena but in society at large where social norms may differ from community to community (and within communities) and between (and within) cultures. Thus, the capacity to exercise judgement is crucial. This is true for all people but it is of the essence for adolescents, still in a stage of development, and particularly for those experiencing SEBD. As described by Bowers (1995) and Humphrey and Brooks (2006), emotional difficulties (which may manifest themselves in disturbed behaviour) often arise from disturbed thinking. In order to exercise such judgement, it is essential that one has a solid bedrock of understanding – of self (intrapersonal intelligence), of others (interpersonal intelligence) and of context - and the capacity to draw upon a range of thinking skills and dispositions. It is evident from stakeholder accounts, from pupil self-evaluations and from statistical data that Support Group pupils, in general, were beginning to develop this understanding and judgement although some pupils were still struggling to exert self-control, particularly in situations of potential conflict, and some to understand the origins of and motivations underlying their behaviour. 

Cooper (1993) identifies the importance of the process of re-signification in the self-actualisation of young people: the means by which they begin to form more positive self-images - a mirror image of the process by which pupils gain negative reputations. This study indicated that a range of factors came into play within this process – the quality of the relationships which formed between SGL and pupil; the capacity of the SGL to “see the good” within the pupil and tenacity in holding onto him/her through the inevitable low points (Lloyd, Stead and Kendrick, 2001); the recognition within the child for the need for change (Humphrey and Brooks, 2006); the positive feedback obtained through the self-monitoring (target-setting) process; the support of parents and the wider family; and the degree to which the pupil is affirmed through these processes, leading to a sense of self-efficacy (amongst other factors). The Support Group Leader plays a crucial role in fostering these capacities and self-beliefs and must communicate clearly their faith in the child. 

However, the discussion which was previously raised about the nature of schooling is an important one – do schools serve to foster compliance or community? If the initiative had served solely to ensure that pupils ‘did as they were told’ (no matter the context and set of circumstances) rather than emphasising the moral and ethical nature of what it means to be a member of the school community (and, ultimately, society), it will have achieved little. Perhaps it is best summed up in the words of a pupil: - ‘We got to the grass roots of why I was behaving the way I was. It taught me respect for people around me.’
Codocil

Subsequent to this study, a research and development grant was awarded by the Esmee Fairbairn Foundation to develop the work within two Scottish local authorities and into the upper Primary. This work can be accessed at www.usingsupportgroups.org.uk.
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� Subsequent to the study, two Support Groups were video-taped for the purposes of staff training (after appropriate permission had been sought from pupils and parents) for the entire intervention by placing a static camera in the room. Over time, pupils became acclimatised to the camera and ceased to notice it. Permission was sought from parents and pupils for the transcripts to be used for research purposes and publication.


� only data relating to suspensions were analysed beyond S2. This was because of constraints arising from the means by which data relating to referrals were recorded in S3. 


� As the SCRE website is not currently operational, this paper can be obtained directly from the author at � HYPERLINK "mailto:joan.mowat@strath.ac.uk" ��joan.mowat@strath.ac.uk�.
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