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Impact of Teacher Effectiveness Enhancement Programme:
Phase 2 evaluation

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

1 The report documents the Phase 2 evaluation of the Teacher Effectiveness
Enhancement Programme (TEEP), undertaken from October 2005-December 2008.
Phase 2 of the TEEP programme extended its areas of operation from secondary

schools into primary schools and FE colleges.

2 TEEP aims to improve teacher and student performance through three levels of training
associated with five underpinning TEEP elements (accelerated learning, thinking for
learning, assessment for learning, collaborative problem-solving, and effective use of
Information and Communications Technologies (ICTs)), effective teacher behaviours,

and a six-part learning cycle.

3 The aims of the evaluation were to identify (a) the factors that resulted in schools and
teachers becoming involved in TEEP, (b) impact on classroom practice, (c) impact on
pupils’ learning experiences, and (d) factors impacting on ‘ownership of TEEP and the

ways in which teachers chose to use TEEP.

Methodology

4 Data were gathered from two primary schools (Birmingham and York), 11 secondary

schools (Birmingham, Hull, North Suffolk) and two FE colleges (Manchester and York).

5 Data were gathered via (a) teacher observations, (b) pupil questionnaires, (c) teacher
interviews, and (d) interviews with key informants (TEEP co-ordinators, head teachers

and those with a major implementation role in their institution).

6 Data were gathered from 50 teachers in total, and comprised 72 pre-observations, 68
post-observations and 64 interviews. Pupil data comprised 582 pre-training
guestionnaires and 520 post-training questionnaires. 24 interviews were undertaken

with key informants.



Key findings
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The most notable changes in teacher behaviour following TEEP training were seen in:

less time spent controlling behaviour (all institutions)

less whole-class teaching (secondary, FE)

increased use of group work (secondary, and in one primary and one FE institution)
getting pupils to participate in their own learning (secondary)

assessment of prior knowledge (secondary)

more inclusive questioning (secondary, FE)

questioning that involved higher a higher level of thinking by pupils/students (FE)
increased use of ICT (secondary, FE)

increased application of all five underpinning elements of TEEP (one primary,

institution, secondary, one FE institution)

Within these overall patterns there were considerable variations between institutions.

Teachers’ views showed that:

networking with other TEEP teachers is valued (primary, secondary)

a critical mass of TEEP trained teachers is need for consistent application of TEEP
approaches (all institutions)

the TEEP framework helps teachers place theory and practice gained from other
training into a coherent whole, allowing them to appreciate better how their teaching
is translated into the learning experienced by pupils (secondary)

thinking for learning remains problematic (secondary)

use of collaborative group work is challenging where pupils have poor social skills
(secondary)

the ‘apply’ and ‘review’ strategies are more problematic to use, due to lack of time at

the end of lessons (secondary)

Other features reported by pupils and teachers:

some pupils reporting they had clearer perceptions of learning outcomes (FE)

some pupils reporting they were encouraged to ask more questions (secondary)

Key features contributing to successful implementation of TEEP include:

introduction as a whole-school initiative (all institutions)
a critical mass of teachers being trained (all institutions)
time for practice to become embedded, with noticeable benefits being apparent after

two years (all institutions)
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Factors hindering successful implementation of TEEP:

implementation in schools facing particularly challenging circumstances (secondary,
one FE institution)

unwillingness of teachers to relinquish control of earning process (all institutions)
lack of support at senior managerial level in institution (all institutions)

poor physical learning environment (one FE institution)

use with very young pupils (primary)

Additional findings from interviews with key informants:

TEEP is implemented most successfully where there is congruence with existing
aims of institutions, support is provided with costs, where it has support at senior

managerial level, and where teachers volunteer for the TEEP training.

Key implications

13

The Phase 2 evaluation of TEEP point to the following implications:

Leaders in education nationally, regionally and locally should be made aware of the
successes of the TEEP model of CPD. Funding to support training should be given
national and regional priority.

Where institutions are thinking of taking up TEEP and the training associated with it,
they should first consider what structures will be put in place to ensure that changes
are embedded at institutional level.

Schemes to support and embed TEEP approaches should include an element of
peer-coaching and review. Resources should be allocated to help this process.
Senior management support for TEEP implementation is crucial. Senior managers
in institutions that take up TEEP should be trained so that their staff feel they are
sympathetic to what they are trying to do.

Local authorities and other regional bodies should ensure that institutions taking up
TEEP are part of a local networks focussed on improving teaching and learning
Some preliminary experience or knowledge of the TEEP framework should be given
to teachers before they embark on Level 1 training.

Teachers should be encouraged to go for immediate implementation of at least
some of the ideas gained from TEEP training. This could be backed by in-school
peer support such as coaching and review.

Consideration should be given to how the TEEP framework and training might be
adapted to help improve the quality of teaching for young people in work-related and
skills training environments in 14-19 (upper secondary and FE) institutions.

Training requires modification for teachers in foundation and early years’ settings.



This should be backed with specific examples that have been successfully used in
these settings.

Training in all phases of education should consider how teachers can be encouraged
to develop and use better questioning that encourages pupils’ higher order thinking.
Teachers in all phases might appreciate more guidance on the construction and
management of classrooms to help them use collaborative group work and to ensure
it is effective.

Training should ensure that teachers do not ignore later parts of the TEEP learning
cycle in their planning and that the cycle does not have to be completed in one

lesson.



1 BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF TEEP

1.1. Background

The Teacher Effectiveness Enhancement Programme (TEEP) is an initiative in Continued
Professional Development (CPD) based on a programme of training intended to fundamentally
change teachers’ behaviours and the classroom climates for learners. The TEEP ‘approach’
has theoretical and research underpinnings congruent with aspirations for high quality CPD
(Hay McBer, 2000). The programme was developed following evaluation of a project, in the
North East of England, to improve teaching in Mathematics, the Mathematics Enhancement
Programme (Muijs and Reynolds, 2000). Muijs and Reynolds found that positive gains made
by pupils were correlated closely with specific teacher behaviours: classroom management,
behaviour management, direct instruction, review and practice, interactive teaching and a
varied teaching and classroom climate. They concluded that the most effective teachers were

effective in most of these areas rather than in just one.

Currently in the UK and other countries there has been a move towards evidence-based or
evidence-informed practice with the intention that content of teaching and aims of CPD
schemes are informed and influenced by substantial evidence of what works (Oakley, 2002).
Although a link to research is not necessarily made explicit in the TEEP programme, it is
certainly reflected in what are called the five ‘underpinning elements’ of TEEP. Each of these
is seen as fundamental in shaping classrooms as productive learning environments and the
substantial bodies of research and/or established theoretical constructs on which they are

based are obvious. These underpinning elements are:

1. Accelerated learning which is concerned with providing multisensory learning
environments stimulating higher brain functioning (e.g. Gardner, 2006; Claxton, 2002).
Several learning strategies emerged from cognitive psychology, including the central
issue of limited attention span and its increase when several senses are used for
learning experiences. Equally research shows the importance of a variety of learning
activities to accommodate different learning styles (Head, 1996), and of the benefit of

returning to previous learning.

2. Thinking for learning which is mainly concerned with metacognition (Flavell,1979)
and recognition and use by learners of frames of thinking (de Bono, 1999). The
strategy here emphasises thinking and reasoning as an explicit learning outcome (for
science learning see Adey and Shayer, 1994), relating learning experiences preferably
to the higher order thinking skills as identified by Bloom. Again, the KS3 strategy
draws heavily on thinking for learning strategies and extensive resources in this area
have been.



3. Assessment for learning which uses formative and diagnostic assessment along the
lines suggested by Black et al. (2002). Research by Black and William (1998) has
shown that assessment can change learning through asking questions from the whole
class and allowing answering time; qualitative marking of homework rather than
grading the work; using pupil peer assessment and; involving pupils in setting test
items and mark schemes. The assessment for learning strategies have also been

adopted as a major component of the Government’'s KS3 strategy.

4. Collaborative problem solving where there is a high degree of pupil-pupil interaction
in groups to tackle problems that require cooperative actions (see for example Slavin,
1996). Extensive empirical work by Slavin (1990) has shown that when learners
construct meaning in small teams, especially when solving problems or taking up
challenges, they construct a deeper understanding and remember this much longer

than when information is presented through teacher-centred strategies.

5. Effective uses of Information and Communications Technologies (ICTs). A large
scale study by the British Educational Communications and Technology Agency
(BECTa 2001) has demonstrated that achievement across several school subjects
improves when ICT is being used as a learning tool across the whole school,
regardless of socio-economic background of the pupils. Studies in specific subjects
like Mathematics, English and Science confirm these findings. Where ICTs
(interactive whiteboards, digital cameras, laptops and so on) are used, ‘only to
enhance the experience’, rather than just for the sake of using ICT. ‘If it can be done
as well with paper and pen then don’t use ICT’ (www.teep.info 2006).

At the centre of the TEEP model is the six part learning cycle which are embedded in the five
underpinning elements to enable effective teacher behaviours and effective learner behaviours

in classroom teaching.

In the TEEP, key teacher behaviours and underpinning elements are incorporated into a six-
part learning cycle (after, Smith, 1996). The cycle is similar to one developed for constructivist
teaching (Scott, 1987). The first element, preparation for learning, describes the physical
environment and preparations made by the teacher to ensure that conditions for learning are
as effective as possible. The second element, agreeing learning outcomes, accounts for ways
in which the teacher helps pupils to appreciate the intentions of the lesson in terms of skills,
content and concepts and what pupils must do to demonstrate their achievement against the

learning goals set for the lesson.


http://www.teep.info/

Figure 1: TEEP Model

A third element, presentation of new information, provides the visual, kinaesthetic or auditory
‘hooks’ through which new knowledge and understanding may be incorporated into pupils’
schemas whilst a fourth element, construction of meaning, describes the main activities
through which pupils co-construct this new knowledge or understanding. A fifth element,
application or demonstration of new understanding, is about ways in which learners declare
their new learning, e.g. through group or individual presentations to the rest of the class. The
final element of the framework, reviewing new learning, deals with meta-cognition, ways in
which pupils reflect on their new learning and whether or not they attained the outcomes set
for the lesson and their views on reasons for this. This final part feeds back to the first and

second stages of the framework thereby making it cyclic.

The first phase of TEEP (2002-2005) developed organically, making use of opportunities or
from existing collaborations for training (for example in Birmingham LA) as they arose. In
some cases TEEP was focussed at specific groups of schools or teachers or for the
development of teaching in a specified area of the curriculum such as science (for example in
Tower Hamlets LA). In the second phase of TEEP (2005-current) development and
implementation have been focussed by different ownerships (LA or institutional) or through a
perceived need to address a particular issue, such as poor teaching in a particular subject or
transition from one phase of schooling to another (as was the original intention in North
Suffolk). At the same time TEEP provision has been widened from its Phase 1 base in



secondary schools to primary schools, Further Education (FE) colleges and Initial Teacher

Training in Higher Education (HE) institutions.

1.2. The TEEP training programme

According to Joyce and Showers (1995), programmes to bring about change in classroom
teaching through the professional development of teachers, of which the TEEP is an example,
are most effective when they are planned around a sequence that has the following four

elements as outcomes for participants:

. awareness and knowledge of theories, practice and curricula;

o change in attitudes to self or pupils or academic content of instruction;

) development and practice of newly learned skills, discrete behaviours and
strategies, initially through more supportive means such as peer teaching
before graduating to full classrooms;

o transfer of training through a community of practitioners (through peer
coaching and collaborative designing of schemes of classroom work).

(Joyce & Showers 1995, pp. 108-125)

The TEEP training programme is carried out very much according to these criteria by teams of
accredited professionals, each assessed as being conversant and fluent in TEEP training

methodologies and the underpinning theory. TEEP training takes place at three levels:

Level 1: Typically two blocks each of two or three days duration separated by a period of in-
school implementation of teaching strategies and use of the lesson framework and reflection
which may, in some cases, be supported by a programme of peer-coaching or mentoring. At
the second block of training teachers are encouraged to share and reflect on their experiences
of new methods of teaching and their use of the six-part learning cycle and experience

additional strategies in relation to the underpinning elements described above.

Level 2: Additional training for those who have completed Level 1 and have a coordinating or
training role within a school or college, so that they can train others in TEEP approaches and

methods. Training includes the key skills required for successful peer coaching.

Level 3: Additional training for those who have completed Levels 1 and 2 and will have a
cross-institutional, LA based or national remit for TEEP. Training is at the invitation of the

national TEEP team.

Initially (and in most of Phase 1) TEEP training took place mainly at Cramlington Community

College in Northumberland as that was where significant members of the training team were

4



based. In the cases evaluated here, however, most of the training was carried out by
members of the central TEEP team or by Level 3 trained coordinators and other personnel at

local schools or training centres.

In some cases, such as for Colleges of Further Education, a collapsed version of Level 1

training was provided combining some elements into a single day or two day’s training.

1.3. Structure of the report

Following this introduction section, the report is structured into seven main sections. Section 2
provides an overview of the evaluation process, describing its aims and the questions to be
addressed. Section 3 describes the evaluation methodology in details. Sections 4, 5 and 6
present and analyse the data from secondary schools, Further Education (FE) colleges and
primary school respectively. Of these sections the secondary data comprises the largest data
set. Section 7 presents the conclusions of the evaluation, together with the implications for the

TEEP programme.

1.4. A note on anonymity

The evaluation data were collected in four areas, Birmingham, Hull, Manchester, Suffolk, and
York. Data from primary schools were collected in Birmingham and York, data from
secondary schools were collected from fifteen secondary schools in Birmingham, Hull and
Suffolk., and data from FE colleges were collected in Manchester and York. No individual

school is named in the report.



2  OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS

2.1. Previous evaluations

Phase 1 implementation of the TEEP programme was evaluated in 2005 by the University of
Warwick, concentrating mainly on the impact of Level 2 training in seven case study schools in
Local Authorities (LAs) from the North East and the Midlands (Gunraj, 2005). A separate
three-year evaluation was commissioned by Tower Hamlets LA and carried out by the Institute
of Education. This study considered the impact of the TEEP and additional funding from
Gatsby’s Science Enhancement Programme on science teaching, in particular on the use of

practical investigations (Serret and Reiss, 2006).

2.2. Contexts of the Phase 2 evaluation of TEEP

The rapid expansion of TEEP since Phase 1 of the project has meant that training is now
provided for educational establishments across the UK at all phases of education from pre-
school and primary to Further Education (FE). At the same time the ownership and drivers of
TEEP implementation, the sources of its trainers and its geographical locations have
expanded from its original base at Cramlington College in the North East of England. Thus

evaluation of Phase 2 sought to explore how TEEP operates in some of these new contexts.

Three study areas were chosen to represent the three phases of education, primary,
secondary and FE. In each study institutions or groups of institutions were chosen as case
studies to reflect differences in the ways in which TEEP was operated and/or driven and the
original intended ‘target audience’ for improvement and change. For example in the
evaluation of TEEP Phase 2, in secondary schools, the three different three case studies were
chosen to reflect the key drivers for implementing TEEP. The relationship between case

studies and TEEP aspects is summarised in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Case studies in the Phase 2 evaluation of TEEP

Case study Study Driver Trainers Target level for improvement
area
Birmingham | KS1/2 Individual Internal Whole school
York | KS2 School/LA Consultant Whole school
Suffolk KS2/3 Cluster Internal Many schools
Birmingham Il KS3/4 | Collegiate Internal Individual teachers + whole
school
York Il KS5 FE Consultant + Individual teachers
internal
Manchester KS5 FE Consultant + Individual teachers
internal




The secondary school context

In Hull the key driver for implementing TEEP was the LA. Poor performance of pupils in Hull
schools, particularly in science, lay behind an approach by the LA to the central TEEP team
and was the reason why science departments in school were chosen as the initial locus of
change. Central Gatsby/TEEP resources were used to appoint a coordinator who was paid to
spend two thirds of his time supporting local schools and organising and implementing
training. He was assisted by an advisory teacher for science and, as TEEP progressed, some
of the teachers from schools where TEEP had first been implemented assisted with training on
an in-school basis. Three schools were initially chosen for this case study and all three were
known to have had specific problems with underachievement and disaffection/lack of
engagement of pupils particularly in science. In the fist year of evaluation (2005-6) one of
these three schools failed its OfSTED inspection and was under special scrutiny from HMI and
local inspectors. In the final year of the evaluation (2007-8) an additional school was added to
the study in Hull — one that traditionally had been a higher performing school than the initial
three and that had a recently appointed and TEEP-trained Head of Science and second in

science both keen to introduce TEEP approaches in their department.

In Birmingham the key driver for TEEP was the Birmingham Catholic Partnership, which was
seeking to improve teaching and learning within the classroom and use TEEP as a vehicle to
make teachers reflect on their practise. The Catholic Partnership is made up of nine Catholic
secondary schools in Birmingham, of which three were included in the phase two evaluation.
These schools work together to ensure that the education received in a Catholic school is of
the highest quality, not only academically, but also spiritually. The Partnership is governed by
the Partnership Board which comprised the nine Head teachers of the member institutions.
Since 1988 staff in the Partnership’s schools have been working together on curriculum and

professional development to enhance the education of students.

There is a TEEP Network in Birmingham for all teachers who have undergone TEEP training.
The idea of the network is for teachers to meet once a term and share practice. A website for
the Birmingham Teacher Effectiveness Enhancement Programme was also developed to
support the Birmingham TEEP programme which is being implemented in secondary schools

throughout the region (http://www.bhamteep.info/index.asp). A training centre has been set up

in one of the schools in the evaluation where in-house training for teachers and local training
with the Catholic Partnership are done together with whole school training in one school. The
training is done by two teachers of one of the three secondary in the evaluation who are
trained to TEEP Level 3.

In North Suffolk the key driver for TEEP implementation was one 14-19 high school in

Beccles (in North Suffolk) that wanted to improve effectiveness of teaching and learning as a
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whole school but that also sought to do this by including its feeder middle schools in training.
Thus there was a transition rationale for the introduction of TEEP. In effect, only one of the
three main feeder middle schools was involved and so training was expanded geographically
to include a large high school in a coastal town in North Suffolk and a high school in a
neighbouring, smaller town. None of the schools was previously rated as being either low or

high performing or as having severe problems with pupil behaviour or engagement.

The FE context

The TEEP driver came from the TEEP national office where an FE college in Manchester was
asked to participate in the training and was then approached by the evaluation team to
participate in the evaluation exercise. A shortened version of Level 1 training was carried out
over two days for fifteen tutors in the construction skills department. The main reason for
introducing the TEEP framework at the Manchester FE college was in filling the gap between

theory lessons and practical skills workshops in the area of construction.

At the York FE college, the TEEP driver came from the City of York LA’s role in promoting
active teaching and learning in the area, especially at 16-19. The aim was for staff from a
number of different providers to undertake training so as to develop and instigate more active
teaching and learning. From the outset, the college had a high level of contact with the TEEP
national team, and a dedicated strategy linked to their internal policies for training and learning
development. The early focus was to get some tutors to attend the TEEP training and then to
develop and use TEEP training in-house. Nine teachers from York College took part in the
Level 1 TEEP training. Over the period of the evaluation two tutors have completed Level 3
training and have been key leaders for the development of TEEP ideas in the college since
completing their Level 1 training. These two tutors were responsible for developing a version
of the TEEP Level 1 training course called ‘Toolkit’, which is an adaptation of the TEEP

framework to cover a two days of training with a third day for feedback two months later.

The primary school context

Two schools were included at the primary level as part of a pilot to evaluate the TEEP
framework at foundation year and KS1 and KS2 classes. In the Birmingham school, TEEP
was introduced by the previous head teacher. Two members of staff in nursery and Year 1 did
the level 1 training and were evaluated as part of the primary school pilot. The TEEP model is
being considered by the current head teacher who is keen to have more teachers trained at

Level 1 with the aim of improving teaching and learning in the school.

At the York primary school, the driver for TEEP was the head teacher who had knowledge

about the Accelerated Learning Project (ALPs) and information about the Teaching and



Learning Enhancement Project in the City of York. The head teacher’s view was that the
TEEP model was applicable at KS2 and as such the school adopted a whole-school approach,
with all teachers at KS2 being trained at Level 1. Two KS2 teachers participated in the
evaluation. The school’s view is that, although the TEEP model works well at KS2, more work

at the Foundation stage and KS1 is needed.

2.3. Rationale and aims of the evaluation process

A multi-method approach to evaluation was devised to explore the effects of TEEP as
educational innovation according to six dimensions identified by Van den Akker (1998).
Specifically the research gathers data according the last three of Van den Akker's dimensions:
the operational curriculum (instructional processes and teacher behaviours as observed in
classrooms), the experiential curriculum (the learning experiences of students) and the

attained curriculum (students’ learned outcomes).

The following key research questions guided evaluation:

1. Who is involved in the implementation of TEEP, and in what way?

2. What is the impact of TEEP on changes in observable classroom activities and why have

these changes been adopted and not others? (the operational curriculum)

3. What is the impact of TEEP on changes in pupils’ learning experiences, and how do

pupils view these changes? (the experiential curriculum)

4. How does the impact of TEEP relate to:
e the ownership of the TEEP intervention
e the age of the learners targeted by the TEEP intervention

e the nature of the target group for TEEP implementation.

Supplementary to research question 2 it was possible, for secondary schools, to explore from
examination and test results what effect TEEP training might have had on pupil's

performances (the attained curriculum).

Of the 62 teachers included from the start of the Phase 2 evaluation, 50 were included in the
analysis. This followed a similar rule described above where only those teachers’ who were
both pre- and post-observed had their lessons evaluated. Again the aim was to pre- and post
observed teachers delivering the same lesson but this was not achieved in the primary and

secondary schools but was the case for some classes in the FE colleges.



3 THE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

3.1. Evidence for research question 1: Who is involved in the implementation of

TEEP, and in what way?

An overview of the schools and teachers involved in the implementation of TEEP was gained

through the extraction of data from the database held by the central team. The reporting

period was the second year of Phase 2 of the TEEP Project (2006-7).

During this period

teachers in the study areas and case studies had been involved in TEEP Level 1, 2 and 3

training. Table 3.1.1 gives a breakdown of the number of schools and teachers included in

Phase 2 of the TEEP evaluation process.

Table 3.1.1: TEEP training provision by evaluation sites

Number Number of % Level 1

of Levell | Level 2 Level 3 teachersin | teachersin

Evaluation sites schools | training | training training evaluation evaluation
TOTAL Primary 2 7 1 1 4 57%
Beccles 4 27 7 0 14 52%
Hull 4 28 4 1 15 54%
Birmingham 2 3 83 20 6 8 10%
TOTAL Secondary 11 138 31 7 37 27%
TOTAL FE 2 32 2 2 9 28%
OVERALL TOTAL 15 177 34 10 50 28%

In total, 177 teachers have been trained in Level 1, 34 in Level 2 and 10 in Level 3 training in
the schools involved in the Phase 2 evaluation. Of the 177 teachers trained at Level 1, 31%

(54) are included in the evaluation.

Table 3.1.2: Percentage of TEEP training provision for different school levels

% Teachers in

Site % of schools % Level 1 training evaluation
TOTAL Primary 13% 4% 7%
Beccles 27% 15% 28%

Hull 27% 16% 33%
Birmingham 2 20% 47% 15%
TOTAL Secondary 73% 78% 76%
TOTAL FE 13% 18% 17%
OVERALL TOTAL 100% 100% 100%

10




During the reporting period, 78% of TEEP Level 1 training in the evaluation sites was provided
in the secondary sector (see Table 3.1.2), compared to 4% in primary schools and 18% in FE
colleges. 76% of the teachers in the evaluation exercise were from secondary schools, 17 %

from FE colleges and 7% from primary schools (see Table 3.1.2).

3.2. Evidence for research question 2: Impact of TEEP on changes in observable

classroom activities

3.2.1 Teacher behaviour

Data to inform research question 2 were gathered through classroom observations of teachers
before and after TEEP training using an observation framework (see Annex 1) developed by
the team following extensive piloting in two contrasting case study areas. Teachers were
observed using a structured observation schedule incorporating categories that recorded
event events related to effective teacher and pupil behaviours and underpinning elements
framework at five minute intervals. The schedule was divided into four sections:

e Mode of organisation — the emphasis here was on whether teachers’ lessons included
whole class, small groups or individual learning, and the percentage of the class engaged
at 5-minutes point of observation.

e  Teacher behaviour — this section included statements of effective teacher behaviours and
TEEP underpinning elements and comprised the bulk of the observation exercise.

e  Pupil behaviour — this section focused on pupils listening to their teacher and other pupils,
answering and asking questions.

e TEEP underlying elements — each of the five underlying elements were noted when

included in a lesson during the pre- and post-observations.

Observations were carried out by researchers and, in two of the case studies, by coordinators
who had been trained in using the schedule. Observations (numerical data) were
accompanied by extensive field notes recording the contexts of learning and details of leaner
activity and engagement. Numerical data from the teacher observations schedules were

entered into an Excel database for analysis.

Teachers were each observed on two occasions, at least once before they took part in TEEP
training and again (three months) after. In some instances two pre- and two post-
observations were done. Behaviours and actions for each category of the observation
schedule were calculated as a percentage of the total occasions recorded in each whole
lesson. In cases where there was more than one pre- or post-observation, an average score

was used. Table 3.2 gives a breakdown of the number of schools and teachers included in
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Phase 2 of the TEEP evaluation process, the total number of pre- and post- observations and

post- interviews with teachers:

Table 3.2: Summary of teacher observation

Number of Number of Pre Post Post

Sites schools teachers Observations | Observations | Interviews
TOTAL

PRIMARY 2 4 6 8 6
Hull 4 15 20 18 17
North Suffolk 4 14 25 15 14
Birmingham 3 8 11 14 14
TOTAL

SECONDARY 11 37 56 47 45
TOTAL FE 2 9 10 13 13
GRAND

TOTAL 15 50 72 68 64

In the two primary schools, a total of six pre-observations, eight post-observations and six post
interviews were carried out on four teachers. In the eleven secondary schools, a total of 37
teachers were evaluated, with 56 pre-observations, 47 post-observations and 45 post
interviews undertaken. In the two FE colleges, a total of nine teachers participated in the

evaluation with ten pre-observations, 13 post-observations and post interviews undertaken.

3.3. Evidence for research question 3: Impact of TEEP on changes in pupils’

learning experiences

Data were collected using a questionnaire given to pupils (see annexe 2) containing items
matched to four TEEP areas, classroom climate, classroom management, interactive teaching;
and the range of teaching and learning. Questions were drawn, wherever possible, from
established research on classroom environments for learning (e.g. Fraser, 1998) and that
mapped well against the theoretical underpinnings of TEEP and intentions of training. On the
left hand side of each text item were three options against which pupils were asked to rate the
frequency with which an event or action took place. On the right hand side of each item pupils
were asked to choose an option that reflected to what extent they thought an action might help
them to learn. Data from the questionnaire were intended to provide some degree of

triangulation with findings from classroom observations.
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Teacher guidelines (with an overhead transparency slide) were produced to help teachers
administer the questionnaire. In the pilot phase, no teachers commented on the use of the
questionnaire, suggested that its administration was seen as relatively unproblematic.
However, a problem was encountered in the main phase of the evaluation as teachers often
did not collect pre- and post-data from the same class. As this posed a threat to the validity of
the analysis, rather less use of the pupil questionnaires was made than had originally been

planned.

Those teachers who did not return both pre- and post- student questionnaire responses were
excluded from the student responses evaluation, leaving 29 teachers’ classes included in the
student questionnaires analysis. Table 3.3 indicates the responses of students from the pre-
and post- questionnaires to date (see Annex 2 for a copy of the student questionnaire). A total
of 582 pre-questionnaires from 29 classes and 520 post- questionnaire responses were

returned by students.

Table 3.3: Student pre and Post responses

Sites Number of Number of Pre student | Post student
schools teachers Year group responses responses

TOTAL 1 1 Y 1 (KS1) 29 27
PRIMARY
Hull 4 8 Y78 10& 151 173

11 (KS3&4)
North Suffolk 4 10 Y6,7,8,9& 268 204

10(KS2,3&

4)

Birmingham 1 2 Y 7 (KS3) 38 27
TOTAL 9 20 457 404
SECONDARY
TOTAL FE 2 8 (AS/A2) 96 89
GRAND 12 29 582 520
TOTAL

3.4. Evidence for research question 4: How does the impact of TEEP relate to the
ownership of TEEP intervention and the nature of the target group for TEEP
implementation?

3.4.1. Interviews with teachers

All teachers who were observed following their TEEP training were interviewed at the end of
their lessons. Interviews were carried out by two members of the York evaluation team and a
semi-structured interview scheduled was used (see annexe 3). The focus of the interviews
was to obtain teachers’ views on how they expected TEEP training to have affected their

classroom teaching, whether they were using the TEEP learning cycle and which aspect of the

13




learning cycle, effective teacher behaviours and underpinning of the TEEP framework they
found most difficult to integrate and use in their lessons. Additionally teachers were asked to
comment on how TEEP might be better facilitated at their school or college. The times for
interviews averaged twenty minutes per teacher and the style and content of questions and
prompts was consistent across interviewees. Interviews were recorded, transcribed and

analysed to indentify emerging trends.

3.4.2. Interviews with co-ordinators and other key personnel

A total of 24 interviews were carried out across the 15 schools and colleges included in the
evaluation. A semi-structured interview schedule was used (see annexe 4), and interviews
were carried out by two members of the York evaluation team. The focus of these interviews
was to get feedback from key personnel about the reasons their school or college got involved
with TEEP, aspects of the TEEP framework being adopted into their school’'s policy and
approach to teaching, and learning and issues that might have helped of hindered the
implementation of TEEP. Those interviewed included the TEEP co-ordinators in Birmingham
and Hull, key personnel in schools whose aim is to promote and take TEEP forward in their
school and, when possible, the head teachers of schools involved. The length of the
interviews varied and on average lasted for about fifty minutes. All interviews were recorded,

transcribed and analysed.
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4  SECONDARY SCHOOLS

4.1. Observations of lessons

The findings are shown and discussed in order of the three areas observed; modes of
classroom organisation, teacher behaviours and pupil behaviours. In each of these sections
patterns for data combined for all three case studies in Hull, Birmingham and North Suffolk are
discussed first before considering any differences between them. The graphs in the body of
the text show the differences in activity or behaviours (as a mean percentage of the total
lesson time observed) following TEEP training for the sample as a whole. Annex 6 contains
tables and graphs showing results for each of the case studies in turn and a table of data

analysed for the sample as a whole (Annex 7).

4.1.1. Classroom organisation

Overall

The commonest mode of classroom organisation before training was for pupils to follow whole
class activities (57% of lesson time). (See Figure 4.1.1.) Although the mean percentage of
time spent on whole class teaching appeared to increase by 2% following training, this figure
disguises a wide variation in practice, mostly dependent on the teacher and the nature of the
lesson being observed. However, for seventeen of the thirty seven teachers observed, the
amount of whole class teaching actually fell after TEEP training. The largest rise in
organisational mode was seen for small group work (an 11% rise) and, although there were
variations in practice between teachers, there was consistency in this finding as increases
occurred in twenty five of the post-TEEP lessons observed and the difference was found to be

statistically significant (p = 0.030).

The amount of time teachers spent controlling behaviour fell after training by 6% and although
this is a modest change it should be noted that a fall occurred in twenty-five of the post —-TEEP
lessons observed. Coupled with a 7% increase in the number of pupils engaged in lessons

this shows a positive change towards an improved and more purposeful climate for learning.

Variations in the different case studies

Annex 8 contains bar graphs comparing the observations of classroom organisation in the
three different case studies. There were noticeable differences between observations in the
Birmingham schools and those in Hull and North Suffolk. In Birmingham all five aspects of
lesson organisation increased after training by a much larger amount than in either of the other
two cases (except for group work in Hull). The amount of time teachers spent controlling

behaviour actually rose in Birmingham schools but, since the percentage of the class engaged
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also rose, this might just mean that teachers were now less tolerant of interruptions and low
level nuisance that could disrupt learning and pupils’ concentration. One example was in a
French lesson where the teacher had to control behaviour for six of the 5-minute intervals
recorded. The teacher raised her voice to get students’ attention and used ‘hush’ sounds to
quieten her students. The teacher told the class that she was disappointed on how they

entered, their lateness and, later on their lack of concentration on set tasks.

The most consistent fall in time spent controlling the class occurred in North Suffolk schools
where this was observed for ten of the fourteen teachers. Whether this shows the relative
greater difficulties of introducing and sustaining TEEP-style teaching in Birmingham and Hull
when compared with schools in North Suffolk is impossible to tell from these figures but we do
know that all the schools in the Hull case contained a significant number of pupils with

challenging behaviour.

Figure 4.1.1 Classroom organisation: post-TEEP differences for all observations in
secondary schools
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4.1.2. Teacher behaviours

Overall

There were notable rises (above a 5% difference between pre- and post -training means) in
eight of the thirteen categories observed (see figure 4.1.2.). The largest rises were seen for
teachers ‘encouraging their students to participate in their own learning’ and in ‘taking account
of their previous knowledge’ (both at +31%). These rises were consistent (more than twice as
many teachers displayed increases than did not) and statistically significant (p <0.001). TEEP

training places great emphasis on behaviours that result in better overall pupil engagement in
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learning tasks mainly by improving the quality and quantity of teacher-pupil interaction and the
variety of learning on offer and so observing such a large increase in strategies that improved

pupil’'s general participation in their learning was very encouraging.

One example in Hull was in a fast-paced science lesson on the properties of materials where
the teacher included a variety of teaching and learning activities including whole class, group
work and individual learning. The students were kept engaged throughout the fifty minute
lesson and there was a high level high turnover of tasks that resulted in almost 100% of the

class being engaged throughout the lesson.

‘Taking account of pupils’ previous knowledge’ is associated with the TEEP underpinning
element ‘assessment for learning’ and reflects a distinct intentional increase in activity in this
area. However, since almost half of post-training observations (15 out of 37) took place early
in the school year, when teachers were new to their classes, this may have been a natural
consequence of teachers getting to know pupils’ cognitive levels so as to adjust and plan their

teaching.

There were substantial and statistically significant rises in the use of ‘differentiation’ and
‘inclusive questioning’ (both at +22%; p< 001) which were both substantive aspects in Level 1
training. In the case of inclusive questioning, every case of increase was associated with a
similar or greater rise in the amount of pupil participation in the post-training lessons observed
and so the two seem to be linked. Although at a smaller level of increase (+9%), ‘questioning
aimed at promoting higher order thinking’, seemed to feature more often following training and
was evident for twenty three teachers where they had hardly used it at all before training. It
seems that teachers were made more aware by TEEP that providing the same diet for all
learners does little to promote quality learning. Better differentiation has been a familiar
mantra in education but reports of classroom practice e.g. by OfSTED and others have shown
that, in reality, it is rare or ineffective. Better differentiation relies partly on framing questions
that challenge pupils by promoting levels of cognition at the higher levels of Bloom'’s taxonomy
(requiring analysis and synthesis rather than pure recall of knowledge) and so the greater use
of higher order questions was encouraging. For example in an English lesson on the use of
metaphor in literature, pupils were invited to analyse sections of text in the book ‘The curious
incident of the death of the dog in the night’, to identify cases where colours (such as yellow)
were used to identify specific moods of the central charter Christopher. Following this, pupil
activities required an application and synthesis in which they wrote their own pieces describing

their moods and feelings as colours and swapped their work as part of a peer review process.
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Figure 4.1.2. Teacher behaviours: post-TEEP differences for all observations in secondary schools
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The frequency with which teachers encouraged pupils’ inductive or deductive learning hardly
changed after training, remaining absent in most of the lessons observed, with some notable
exceptions. It also remained a rare event for teachers to encourage their pupils to frame their
own questions and taken together these findings mean there is still some work to do in
encouraging pupils to engage more critically with information or data so as to arrive at deeper

understanding.

Teachers’ support for collaborative learning increased by 17% corroborating findings discussed
earlier for the rise in the amount of group work compared with individual and whole class
learning. For example, in a Year 8 Religious Studies lesson on the perspectives taken by
different religions (Islam, Taoism, Judaism, Christianity and Hinduism) on the origins of life,
collaboration involved groups of four or five pupils producing a storyboard to explain the position
taken by one of the religions. The task was made easier for pupils by having a set of success
criteria for the collaboration that was agreed by the class before embarking on the task and used

to evaluate their efforts on completing it.

1. To work in a group to read, discuss and understand a religious story on the creation of life.

2. To make decisions and judgements about the key elements, parts and beliefs of that story
that you will tell.

3. To make a storyboard as a group that allows each person in your groups to tell that story

4. To practice using the storyboard so that you can become an expert for other people in the

class.

Variations in the different case studies (Annex 9)

The overall pattern in post-TEEP differences in teaching behaviours described above was
evident in all three case studies. In Birmingham, however, increases in time spent on
uncovering pupils’ knowledge, encouraging participation and use of inclusive questioning were
all substantially higher than in the other two cases. This could be a product of the additional
time that schools in Birmingham have been involved with TEEP and/or associated with whole
school approaches to training here that included support by school-based TEEP coordinators
who use a high level of coaching (refer to coordinators interviews). In North Suffolk post-TEEP
differences in teacher behaviours were more modest except for the amount of differentiation and
collaborative learning on offer. The amount of time spent by teachers encouraging individual
learning increased in North Suffolk by 20% whereas changes in Hull and Birmingham were

hardly noticeable (below 5%).
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4.1.3. Pupil behaviours

Overall

All aspects of pupils’ behaviour observed increased as a proportion of lesson time observed
following training. The largest increases were seen in listening to the teacher (+18%) and in
pupils listening to other pupils (+14%). The latter finding confirms our earlier observations of
increased activity in collaborative group work (see figure 4.1.1). There was of course variation
between teachers, largely due to the nature of the lesson being observed, but both increases
were statistically significant (p < 0.02) and twice as many examples of increases in this
behaviour were seen compared with decreases. Although there appeared to be an overall
mean increase in the amount of time that pupils spent answering questions (+8%), practice was
again variable. The amount of time spent by pupils asking their own questions increased by
10% but in most cases these questions tended to be ones that sought clarification of information
or instructions rather than to challenge ideas or pose new ones. There were however some
notable exceptions to this. For example in the Religious Studies lesson described in the last
section, after storyboards illustrating religious positions on the origins of life hade been viewed,
pupils were asked to produce a question about a story which was then put to each expert group
in turn as they explained each ‘story’. These strategies to help pupils raise their own questions

were rare and indicate a need for more work in this area.

Figure 4.1.3. Pupil behaviours: post-TEEP differences for all observations in secondary
schools
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Variations in the different case studies (Annex 10)

Increases in pupil behaviours for all four categories observed were seen in all three case studies
but to quite different extents. Again, the amount of change in North Suffolk was less than that
seen in either Hull or Birmingham. The time spent by pupils raising questions was higher in
North Suffolk than in the other cases which might be a result of pupils being less sure about

some of the demands on them as a result of shifts to TEEP style teaching.

Summary
Teachers spent less time overall controlling pupil behaviour following TEEP training and a
greater percentage of pupils were engaged in their lessons, though there was wide variation

in teachers’ practice and between the three case studies.

The largest rise in mode of classroom organisation was seen for group work which rose by

11% of lesson time overall.

More than two thirds of teachers made improved efforts to get pupils to participate in their

own learning.

There was a significant rise in the amount of time spent on assessing pupils’ existing
knowledge which in some cases might have been attributable to the time of the school year

at which classes were observed.

There were substantial rises in the amount of differentiation used in lessons after training.
Teachers’ questions were more inclusive and included more examples that encouraged

higher order thinking.

Increases in the amount of inclusive questioning were linked with improvements in pupils’

participation in lessons.

The promotion of inductive or deductive reasoning and student constructed questions

remained at low levels following training and may require more work.

Following training pupils spent much more lesson time listening to each other and to their
teachers.
The amount of time spent by pupils raising their own questions increased following TEEP

training, most notably in Suffolk schools.
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4.2. Findings from pupils’ questionnaires (their self reports of pre- and post-TEEP

classroom actions and learning)

Examination of data from pupils’ self reports of their experiences of classrooms and teachers’
and their own actions were possible for Hull and North Suffolk cases where questionnaires were
returned from each of the schools studied. In Birmingham returned questionnaires were only
available from one of the three schools studied and so detailed analysis here or comparison with
the other two case studies was not possible. In both Hull and North Suffolk there was a clear
overall pattern in pupils’ responses of regression from pre- to post-training towards the mid
position, ‘this happens sometimes’ for most of the questions. So, from the pupils’ perspective, it
appears that many of the aspects of teaching and learning related to TEEP, that were asked
about on the questionnaire, actually decreased following training. However, we are cautious
about laying too much emphasis on these findings as this overall change in pupils’ perspectives
might just be a feature of many of the pupils not having been in a new class, with a new teacher,
for long enough to have established a realistic view at the time they completed the
questionnaires. The fact that, in most cases, the two groups of pupils sampled pre- and post-
training were comprised of different individuals and, in most cases, were from different year

groups studying different topics adds to the cautions with which these data should be read.

However, there were some cases where shifts in pupils’ self reported experiences are worth
looking at more deeply. For the purposes of this report, it was decided to include data where
the reported change in experience is above the 10% level, and where the numbers of pupils
sampled pre- and post-training are similar and large (above 50) so changes do not just
represent a few pupils reporting different opinions. For example, in Hull there was a 16.6%
increase in the numbers of pupils reporting after training that they never experienced using ICT
in lessons for their own research, in quizzes or through simulations. This is interesting but may

show, from the pupils’ point of view, that ICT is not being used less, but in different ways.

One other shift worth reporting is the occasions that pupils reported that their teacher helped
them to decide what activities were best for them to carry out. In both Hull and North Suffolk
there was a shift to the ‘never happens’ category of 10%. Since the question item is connected
with pupils’ experiences of differentiation and how they take part in this, it seems at odds with
findings for the increased amount of occasions that teachers were observed to have used

differentiation in their lessons.
In North Suffolk pupils perceived that they were encouraged to answer questions more (a 13%

increase in the ‘a lot’ category) and that teachers gave them more time (wait time) to answer

questions (a 9% increase in the ‘a lot category). Both aspects are emphasised in TEEP training
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and the findings here confirm observations of pupil behaviours in North Suffolk where there was

a greater increase in the incidences of pupils answering questions.

Summary

Pupils’ perceptions of their ICT experience and what this means to them in terms of their

learning might have changed as a result of TEEP training.

According to pupils in Hull and North Suffolk teachers spend less time after training helping

them decide which activities might be best for them to carry out.

In North Suffolk pupils reported that they were encouraged to ask more questions and that the

teacher allowed more time for answers to questions.

4.3. Findings related to the underpinning elements of TEEP

4.3.1. Post-training changes

The observed occurrences of all five underpinning elements of TEEP increased in lessons
observed after training. The most dramatic increases were seen for accelerated learning five
and thinking for learning, where incidences more than doubled following training. Large
increases were also seen for assessment for learning and collaborative problem solving.

Figure 3.3.1. Occurrence of TEEP underpinning elements in secondary schools
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4.3.3. Thinking for learning

Of the five underpinning elements, thinking for learning (TfL), was mentioned quite often (7 of
27) as a difficult area to incorporate in teaching. In one interesting case this appeared to be
because of the teacher’'s views about learning on the basis of a previous study of Piaget's
epistemology as part of an MSc course. This teacher assumed that ‘higher order thinking’ would
not be appropriate until all pupils are ready to be challenged by activities requiring this:

Because | don't think the pupils are used to it (TfL) ... and you are talking about higher
order thinking skills and they are not all at that level. In the Piaget definitions they are not
all at the stage of putting the ideas together to make up those higher level frameworks.

In a different case a teacher was resistant to TfL on the basis that it was time consuming and
inconsistent with teaching a content driven curriculum:

Partly, | think, because of the time it (TfL) takes up because we have got a content driven
curriculum and a lot of the time we try to make sure that the kids have the knowledge in
their heads and the understanding in their heads rather than thinking about how they got
to that.

In other cases there was a feeling that closing the lesson with tasks requiring pupils to

engage in thinking might be tiring or stressful both for the teacher and the pupils.

Assessment for learning (AfL)

This element of TEEP was unique in that no teachers referred to difficulties in adopting or
integrating AfL approaches in their teaching. In fact one teacher actually volunteered this:
| think, it would be easier to say which ones (TEEP elements) are the easiest ... because
‘Assessment for Learning’, | had already started quite a lot of and that one | find it easier
because of so much practice with it...
This confirms the earlier findings from post-TEEP observations of lessons where we observed
significantly more effort being made by teachers on uncovering pupils’ knowledge and on

interventions to help students’ new learning.

4.3.5. Collaborative problem solving

Although teacher observation data revealed an increased use of collaborative group work and
pupil-pupil talk, several teachers (7/27) admitted to having some problems in using group work:

The collaborative work is quite difficult ... because ... trying to include that (group
work) with the social skills that they have got, is quite difficult and | tend to, when |
have got my bottom set, shy away (from using group work). They prefer to work
individually.

| guess | am still working on ... Collaborative Problem Solving that doesn’t involve
three lesson long, all singing all dancing... trying to get smaller situations when
they(students) have to work together ... | find that quite difficult still.
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In some cases it seemed as if teachers were reticent to release their control and to give pupils
the necessary autonomy to collaborate and solve problems for themselves. So maintaining a
‘hands-off’ approach was a challenge:

Sometimes I'm scared of letting them just go for it, particularly my GCSE groups
because you just like literally, not spoon feeding them, but you want them to get the
right answer and because you've got so much time constraints you do the problem
solving activity with them or you know, you let them go at it and then you're like... oh
it's not going right ... I'd better jump in now and save them. So | think | need to be a
little bit open to them developing themselves ... because it is about them not about
me.

In one interesting case of a teacher, who was observed to have hardly changed his practice as
a result of TEEP training and indeed was reticent about the whole TEEP approach, it seemed
as if using collaborative group work was a question of pupils’ maturity and age. Thus, in his
view, it might be suitable for sixth form groups but not for younger pupils:

I've no problem doing that (problem solving group work) again with year 12 and year
13 in fact ...I'll do that quite a lot and they'll ... look at problems and come up with
solutions. For example again in government and politics, we looked at the reforms in
the House of Lords and how would you reform the House of Lords ... | find that more
difficult to do lower down the school. (In this lesson on Nazi Germany) | could have
done ... how did Hitler make the Germans support him. But | would have found that
at this level that the students would have needed an ... so much stimulus, that | would
have found it a little bit self-defeating ‘cos in the end | would have told them what |
wanted them to find out, personally.

On the other hand, these comments reveal a typical frustration that many traditionalist teachers
have with holding back on the need to inform pupils in rather factual ways or to communicate

their views that they believe might be a more efficient use of their teaching time.

4.3.6. Effective uses of Information and Communications Technologies (ICTs)

In most of the five examples recorded teachers referred to their frustrations related to such
matters as; internet access speed, the reliability of IWB technology, inequity of levels of
equipment in different rooms or the problems of using ICT in a subject such as PE. In North
Suffolk, however, a more sophisticated example was recorded of reflection on the effectiveness
of teaching and pupils learning using ICT. One teacher in a middle school said that:

Although | used ICT very effectively, the challenges are whether ICT should be used
by the teacher or by the pupils and whether it supports learning ... and | find that quite
an interesting dilemma. Is using ICT supposed to be part of setting the learning
environment and the learning objects and supporting that or is it supposed to be
something the children are actively using?
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Summary

According to teachers, ‘thinking for learning’ remains an area of TEEP that is problematic to

implement, often because of its position towards the end of a lesson.

Where teachers have problems in developing and using more collaborative group work this is
likely to be because of their perceptions of pupils’ poor social skills, their reticence to give

control of learning to pupils or their worries about the time needed to gain knowledge.

Few teachers were able to reflect on ICT and its effectiveness in pupils’ learning; rather their

concerns were internally focussed on their own frustrations at not having ICT resources to hand.

4.4.  Other findings from teacher interviews

4.4.1. The TEEP learning cycle

Most aspects of the learning cycle (except ‘presenting new information’) were mentioned by at
least one teacher as being problematic to implement. There was an overall impression that if
the six part cycle was to be implemented in each lesson (usually of one hour) then this might be
more difficult than if it was to be applied to two or more lessons in a sequence of learning. In
one case a teacher was aware that, for the TEEP cycle to be effective, students would require
some previous experience of, or contact with, TEEP-style teaching.

So at the moment because it is such a vast range ... of different students in there, just
to get into the cycle itself (is difficult), because some of pupils are from a group that |
had before who were more trained into other routines ....

The comment below was made by a teacher from a school in Birmingham where TEEP
approaches have been adopted over a five year programme of training and development. The
relative sophistication in understanding how the TEEP cycle can be perceived is obvious here:

Well, | did not aim to complete the six-stage TEEP cycle in the lesson, | never do. |
have a constant discussion with people in school. | actually think it's very often
inappropriate to try and complete all six stages in one lesson. People who try to force
it into one lesson ... sometimes do not give the children sufficient time to demonstrate
their understanding. They don't give sufficient time to produce the work. This lesson
was focussed particularly on review...they came back and they are making their work
better. But that's based on peer assessment and a review of other people’s work...
based on agreeing last week what the assessment criteria were going to be. The
whole process of producing a newspaper has followed the TEEP cycle in that we have
looked at newspapers, researched newspapers, found out how newspapers were
written, looked at the codes and conventions of newspapers, then they have produced
their own. So instead of being the TEEP cycle in one lesson it's been a TEEP cycle
over a couple of months.

Interestingly, more comments (7/27) were made about the ‘apply’ phase of the TEEP cycle than

for any other. In one case a teacher admitted that she ran out of energy and ideas when
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planning highly interactive TEEP-style lessons meaning that the later stages of a TEEP lesson
might not be as engaging for pupils.

| think starter activities are easy, so by definition, if | think one thing is easier,
something else must be harder mustn't it? For me ...| think review and apply. | don't
know if it is because by the time | get right round to writing the stuff | am a bit bored ...
sort of my concentration span has gone a little bit and | am not as excited as when |
start writing my starters.

Time constraints were mentioned most often as a reason for not spending sufficient time in

developing well-embedded approaches that allow pupils to review their learning.

4.4.2. Teacher behaviours

Teachers referred to a number of aspects of teacher behaviours prominent in TEEP (see table
in Annex 7). Perhaps, rather oddly, it was teachers in Birmingham who mentioned managing
pupils’ behaviour most often even though schools in both Hull and North Suffolk were known to
have far more acute behavioural problems. In all of their interview responses teachers in
Birmingham were more voluble and perceptive, perhaps a product of their schools’ longer term
involvement with TEEP and the relative degree of embededness of TEEP as whole school
action. Often behaviour was seen as a problem when trying to use TEEP approaches with
classes that comprised lower ability pupils or for whom a more academic curriculum has been
deemed less appropriate. For example, on pupils’ behaviour, a teacher in Birmingham said this:

| think | sometimes find the classroom management difficult simply because of that class,
not that it's their fault but there are so many, they are an alternative curriculum group.
I've only got one teaching assistant and they are quite needy — Miss | need this and |
need that. So it's quite hard to leave one group and then find yourself talking to another
group ... that can be quite hard actually ... they are trying to get attention because |
sometimes feel they don’t get enough of me in the classroom.

Three teachers commented on classroom interactions with pupils. In the example below there
seemed to have been a clear link between an improved interaction with pupils and the overall
management of the class.

| mean my teaching ... is much more interactive and my expectations have always been
high but which one of these | would actually find difficult to do? Well my classroom
management is better but that’s ...to do with the interactive teaching as well. | think my
relationship with them is really good and there are some interesting characters in there
but we get on ... really well.

In Birmingham one of the teachers interviewed commented on interactions in terms of her

attempts to raise the level of demand on pupils in the questions she used:

It's also | think on the questioning skills, trying to make sure that we're using the higher
order questioning skills and thinking skills ... I'm still trying to get my head around that
one. It's very easy to get the recall and the evaluate questions OK ... but trying to move
them on to the analysis ... trying to get that, that's one area that | need to work on.
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As before there were one or two comments that reinforced the idea that there is still, in teachers’
minds, some work to do in getting pupils to converse with each other productively as part of
collaborative group work:

There are still some students who find it difficult to work with people that they are not
used to working with and ...they are sometimes very shy with someone they are not used
to talking to in lessons or at break-time. It is most ...with the speaking tasks and they
don’t normally talk to each other and it is quite difficult but in a way it is good for them to
be able to do things they don’t normally do ... but it is challenging and difficult.

4.4.3. Additional support for TEEP

Towards the end of our interviews with teachers we asked for feedback on what might help
TEEP implementation (Annex 3, question 5). The main categories of responses that emerged

are shown in the table in Annex 7.

Two of the more frequently suggested actions (in 5/27 responses) were about opportunities to
observe other teachers using TEEP approaches or to share practice through formal or informal
meetings at which collaborative planning or discussion of teaching might focus.

Yes | think one of the things which is very useful to do is to go and see a subject which
you don't normally teach, but being able to identify TEEP type behaviours, like
collaborative learning, like peer assessment, like self-assessment. That is very useful
because you can actually see the sort-of strategies in place but in a different setting.

| think as a department we could maybe get together on a more regular basis and share
what we have got. | mean obviously we try and do that as much as possible. But with
obviously the time that that takes to get together as a group it would be better... you
know with a specific focus ... say on thinking for learning or some other bit of TEEP.

In Birmingham schools, we recorded comments showing that these sorts of strategies are
already in place and are endorsed and facilitated by senior management. It was interesting to
note that teachers’ keenness to continue and even to increase that collaborative whole school
approach was at the forefront of their thinking, showing that TEEP is still very much alive and
ongoing even after five years of development.

Continued collaborative work within my department ...is very good. We are very
supportive and quite often you will find us after school, you know, just trying things out
and just saying, oh that's good, or mm! ... don't think that will work very well ... or try
that one out ... you know ... continued work like that really ... we are never tired of it.

The same teacher was also aware of the importance of a critical mass of teachers in a school or
department who are au fait with TEEP approaches so that the work individual teachers try out
with their pupils is seen as being consistent and so a team of teachers are working to common
goals. The advantage of having fellow, TEEP-trained teachers is that, if problems occur, they
can be ironed out through immediate professional dialogue:

| think if everyone else is on-board in your department... then you feel confident in
what you're doing and are able to share your ideas ... as well as sharing your ideas
with other colleagues who have been on TEEP. We are quite lucky that we speak to
each other and we have meetings all the time and that we share these ideas with
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everyone. So if that continues that's great because then you get that support in the
classroom .. you can go back to someone and say, that didn't actually work, so how did
you do that.

4.4.4. Teachers’ additional comments about the impact of TEEP

To close the interviews we provided an opportunity for teachers to tell us about any other
examples of impact that TEEP might have had on their teaching (Annex 3, question 6). Mostly,
comments reiterated or expanded on the issues and themes discussed in the sections above
but, in one or two cases, some new insights emerged. In some cases comments suggested that
TEEP increases the likelihood that the teacher will be more adventurous — more likely to take
risks in the design and implementation of their teaching:

| think if anything it has made me more adventurous in the things | am willing to try out
and | don’t worry too much if it doesn’t work, whereas before there was a reluctance to
try some of the techniques because you think ‘well if it all goes wrong, how do | get this
class back on track?’ | think getting the kids out to talk about what they have done and
they get used to it and enjoy it, so yes it does improve your lessons and you do enjoy it.

| think it's (TEEP) kind of made me more adventurous in some ways and to actually think
about how they (Pupils) perceive their own learning, as children because you are always
taught how you should teach and what you should and shouldn’t be doing but you're
never really taught how they are learning themselves, if you know what | mean? So, it
kind of opens your eyes, makes you think about different techniques that you can use for
the students and it does make a big difference.

In this second comment and in several others there was the feeling that TEEP provides an
opportunity for deeper reflection on how teaching is experienced through their pupils’ learning —
‘seeing it through their eyes’. Another comment that was quite common was that TEEP training
provides a way of linking previously encountered but seemingly disparate theoretical
perspectives and practical suggestions into a more coherent whole:

...and so that was the good thing about the TEEP training ... it's given us lots and lots of
new ideas and ways of doing things but also when you look at the big picture, it's not
asking us to reinvent the wheel. We’'re not going out there and having to do anything too
drastically different, it's just trying to make sure we are all doing things in a structured and
better way ... it's like reinforcing some of the good practices we're doing but also giving
us even more (good practices) to put into our lessons.

We listened to anecdotal, informal comments made by teachers during our own experiences of
TEEP training that suggested some were worried that teaching in a ‘TEEP way’ might be highly
demanding and tiring and so difficult to sustain. From the comment below, it seems that for
some, higher levels of pupil engagement following TEEP training can actually result in less tired
and hence reinvigorated teachers:

| would say that | feel that I've got more time to do things in the way that | feel more
confident about it, in tasks which the students are actively involved and that | can work
there guiding them more than the students giving a lot of input from me and | think
because of that | feel less tired [laughs] so that’s quite good yes.
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Summary

Perceptions of the implementation of the TEEP learning cycle are often a product of the amount

of time the school has been involved with TEEP approaches.

Teachers report more problems in developing the ‘apply’ and ‘review’ phases of the TEEP
learning cycle often because of lack of time or because more of their energies have been

devoted to establishing dynamic beginnings to lessons.

TEEP trained teachers appreciate continuing opportunities to network ideas through
collaborative discussions of teaching and learning. These desires do not diminish after a

school’s long-term involvement with TEEP.

Having a ‘critical mass’ of TEEP trained teachers in a department or school helps development
as approaches are consistently applied rather than being seen as the responsibility of just one

or two teachers.
In some cases TEEP training results in more adventurous teaching and risk taking.
The TEEP framework helps teachers place theory and practice gained from other training into a

coherent whole allowing them to better appreciate how their teaching and is translated into the

learning experienced by pupils.

4.5. The coordination and management of TEEP in secondary schools

Discussion in this section draws on the findings from interviews with key personnel in schools
responsible for the coordination of TEEP training and the subsequent development of policy and
programmes that attempted to embed TEEP at departmental or at wider school, school cluster
or LA level. In all cases these were people who had a deep understanding of TEEP and its
underpinning pedagogies either through additional training (at least to Level 2 and in most cases

to Level 3) and/or through previous personal involvement with the Cramlington team.

Annex 4 provides details of the questions asked at these semi-structured interviews. The
interviews probed the overall impact of TEEP; reasons for the adoption of TEEP; the extent to
which TEEP was being implemented across the school; the aspects that were being
successfully embedded into practice and the factors facilitating and hindering the adoption of
TEEP. Transcripts were selected to represent the twelve most important personnel involved

with TEEP in the three secondary school case studies in Hull, North Suffolk and Birmingham.
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Content analysis was used to group similar emerging themes and identify patterns. Care was
taken to check emerging conclusions by seeking contradictory evidence in the transcripts. What
follows are the key points from this analysis. These are presented under a series of headings.
Each heading represents an aspect of TEEP explored in the interviews and/or emerging from

the analysis of the interview transcripts.

4.5.1. The overall impact of TEEP

The overwhelming view of interviewees was that TEEP has had a positive impact on their school,
its teachers and its pupils. Of course, many schools are involved in several change initiatives
simultaneously and thus it may not be so easy to attribute particular changes to particular
actions as voiced by one coordinator thus:

.. as far as the school is concerned it is difficult to measure the impact of TEEP but if you
look at all the indicators, this school has moved on considerably since we started to do
TEEP.

(Coordinator — North Suffolk)

Although of course subjective, other interviewees were much bolder in their assertions on the
impact of TEEP. Viewpoints related to the culture of teaching and learning within the school, to
teachers and to pupils:

| think it's definitely made children far more enquiring, | think children are far less
passive, particularly with the teachers who are very experienced in using the
programme. The teachers are far more comfortable with allowing the children to
discover and | think that is a really big issue in the classroom. Children are very often
spoon fed information, they are very passive learners and the whole responsibility
attitude of needing to take responsibility for them learning something...some teachers
struggle with quite a bit with that.

In terms of influences on the whole school the following quotation illustrates how TEEP
impact grows as more pupils are taught using the approaches for which teachers are
trained:

More children are engaged in the learning, more kids are buying into it and therefore the
overall feel of the school is that more children are engaged in what is going on. Well we
got involved originally because | knew it was high quality. The reasons we have
continued to be involved is because it has an impact. If you observe teaching and
learning across the school you can feel the TEEP. The approach is coming through.
(Head teacher - Suffolk)

Interviewees also reported on practices in which pupils have had to change the way they work in
lessons and how they have been able to do so and to profit from these changes to their learning
behaviour. The following quotation supports of this view.

We have students who come through the middle-school system who are very much
used to the teacher giving them the information and then they reproducing it and that
being the way learning works, so we are almost having to re-educate them about their
role as a learner as much as we are educating the teachers about their role as
facilitating that learning and that has been a troubled thing to start off with. They soon
cotton on, they soon switch onto it and get a lot out of it but mainly because they are
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amazed at what they have managed to accomplish over the course of an hour or 2
hours what they can actually come up with, they think ‘wow, look at what | have just
done’ and they get a little bit more confidence and that has been a big feature to get
them on board.

(School — North Suffolk)

Another interviewee spoke of the positive feedback from an OfSTED inspection stating:

we have just had an OfSTED inspection ..... he said was that it is a truly inclusive
curriculum and he said about the lessons there was a definite improvement in the
number of good and outstanding lessons from the previous OFSTED. That is
measureable. Since our last OFSTED we have had 3 years of developing through the
TEEP

(Head teacher — North Suffolk)

Finally, in dealing with impact, it is important to note that TEEP has had a beneficial impact on
teachers. The professional development opportunities and training offered by TEEP have
helped to harness their talents and direct their energies to more effective classroom practices,
for example:

Yes, | would say that we are actually really starting to see things change now, where we
are getting reports back from head teachers, senior leaders within schools, talking about
the teachers who have been enthused and their teaching has actually improved as a
result of TEEP, so what they are actually saying is, as part of their regular regime of
observing lessons, they are starting to see those improvements with other teachers.
They are getting feedback from the children as well that there is great improvement with
the teachers who pick up the programme best.

(Coordinator - Hull)

4.5.2. Making a start with TEEP

A number of factors have influenced schools to become involved in TEEP. Significant among
these is the importance of personal networking of staff who have been in schools where the
TEEP ideas have been developed and/or used. The flow of members of staff from one school to
another, and from one area to another, as they climb the promotion ladder and gain increasing
levels of responsibility and influence has been quite instrumental to schools’ participation in
TEEP. The personal endorsement of TEEP by senior practitioners is highly significant. Further
to this, some local authorities seeking ways to support schools to improve the levels of pupil
achievement have brought TEEP to the attention of schools and encouraged application for
TEEP training. In other cases (a minority of the situations investigated) participation has been a
personal initiative by a teacher. Regardless of these factors, which may be seen more as ways
in which TEEP was brought to the attention of schools, two important factors have influenced
participation. One is financial. Interviewees spoke of the importance of receiving training
without the need to pay fees.

We were looking at developing aspects of teaching and learning and it fitted in with that
and initially the courses were funded so we didn’t have to fund them personally. We had
to release people from teaching and cover but the actual cost of the course was originally
covered for us. So apart from anything else it was cost-effective!! So that is the honest
answer, but it did fit in very well in with what we were trying to do in terms of developing
certain aspects of teaching and learning

(North Suffolk — school)
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However, there is no question that the main reason for schools to fully engage with TEEP is that
the approach held the promise of outcomes that the schools were seeking to achieve i.e. there
was congruence between the development priorities of the school and the approach, aims and
objectives of TEEP. This is evidenced in the quote above and also from the example as follows.

So the main thing we were looking for was to develop a consistency across the school
and that was a model we thought we could see how that worked with our staff
(North Suffolk — school)

While the quote above is from a teacher coordinator in a school that took the initiative on
themselves, even when the Local Authority was involved, it was the realisation that TEEP
offered something that the school was already seeking that triggered involvement, as indicated
below.

.. because the LEA (in Hull) had been in and we had been seen as a Department who
wasn't doing as well in terms of results and everything and teaching levels weren't quite
as good as we would have liked them, satisfactory or below so we thought TEEP would
be a good way of getting the teacher behaviours right to help the classroom climate

(Hull — school)

In Hull there were whole LA issues of poor pupil performances, particularly in science, that were
key drivers for adopting TEEP:

The main reason was the low attainment with secondary schools in Hull. Hull has
traditionally done very badly in terms of pupil achievement, always within the bottom 1%
or 2% nationally, so along with trying to do lots of other things to improve things in Hull,
TEEP was suggested as a project that the LA might pick up on. They initially tried to
implement TEEP in a large way right across all of the secondary schools, English,
Maths and Science ... that was turned down but they were given the Science project ...
Science was doing particularly badly, still is doing badly, but | think we are improving
and that is why Science was picked.

(LA coordinator in Hull)

For some schools it was important not just that TEEP offered the promise of outcomes that the
school had already declared it was seeking, but that the basis of the approach being advocated
was well grounded in theory and that TEEP offered the added value of linking staff into a
national network. This is illustrated in the following quotation.

We got involved with TEEP as a way of showing keen staff that actually the in-house
training was based on sound theory and national ideas and also to enable staff to meet
like-minded staff from other schools and begin networking.

(school — North Suffolk)

This is consistent with the views expressed by some teachers interviewed that TEEP provides a

coherent framework through which a plethora of seemingly disparate and sometimes confusing

other initiatives now make more sense.
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4.5.3. Networking

TEEP is a national project and one of the points that emerged from the analysis of the interview
data was the extent to which schools saw themselves as part of a local or national network and
that making use of these networks and opportunities to work together either locally or nationally

or both is important.

It seems clear that, although there are clusters of TEEP schools, there is variation on how they
see their relationship one to another and to the national project. Much here seems to depend on
the role perception and actions of any local coordinator and the longevity of such an
appointment. In North Suffolk there was an original thrust concerned with transition and hence
the coherence, continuity and progression in curricula and pedagogy but as TEEP grew it
seemed that word of mouth and the good reputation of TEEP took over as key factors in the
further development of the network:

... with our second cohort tried to open it up a little bit more (from just our local and
feeder middle schools), which wasn't that difficult because with word of mouth people
were phoning up and saying we would like to get involved as well.

(Coordinator — North Suffolk)

Another interviewee in North Suffolk reported that:

Our continuing involvement also has been facilitated by the proximity of the training at the

school only 15 minutes down the road,
(School — North Suffolk)

Local networking with other schools was seen as important as illustrated as follows.

| think that has been the best thing, we have had TEEP Network Meetings (in the LA) so
they have helped me personally develop with my TEEP lesson and then we share
resources so that has helped other people too | hope. We had XXXXX (the LA
coordinator) come in a few times and | think it really good that help that is outside school
and having resources from other schools because then you get new ideas and then you
get your own ideas from that and things like that | think has really helped.

(school - Hull)

Some schools also valued being part of a larger national network and the professional benefits

that this can bring

TEEP is a really good way of allowing staff to network and allowing staff to see that what
we are doing is part of a national programme and its not just an isolated case and is

actually good practise.
(school - North Suffolk)

For one interviewee, it was the external support of the network, more than the in-school
support that led to the development of TEEP. The school was more a facilitator of training

rather than a driver for change.

so the things that has helped us most has been getting together and external things like
meeting with other TEEP trained teachers and that has really what has pushed it forward
but not directly from the school apart from to allow us to get the training.

(Interviewee 6)
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In Birmingham schools TEEP has been a feature for over five years and here highly developed
in-school structures, as well as cluster wide networking, are important

. from the beginning (five years ago) we was set up a teaching and learning
group ...that was very open and anybody to come and share good practise and that
worked really well, people liked that. We realised ....this is going back more than five
years ... that classroom teachers very rarely get the opportunity to talk about the good
things that they are doing, they very rarely get the chance to talk to each other ‘oh | did
this today and it went really well and the kids did this and | am really pleased with it’
those kind of conversations are snatched people mention it ‘oh | had a really good
lesson’ and then they are off to the next one, and the other member of staff wont get
the opportunity to say ‘what did you do and how did you do it and show me it'. So that
then developed into the Teaching and Learning Committee and we have one business
meeting at the beginning of September of every year where we set the agenda and we
have about 6 meetings across the course of the term ...

(School coordinator and cluster/national TEEP trainer)

4.5.4. Factors facilitating development of TEEP

In looking at the adoption and impact of an educational innovation it is important to try to identify
those factors that are perceived to have been facilitators. Thus, the interviews with staff
responsible for leading and co-ordinating TEEP in schools explored such factors. Most
respondents cited more than one factor. Leaving aside the excellence of the training provided
by TEEP, which was recognised universally as of crucial importance, a range of other factors
was identified by interviewees. These were reported as follows and can be recognised as not

uncommon in the success of other educational innovation.

Collaboration

Recognised by many interviewees as an important facilitator of TEEP, was the extent to which
teachers worked together in collaborative endeavours either in school or across schools. In
referring to inter-school collaboration as a facilitator for the adoption of TEEP one interviewee
stated:

| think that has been the best thing, we have had is TEEP Network Meetings so
they have helped me personally develop with my TEEP lesson and then we share
resources so that has helped other people too | hope.

(school - Hull)

The following quote illustrates how one interviewee saw the importance of external collaboration
in relation to the school commitment to encourage exchange of practice and dissemination of
ideas.

. external things like meeting with other TEEP trained teachers and that has really
what has pushed it forward but not directly from the school apart from to allow us to get
the training.

(School - Hull)
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Structures
A number of interviewees mentioned the importance of having structures in place to facilitate
TEEP. Comments focused on creating time and opportunities for dialogue and training. The

following provide examples of such structures that were reported.

The structural things, like the use of the training time and the PD days and we have
desegregated a couple of PD days this year, which has given us time to do evening
sessions, so these can be focussed much more on specifics around teaching and
learning, so that has been very useful. We obviously had a meeting time for the TEEP
group to work

(School — North Suffolk)

We have organised our time so we can have 1 hours planning time every week which is
focussed on helping teachers to improve the way they help children to learn.
(School — North Suffolk)

Leadership and management support

While no interviewee spoke of their being a TEEP ‘champion’, several recognised that strong
leadership and senior management team encouragement and support were important facilitators
to their successful implementation of TEEP. To illustrate this, one interviewee enumerated the
different levels at which management facilitators worked:

... most important ... is have you got the head teacher behind you when you are working
with it (TEEP). If you haven't got the head teacher pushing it right from the very top it
tends to be less successful, so where you have got the head teacher in the senior
leadership team engaged, involved, is where we have the greatest success (in Hull
schools), which you might expect.

The next level down then would be the strategy (National Strategy) manager within the
school. The strategy manager would be the senior leader who would engage with the
consultants within the LA ... and would have a big influence on teaching and learning, so
if they are involved as well, again you have more chance of success.

Moving down..., it's at the departmental level. If the whole department is convinced
about what is actually happening and looking to move things along, again more chance of
success ....

Also prominent in interview responses was the recognition of the crucial importance of a senior

figure with a ‘hands on’ role in TEEP. This is well illustrated thus:

In effect he (the school’s coordinator for TEEP) looks after the whole teaching & learning
agenda. He is a member of the leadership team, (Assistant Head Teacher) and he
drives forward the whole agenda in effect. So he is also responsible for organising the
CPD training. He ensures that the whole TEEP programme is at the heart of our CPD
(Head teacher — North Suffolk)

4.5.5. Factors hindering development of TEEP

Just as it is important to try to identify those factors that are perceived to have been facilitators,

so it is equally important to try to identify factors that are perceived to hinder an innovation so
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that these may be overcome. Thus, the interviews with staff responsible for leading and co-

ordinating TEEP in schools also explored such factors.

Staff related factors

Two issues merged from analysis of responses, one concerned with teachers’ attitudes to
training and the extent to which they might accept innovation and the other with staff turnover.
On teachers’ attitudes one school based coordinator who is also part of the national training

team for TEEP commented:

| don't think there is a school in the country where you don’t have people who are ‘well |
have been doing this for 20 years why should | change now?’ You always have a few of
those, your ‘radiators’ and your ‘drainers’ as they call it!! And everybody has got drainers.

| think in retrospect if we were doing this again, what happens when you bring
something new into a school is you have lots of what you call ‘Bright Sparks’ — not
necessarily young people, but people who are willing to have a go at anything and that
is nice but they tend to have a go at anything anyway ... then you get those people that
wait for a little bit and see whether it is worth them having a go because if they are going
to do it, they don’t mind doing it but they are not going to do all that work if its not going
to get embedded and then you get the ‘arms folded you are having a laugh I am not
doing that’ brigade and | think its nice when your bright sparks run with something but |
think sometimes that can put off people who would step forward and have a go and |
think if it was to do it again | would probably, some of the people in the middle, | would
probably approach those quicker than I did originally.

Resources

The most common remarks connected with resource allocation in schools to enable
development of TEEP were about time. On the one hand some managers commented on lack
of time for sufficient planning and on the other a shortage of time to meet together to collaborate

and debrief learning approaches:

I think planning time is essential for TEEP type lessons, and there is never-enough

planning time is there?
(School — North Suffolk)

So hindering is time to plan to incorporate in lesson plans, having said that at least half

of every PD day that we have had since (2)
(Coordinator — North Suffolk)

We have been given one evening after-school session but it was on at the same time
with lots of other sessions so we would have needed more time than that to speak to
other staff because we only impacted on a very small number because it was up against
things that people have been told you must attend this you must attend that and there
were many other people left who could opt for our session. So | think it's the forum to
share it with other staff and the time to work together on it.

(School — North Suffolk)

School structures
Two interviewees indicated that the length of teaching periods had proved a barrier to TEEP but,

more positively, one also reported that this would be overcome with a change in the school day.

37



The other thing that | think may have limited it but wont in the future is length of our
periods which is 50 minutes
(School — North Suffolk)

The other interviewee was more specific in identifying the nature of the problem.

Collaborative Problem Solving is very difficult to do in-house, so maybe the timetable
constraints that we have at the moment make it difficult for people to have a go at that
sort of approach. Also lessons that get one lesson a week, it is very difficult to do a
Collaborative Problem Solving approach in 1 hour and then to spread it over 3 weeks
when you only have 1 hour a week becomes difficult. | think people are very interested
in that approach but timetable constraints at the moment make it difficult

(Middle school — North Suffolk)

School structures

Uniquely in Hull the poor behaviour of pupils in some of the schools (particularly in three of the
four schools in the case study) was of concern in the effective advancement of TEEP to make
overall improvements in schools’ standards:

| would say the biggest problem (for implementation of TEEP) is behaviour ... where we
have schools that are struggling to maintain effective learning behaviours ... that makes it
most difficult and that tends to be our schools which have got the greatest literacy
problems because they are schools in areas which have a low social and economic
intake in terms of the students, so those are the ones who struggle most and of course
that is what ... is at the root of all our problems.

(Coordinator — Hull)

Summary

Whilst it is not always possible to separate the effect of TEEP training from other parallel
initiatives in schools, those responsible for leading change describe definite positive impacts on

pupils’ attitudes to learning and their ability to become independent learners.

Senior managers in schools are beginning to link high quality learning and the most improved

pupil engagement with lessons delivered by TEEP trained teachers.

Factors affecting involvement with TEEP include its congruence with existing aims for
development; assisted costs of training; approval and endorsement of senior managers and the

chance to join an initiative supported by a national network.

The organic growth of TEEP in local clusters of schools and LA networks depends as much as
anything on word of mouth communication on the positive advantages of its approaches and
methods. LA wide meetings that share TEEP approaches have helped drive development

forward.
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In Birmingham schools the longevity of involvement with TEEP has allowed development of in-
school structures that support further development through regularly held and very focussed

training sessions.

Strong involvement with TEEP and support for it at senior and middle management level is one

of the most crucial aspects of successful implementation of TEEP.

Targeting teachers with the right mindset likely to help them accept highly innovative teaching

strategies is important in the early stages of implementing TEEP.

Sufficient resources should be allocated to help teachers increase time they spend planning and

lessons and meeting to discuss outcomes.

The short length of lessons may hinder use of some TEEP approaches including collaborative

work and training might need to reflect on how this can be overcome.

4.6. Analysis of attainment data

Data presented here were extracted from the database providing attainment statistics for
national tests and examinations for all schools and LAs in England (DCSF, 2008). KS3 SAT
results (percentages of pupils achieving the target level 5 or above) and percentages of A* - C
GCSE grades for each school in each case study are compared with average results for the
same years for the whole LA. At KS3, results are provided separately for the three core
subjects English, mathematics and science. Data are reported for two years: 2005, before the
start of TEEP Phase 2 and 2007, by which time TEEP might be considered to have had an
impact on results. Data for 2008 are not provided as the marking problems for KS3 SATs meant
that levels are at best unreliable and also because a full analysis of GCSE grades was not

available at the time this report was written.
One school from the Hull case is excluded from this analysis as TEEP was only introduced from

2006. One school from the North Suffolk case is excluded as it is a middle school with national

testing only as Key Stage 2.
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Table 4.6. KS3 and GCSE attainment data for 2005 and 2007 compared

Percentages of pupils attaining level 5 or above in Key Stage 3 National Tests and percentages
of pupils attaining 5 or more GCSE grades A*-C.

(Figures in parenthesis show changes in percentages from 2005 to 2007)

2005 2007
KS3 (% level 5+) GCSE KS3 (%level 5+) GCSE
Case School En Ma Sc A*-C En Ma Sc A*-C
75 62 53
A 59 68 56 49 70 (+11) +7) (+6) (+4)
45 50 43 46
B 46 43 41 45
— (-1) (+7) (+2) (+1)
z 46 51 4 48
C 56 49 47 31 (10) +2) 3) (+17)
59 65 57 52
All LA 56 59 54 a4 (+3) (+6) +3) (+8)
73 75 78 66
A 64 67 65 54 +9) +9) (+13) +9)
= 72 72 71 62
S B 7
< 69 68 0 %0 (+3) (+4) (+1) (+2)
S 79 85 86 60
5 C 78 81 87 55
2 (+1) (+4) (-1) (+5)
76 77 77 62
All LA 77 75 75 58
-1 (+2) (+2) (+4)
83 79 77 68
A 83 69 57 58 ©) (+10) (+20) (+10
= 76 75 75 46
g B 54 60 52 55 (+22) | (+15) | (+23) (-9)
c
€ 92 89 83 81
= C 97 93 81 78
o (-5) (-4) (+2) (0)
74 76 73 62
All LA 74 74 70 57
) (+2) (+3) (+5)

In seven of the nine schools where data were analysed, TEEP schools showed improved
performances between 2005 and 2007 when compared with overall improvements in LA
averages for the same period. Of course it is impossible to say that these changes are
associated only with TEEP training or the specific changes in teaching behaviours and learning
activities that TEEP promoted. As in many other studies in educational settings, simple causal
relationships are unlikely. At the same time as TEEP training and its outcomes were
implemented there were other efforts to raise standards, particularly in the core subjects,
promoted by LAs and through the National Strategy. It is, however, quite possible that TEEP
acted as a catalyst resulting in a ‘Hawthorne effect’, where specific training of a few teachers
had a knock on effect within the school as a whole ultimately driving change, whether it be from

TEEP or from local or national initiatives, in more coherent and successful directions.
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Changes were most noticeable at KS3 reflecting the level of focussed TEEP training effort in
many of these schools at this Key Stage. The most spectacular gains in KS3 attainment were
made in two schools in Birmingham (schools A and B in Table 8.4.), in one school in North
Suffolk (school A) and in another in Hull (school A). In all four of these schools we know that
TEEP was implemented as a whole school approach with high levels of support from senior
managers and other teachers in the school. In these four schools gains were much larger than
gains for the whole LA but not necessarily in all subjects. For example, in school A in Hull,
improvement in performance in English was almost three times that for all LA schools whereas
in maths it was in line with the LA trend and in science it was twice that of the LA. In North
Suffolk, in school A, there was improved performance in all three core subjects but particularly
so in science (+13%). This probably reflects the larger proportion of teachers in the science
department that received TEEP training when compared with the situation in maths and English

departments.

In one school in Hull (school C) the changes in KS3 attainment were much worse over the two
year period than in the LA as a whole. Interestingly this was not the case at KS4 where, over
the same period, the level of A*-C GCSE grades increased by almost three times the LA
average. These changes may reflect the priorities of the LA and the school for raising
performance from a very low level (31%) in 2005. It was also the case that this school was in
very challenging circumstances over this period, including poor OfSTED inspection reports and

a high turnover of senior and middle managers.

Summary

Gains in attainment were most noticeable where TEEP was introduced as a whole school
initiative supported by senior managers or has been embedded over a long period of time (as in

Birmingham).

Where a critical mass of teachers has been trained in a department (at least half or more),
implementation of TEEP over a two year period has a noticeable affect on pupils’ performances,

particularly at KS3.

In schools that face challenging circumstances, introducing TEEP might not be a way of
transcending the difficulties that the school faces and so any changes are less likely to be

reflected in the performances of pupils in the short term.
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5 FURTHER EDUCATION (FE) COLLEGES

5.1 Background

One target group of expansion of TEEP training was in Further Education (FE). Here the
evaluation was to explore differences in training needed to teach older students that involve
learning and work-related training in settings that are often very different to those found in
schools. Thus this second phase of evaluation of the TEEP programme presented an
opportunity to observe the TEEP framework applied in various settings and classes at two FE
colleges in England. The evaluation involved both pre- and post-TEEP training observation of
tutors to assess whether there had been any impact on the learning environments for
students. Pre-training observations took place up to one week before training and the post-
training observations up to 3 months after. The two FE colleges included in the evaluation
were Manchester and York. The evaluation helps to draw lessons from diverse TEEP
experiences where features of training included; the use of Advanced Skills Teachers (ASTS),
the development of specific TEEP frameworks for teaching vocational subjects and the

production of subject specific resources to enhance effective learning in the classroom.

The TEEP training carried out at the Manchester FE college was a shortened and adapted
version of the level 1 training operated over two days instead of the normal five. This shorter
version was agreed by the college’s management board partly to add value to its existing in-
house training programme and to help tutors enhance their delivery of theory lessons related
to learning of construction skills (bricklaying, carpentry, joinery and plastering). At the end of
the two-day TEEP level 1 training the aim was that tutors should be familiar with the TEEP

learning cycle, its underlying elements and effective teacher behaviours.

In contrast to the Manchester FE college model, tutors at the York FE college who participated
in the evaluation exercise underwent the full 5-days of level 1 TEEP training. However, the
College has since designed their own version of a TEEP course called ‘Toolkit' which is
operated in-house over three days. The ‘Toolkit' course includes elements of TEEP and
focuses on subject learning using peer-coaching and is part of a wider development in further
education. The ‘Toolkit’ course is structured in two parts, the first consisting of two days of
training on the TEEP frameworks and the second where participants are engaged in coaching
and action ‘learning sets’ involving pairs of trainers and trainees over a two month period.
There is third day of training following this second part that involves feedback and sharing of

practice.

Although tutors from MANCAT and the York FE college underwent different versions of TEEP

training, common aspects of the TEEP framework were incorporated in both. However,

42



lessons and the teaching styles of tutors at the two colleges varied substantially, partly as a
result of the very different subjects taught. At the Manchester FE college, tutors’ subject areas
included brickwork, plastering, carpentry and joinery while at the York FE college, tutors’

subject areas were in health and social care, the entry award and in child studies.

5.2. Observation of lessons

A total of 10 pre-training observations and 13 post-training observations were carried out in
the two FE colleges. The patterns arising from analysis of the data from both colleges are
discussed individually first before considering any differences between them. As for the
chapter on secondary schools, the graphs included here show differences in activity or
behaviours as a mean percentage of the total lesson time observed, following TEEP training

for the sample as a whole. Annex 11 summarises the observation data for the FE colleges.

5.2.1. Classroom Organisation

At both colleges, the most common mode of classroom organisation before TEEP training was
for tutors to adopt a whole class approach that involved students following common activities
set by tutors. After TEEP training, there seemed to have been a very marked fall in this
approach shown by all tutors. One explanation is that this was the result of tutors using more
small group work, though close inspection of the post-observation data showed that for the
lessons observed this was only true for three of the four tutors at The York FE college. At the
Manchester FE college group work was not common practice for theory lessons before or after

TEEP training two.

Students from the Manchester FE college were described by the Head of the Construction and
Skills department as ‘students of all abilities ...mostly at the lower end of the (ability) range’
(see section 5.4). At the York FE college, tutors recognised that many of their students have
problems with basic literacy and behaviour. As a result tutors at both colleges admitted that
many of their students tend to have limited attention spans, difficulty in communication and low
self esteem. At there was a noticeable fall in the amount of time that tutors spent controlling
behaviour. A similar fall was not seen at the Manchester FE college indicating that TEEP

training may have and very different impacts at the two colleges.

Following training there were wide variations in the amount of time tutors spent adopting more
individual forms of teaching and in controlling students’ behaviour. Tutors at the York FE
college seemed to have increased their behaviours in these two areas to a greater extent than
their colleagues at the Manchester FE college did. Compared with the secondary data

discussed in the last chapter there was a very small rise in the percentage of the class
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engaged in post-TEEP sessions observed but this was not surprising since pre-training levels

for tutors at both colleges were around the 90% mark.

Figure 5.1: Classroom organisation: Post-TEEP differences for all observations in FE

Colleges

FE Colleges: Post-TEEP differences in classroom organisation

10%
% of class engaged
Whole class Individual i
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-60%
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Observation categories

5.2.2. Teacher Behaviours

In eight of the thirteen categories of teacher behaviours observed there were notable rises,
above a 5% difference, between pre- and post- training means. The largest rises were seen
for tutors ‘encouraging individual learning’ (+57%) and ‘taking into account previous
knowledge’ (+46%) in their lessons (see Figure 5.2). These rises were seen for most tutors.
At both colleges tutors used more inclusive questioning and in some cases there was a move
towards questioning that required higher order thinking.

Another area of notable improvement between pre- and post- training indicated was that
students were more likely to be encouraged to ‘find their own meaning’ (+23%). This
increased activity, which is associated with the TEEP element ‘thinking for learning’, could be

a result of tutors working with more mature students at FE level.

44



Figure 5.2: Teachers Behaviours: Post-TEEP differences for all observations in FE Colleges (n=9)
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Although Figure 5.2 shows no rise in tutors’ support for ‘collaborative learning’ such practice
was evident among three of the five tutors at the York FE college but only one of the four
observed at the Manchester FE college. From these data it seems that collaborative learning
was not common practice in these FE colleges neither was encouraging pupils’ inductive or

deductive learning.

5.2.3. Pupil Behaviours

There was very little consistency in the post-TEEP changes for the nine tutors observed. The
only notable increase was for more pupil-pupil talk at The York FE college, a result that fits

with the greater use of collaborative group work noted earlier.

Figure 5.3: Pupils Behaviours: Post-TEEP differences for all observations in FE
Colleges

FE Colleges: Post-TEEP differences in pupil behaviours
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5.2.4. Findings related to the underpinning elements of TEEP

Tutors at both the Manchester FE college and the York FE college were already applying
some of the TEEP elements in their lessons, but to a limited extent. Pre- and post-TEEP
training comparisons showed a rise in all five underlying underpinning elements (Figure
5.4). The greatest increases were in tutors applying ‘accelerated learning’ and
‘collaborative problem solving’. Two of the nine tutors observed were already applying

‘thinking of learning’ in their lessons and following training this increased to five.

Tutors at both colleges already incorporated formative assessment to support pupils’ progress
and following TEEP training, one additional tutor was seen to have adopted this. Interestingly
eight of the nine tutors were already seen to be using effective ICT in their lessons before

TEEP training and seven were observed to have used it following training. During the
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evaluation the use of ICT in lessons at both colleges was heavily promoted. Classrooms at
the Manchester FE college and The York FE college were fitted with interactive whiteboards,
laptops and data projectors. However, the major challenges for tutors incorporating effective
use of ICT in their lessons is associated with the need for additional training and | time to

prepare lessons that include ICT, as responses to interviews shown in section 5.4 show.

Figure 5.4: TEEP Underlying Elements: pre- and post observations in FE Colleges

Accelerated Learning
Occurences of TEEP underpinning elements in lessons observed: FE Colleges

OSeriesl B Series2
Pre TEEP Post TEEP

Frequency

1

0- Assessment for Learning Accelerated Learning Thinking for Learning Effective ICT Collaborative problem solving

TEEP elements

Summary

Following training tutors spent much less time on whole class teaching and included more

tasks that required students to be engaged in individual learning.

At the York FE college there was a noticeable fall in the amount of time tutors spent controlling

students’ behaviour.

Post-TEEP, there were large increases in the amount of time tutors spent ‘encouraging

individual learning’ and ‘taking account of students’ previous knowledge'.

After training, questioning became more inclusive and more occasionally now involved

questions that required higher order thinking.
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After training tutors at both colleges more often encouraged their students to ‘find their own

meanings’.

Collaborative group and pupil-pupil interactions increased at the York FE college but were not

common practice at the Manchester FE college either before or after training.

Rises in the application of all five underpinning elements of TEEP were noticed following

changes.

The use of ICT in lessons at both colleges was in use pre-training and is being promoted and

used post TEEP training.

5.3. Findings from students’ self reported questionnaire responses (pre- and post-

TEEP classroom actions and learning)

The general pattern at the Manchester FE college was that students who completed the
questionnaire following their tutors having been trained were more likely to pick the ‘this
happens sometimes’ category for most questions. It therefore appeared from the students’
perspective that many aspects of teaching and learning related to TEEP actually decreased
following training. As with the findings for secondary schools caution must be exercised in
reading too much into this as this might just be a feature of different classes being asked the
questions. In three of the nine tutors’ classes, pupils sampled pre- and post-training were the

same in other cases the students were entirely different.

At the York FE college the post-TEEP sample of students had new classrooms and facilities
as the college was moved to brand new premise with state-of- the-art classrooms and facilities.
At the Manchester FE college, on the other hand, students in the bricklaying course had to
contend with make-shift temporary classrooms and had limited access to facilities such as
interactive whiteboards. Unsurprisingly therefore, there was a positive change in students’
perceptions of the classroom environment at the York FE college (a 21% rise in the ‘a lot’
category) that was not seen at the Manchester FE college where change was to the
‘sometimes’ option (30%). Students at the York FE college also reported using more ICT in
their lessons and now had higher expectations that this would help them to learn. A similar
pattern, but at a more modest level of change (11-14% rise in ‘a lot’) was seen at York for
lessons ‘having interesting beginnings’ and being ‘linked to what | know’, two aspects that

could not necessarily be linked to the move to new buildings.
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There was some evidence, after training at both colleges, that tutors may have involved
students more in ‘deciding on which class activities are best for them’. There was an overall
average 12% difference in students’ responses that this happened ‘sometimes’ and that it

helped with students’ learning.

Another area promoted in TEEP training is to encourage teachers to include reflection or
review in their lessons. Students’ responses showed that this happened sometimes in their
lessons at both colleges. Tutors at the York FE college adopted a review at the end of their
lessons and this seems to have resulted in more students now reporting that this happened ‘a

lot’ or ‘sometimes’ following training.

Summary
Learning environments at the two colleges varied considerably and as a result the better
learning environment at the York FE college had a positive impact on students’ perceptions of

their ability to learn.

Students at York reported using more ICT in lessons and had a higher appreciation of the

positive impact this might have on their learning.

There was some evidence at both colleges that training may have impacted on students’

perceptions of clearer objectives being set for their learning.

At the York FE college tutors’ efforts to spend more time on the review part of the TEEP

learning cycle appeared to have been noticed by their students.
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5.4. Findings from teacher interviews

Teachers from the two FE colleges shared varying experiences of adopting the TEEP model
and framework in their teaching. Before TEEP training tutors at the Manchester FE college
and the York FE college did not know or were not familiar with the TEEP learning cycle or its
five underpinning elements. However, two tutors at the York FE college were made aware of
TEEP from other level 2 trained tutors in the college. Responses from tutors interviewed are
summarised below under categories addressing; the TEEP underpinning elements, the

learning cycle and effective teacher behaviours.

5.4.1. The TEEP underpinning elements
The following sub sections discuss findings relating to each of the underpinning elements of
TEEP derived from transcribed interviews with nine tutors following post-training observations

of their teaching.

Accelerated learning
This element was not mentioned by any tutors as a specific area that was difficult to

incorporate in their teaching.

Thinking for learning

Thinking for learning (TfL), was mentioned as a difficult area to incorporate in teaching by
two tutors at the Manchester FE college. The main challenge seen by one tutor was in
providing realistic contexts for theory lessons that 16-18 year olds could readily link to
site-related experiences:

Getting them to think of scenarios and situations which will affect them on site, without
them working is hard to do. It's just an element of the course that | find doesn’t work...
but there is very little you can do to get them the site experience. The 16 to 18 year
olds who come here who haven'’t got a permanent job | think will struggle with that line
of thinking for learning.

Assessment for learning (AfL)
Three tutors at the York FE college admitted that they had difficulty including assessment for
learning in their teaching. Tutors commented on the different levels of learning and abilities
within their classes in reading, spelling and in writing eligibly. As a result this made
assessment work in lessons time consuming and challenging particularly where students were
engaged in peer review of each others’ work:
...because of the reading age and writing ability and spelling ... as you've seen ... it
(assessment for learning) is often more time consuming ... so you have to think quite

carefully about what you're doing. So asking them to mark each others’ work is often
hard particularly if they are written answers.
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One reason given for finding difficulty in incorporating AfL was the notion of tutors having to let

go control of the learning process.

| don't really let them assess each others’ work and maybe again it's sort of (me as a
teacher) letting go and try it.

These views were echoed by tutors at the Manchester FE college and probably accounted for
tutors there not providing many opportunities for students to review their lessons or for
including much self- and peer- assessment of students’ work. Tutors at the Manchester FE
college felt that sharing lessons ideas with the rest of the tutor team could make this area

easier to integrate in teaching, (see Section 5.5 below).

Collaborative problem solving

Only one tutor admitted to having some problems in using group work, perhaps a feature of its
low occurrence. As was the case for some secondary teachers it seemed as if this tutor was
afraid to release control and to give pupils the necessary autonomy to collaborate and solve

problems for themselves.

| think it's sort of letting go and allowing them to try it out for themselves and | feel
unless I haven't told them perhaps they are not learning.

One tutor suggested that this area could be made easier to integrate into tutors’ teaching by

setting up activities that would allow students to participate in group activities.

Effective uses of Information and Communications Technologies (ICTs)

Tutors at both colleges saw the main difficulties in integrating effective use of ICT in classroom
teaching as lack of time and training in its use. For example, when asked which of the TEEP
underpinning elements tutors found most difficult to include in their teaching, one tutor at the
Manchester FE college commented:

The IT generally, because I'm quite limited (in the skills | have to make use of it). I've not
been on any training for IT and I've just had to pick it up as I've gone along. It's very
time consuming.
According to another tutor at the Manchester FE college, integrating ICT could be made easier
if ICT training were in place and equipment made more readily available.

Firstly to be trained up on it and with facilities to be made available, basically. It
took nine months for them (the college) to get me a computer just to use at my desk
never mind anything else.
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5.4.2. The TEEP learning cycle

Three aspects of the learning cycle were mentioned by tutors as being more problematic to
implement. Four tutors stated that they found the ‘review’ stage difficult to incorporate in their
lessons. As in some interviews with secondary teachers, there was an overall impression
(from seven of the nine teachers interviewed) that if the six part cycle was to be implemented
in each lesson (usually of 50 minutes) then this might be more difficult than if it was to be
applied to two or more lessons in a sequence of learning.

I mean we were time bound a little bit so the review side of things might have been
a little bit better but again we are going to pick the back end of that up in the next
session.

So | think overall if you looked at that and took it over the whole of the three lessons
then you would find them all because we will certainly be doing a lot of that next
week, the reviewing

Another tutor stated that the ‘present new information’ stage of the learning cycle proved

difficult to integrate within the lesson observed.

| had them thinking more laterally about how they were going to do it.

However, the tutor was able to share an example of a lesson where this aspect of the cycle

was integrated.

| did a lesson focusing on food a while ago ... on food groups. | gave them the new
information and then we had a paper, food group pyramid so they had to then draw
their own different foods on that and then we had some games that would be useful
for children ... but it was suitable for that activity.

The ‘construct’ stage was also experienced by as being difficult to integrate within lessons.
One tutor at the York FE college identified factors such as the group dynamics and a time
element as being problematic.

...because the group dynamics, there’s lots of things going on within the group and

again | think it all links to the time element. | feel I've got to race through it to meet

the requirements of the unit and if I've mentioned it we've covered it... So | think ...
the 45 minutes just isn’'t enough.

Overall, at both colleges, tutors were using the TEEP learning cycle when planning and
delivering their lessons to introduce a variety of activities and choice into their lessons.

Thinking about the hook and how they could interpret what they were doing a little
bit more. | didn't give them a choice of activities but they had a choice of how to
interpret the activities so they were ‘constructing’ and ‘applying’.
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5.4.3. Teacher behaviours

Three of the four aspects of teacher behaviours were reported as difficult to include in the
lessons observed: classroom climate, classroom management, and a variety of teaching and
learning styles. Regarding classroom climate, one tutor’s difficulty seemed to be with the
classroom environment whereas other aspects such as pupil interaction, pupils’ expectations

and enthusiasm seem to be less problematic.

| would say the cheerful classroom environment (is easy to provide). I'd like there
to be more colour and things in here (the lecture room). | mean if you look at the
classroom yourself you know it’s a bit run down ...

.... the other stuff ... the pupil interaction is alright, expectations, relations ...
enthusiasm.

More resources to develop the classroom and make it more inviting was given as the means

for overcoming this difficulty by a tutor from the Manchester FE college.

The main challenges with classroom management at the Manchester FE college were
controlling pupils’ behaviour in the classroom, timelines for lessons and keeping the attention
of students with various previous learning experiences.

| suppose just the classroom management bit at the beginning when they were late

in and we were chasing them up...

So it's very hard to keep them both occupied at the same time without someone
causing trouble and you've also got the lads that are on site and some lads aren’t
so they know the answers first. There are other times they are just ignoring it
because they know it already so you don't actually know whether they know it or
they don't.

One tutor from the Manchester FE college stated that classroom management could be made
easier to integrate in their teaching if classes were allocated by band according to students’
ability.

...it would make it a lot easier if the classes were banded ability wise. Just for the
planning stage because actually planning the lesson takes a lot longer when you've
got to account for that spectrum (of ability).

....there’s plenty of scope for putting similar abilities together because they all do an
initial assessment before they start .... and stuff like that.

Another challenging area was seen as incorporating a variety of teaching and learning styles
into lessons. The main difficulties in this area were seen as time, using new technology and
trying to accomplish a variety of learning activities within one lesson.

. this year we've had to hook up to the electronic age ... and you can’t do
everything all at once to the standard that you want for all of your lessons, there just
isn’t the time.

Unless | try something different each week and just experiment and see how it goes

each week, perhaps not try to put too much in as well. Because | want them to be
engaged at all times. So | think | give them this activity and then that and then
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hopefully they are learning as well. So perhaps if | concentrate on one each week
rather than fit all of them in.

5.4.4. Additional support for TEEP

When asked what additional support teachers require in strengthening the implementation of
TEEP in their classroom teaching, responses from tutors at the York FE college were
categorised by three areas; resources, time, and continuous reviewing of the programme.
These responses are illustrative of these areas:

| think since we've come to the new building we're using a lot more resources. |

mean ... I'm using the laptop now. | hardly ever used it before | came into the new

building. PowerPoint | just didn’t do ... But now | do. Well | try not to use them too

much, it's getting a balance of sort of different things you can use. So | think in

terms of the resources, the laptops are great and we share a lot of ideas in the staff
room, especially for those who have done the TEEP.

It's just time. It's the time needed to do it.
We share resources. We've got quite a big ... budget for DVDs and things.

Just keep chatting about this. Just keep regularly reviewing what we're doing.
Keep it on the boiler.

Tutors at the Manchester FE college were more likely to state wishes that reinforced their
unmet needs. These included the need for additional learning support to help tutors in
assisting students with learning difficulties such as dyslexia and redeveloping resources to
meet the thinking and doing required of lessons associated with specific trades such as
carpentry.

...regular ALS (additional learning support) would help, you know with lads with
dyslexia ... Having a helper basically... The idea was to send a couple of lads to the
office for one to one tuition but it didn’t quite work out as planned.

We might not document it like we should but we do a lot of those things. Prior
learning experiences and observations, all those things you could put into there
we're already doing so - | developed that resource thinking along the lines of the
tower (of power) project.

One tutor had developed a resource called a ‘mono-scaffold kit following from the ‘tower of
power’ activity used in TEEP training to make his carpentry and joinery lessons more exiting

and to assist his students in their learning of the discipline.

5.4.5. Teachers’ additional comments about the impact of TEEP

Tutors were asked about any other examples of impact that TEEP might have had on their
teaching. Tutors at both colleges said they enjoyed the training and found it useful, motivating
and positive. A major perceived constraint, however, was time. Tutors were content with
using a combination of TEEP and their existing training methods in lessons. Some comments

from the York FE college tutors are:
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| just really enjoyed it and found it really useful and was quite sort of motivated and
enthused to try them out. But | think it's being allowed to use them and the time to
use them as well which can be an issue. In an ideal world we could use it all the
time but | think it's just using a combination of methods at the moment.

| think it was useful in that it gave me more ideas and access to more resources to
go away and work on.

...It's been good. It's been positive.

One tutor at the Manchester FE college said he was using TEEP-like activities prior to h

is

training but that the training had helped him in planning and delivering his theory lessons.

There was also the notion that tutors can help or ‘pass on’ ideas to new tutors.

It (the training) was prior to me going on these courses so it gave me an insight
into what was expected. But like | say ... we use a lot of the things that you
(TEEP) is teaching us already. You know in the role of a tutor doing a practical
course, we do a lot of those things. But a lot of the tutors | know do a lot of the
things who wasn’t on that (training), you know the new guys. So we pass that
onto (them).

Another the Manchester FE college tutor was keen to embrace the notion of outlining the aims

of the lessons early on in order that students are clear on the topic, for example, in the

practical aspects of bricklaying.

| think it's more practical based and if you kind of guide them to do something, if
they can see they've got a goal they’'ll do something but if they can't see why
they've got to do something then they don't want to do it. So if you tell them in
basic terms what you want them to do ... they like that because they can see this is
what they are going to do... and away they go.

Summary

Models of training at the two colleges were very different. At The York FE college, tutors

familiar with TEEP and trained to levels 2 and 3 led an in-house version of TEEP supported by

focussed peer coaching and follow-up. At the Manchester FE college, a shortened and
adapted version of training was provided by the central TEEP ‘team’ with limited internal

follow-up but plans for further training and development of peer-coaching did not materialise.

Tutors at both colleges found TEEP related training a positive experience and felt it had

helped motivate them. More time to incorporate approaches in planning and to reflect on the

impact of TEEP was mentioned as being desirable.
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The nature of the skills-based learning at the Manchester FE college might have limited

opportunities to develop the thinking for learning strand of TEEP.

The low literacy level of students was perceived as a problem when students are required to

peer-assess each others’ written work.

At the Manchester FE college tutors reluctance to relinquish control of the learning process

may have limited the use of group work and peer assessment there.

At both colleges, tutors wanted more time and training to be able to make the best use of the

ICT facilities made available to them.

There was evidence, at both colleges, that tutors found the TEEP learning cycle useful in
helping them to plan lessons and improve the variety of learning tasks offered to students.
Confidence in using the learning cycle seemed to have been higher at The York FE college.

The review part of the cycle was felt to be the most difficult to incorporate in teaching.

At the Manchester FE college, the poor physical learning environment, the range of students’
abilities, lack of learning support for students with learning difficulties and time to learn to use

new technologies were seen as challenges to using and developing TEEP approaches.
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5.5 Coordination and management of TEEP in further education colleges

Interviews with key personnel at the York FE college and the Manchester FE college who
were responsible for the coordination of TEEP training were carried out. The extent of
understanding of TEEP and its underpinning pedagogies varied widely according to the
different personnel interviewed at both colleges. The reporting of their feedback is given
separately below for each college because of the marked differences in the contexts of the two

colleges.

5.5.1. The Manchester FE college

TEEP training took place at the Manchester FE college as a result of a direct request from the
College to the TEEP office. A shortened version of level 1 training was carried out over two
days for fifteen tutors in the construction skills department. The main reason for introducing
the TEEP framework at the Manchester FE college was given as filling the gap between
theory lessons and practical skills workshops in the area of construction. The Head of the
Construction Skills department commented:

... (We had) a lot of new staff coming in who have come off the tools (building sites
and workshops) and have never done training or education before themselves.
They are very good in the workshop but when it gets down to classroom theory
lessons, key skills that sort of thing, they are floundering a little bit.

Thus the reason for the Manchester FE college’s interest in incorporating the TEEP approach

was seen as:

... to give existing staff who are fairly new apart from brand new staff, ... an insight

into it ... (to show them) it's not just about standing up in front of the students and

writing on a chalk-board, there are other ways of doing things and the college has

always been amenable to that sort of approach. Make it fun, it actually sticks, that's

the sort of thing.
Commenting on the changes that the TEEP approach had brought about with one tutor, the
Head of Construction Skills stated:

I've seen and heard massive improvements in (TUTOR X) — everybody has high
praise for him ... the way he is going about things now. He doesn’'t have any
discipline problems in classes and that sort of thing now. It just gives them (the
other tutors) food for thought.

There was no indication in interviews that there was a direction towards a whole-college
approach to TEEP at the Manchester FE college. However, there was some indication that
the tutors in the evaluation were implementing aspects of the TEEP framework in their

teaching.

57



The main measure at the Manchester FE college which may have facilitated the impact of
TEEP on classroom teaching was seen as the development of resources including ICT.

Measures that we've taken are mostly on resources. We're trying to build up the
resource within the department to the extent that we have at the moment
‘Promethean’ interactive whiteboards in all of our classrooms and that is a first for
construction. We also have laptops and data projectors and we have about 15 ... in
the department at the moment but ... with 123 staff ... that's not a lot. There are
another 5 on order which are coming through. But that's the way we're sort of
moving. We have e-beams as well - it's very much like an interactive whiteboard
but you just connect it to a laptop and whatever and this beam sits on the corner of
a whiteboard so that you can use a special pen.

No reasons were provided as to what circumstances within the College might have hindered

the impact of TEEP at departmental level.

One aspect of TEEP training that is a strong element for FE colleges is coaching. After the 2-
day training at the Manchester FE college, the Head of the Construction Skills Department
suggested that four tutors be trained in coaching skills to further improve their and other tutors’
teaching skills. The coaching skills training was intended to be carried out by trainers from the
TEEP central team but this did not happen. This training on coaching was not taken up due
to time constraints and factors that were not made known to the evaluation team. There may
have been associated management factors which prevented coaching being developed at

MNACAT but an exploration of this was outside of the remit of the evaluation.

Another question was asked of the Head of the Construction Department to probe whether or
not the college would want to continue with the TEEP framework for the further development
of teaching. The issue of further cost to the college was mentioned because any further TEEP
training would have to be paid for.

Yes | think | would like to continue with it .... but we also have this (internal training)

within the college ... so we're already doing that, why do we need to pay for
something elsewhere which is very, very similar?

A follow-up question was asked as to whether or not the College would consider developing a
tailor-made course incorporating TEEP elements such as the learning cycle and underpinning
elements. The response indicated that to do this there may be some internal management

differences to be faced.

| think one of the things that needs to be addressed is a clash with management ...
and especially for new staff.
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5.5.2. The York FE college

TEEP was promoted at the York FE college in 2006 as part of the City of York LA’s promotion
of more active teaching and learning, especially at 16-19. The City of York LA set up al16-19
strategy involving a partnership of eight institutions in the City. The idea was for staff from a
number of different providers to undertake training (not necessarily only from TEEP) so as to

develop and instigate more active teaching and learning.

Making a start with TEEP

The policy at the York FE college was to introduce more active teaching and learning using
TEEP and so the Director of Teaching and Learning was keen for most staff to adopt the
TEEP framework. Thus, from the outset, the college had a high level of contact with the TEEP
team and a dedicated strategy linked to their internal policies for training and learning
development. An early focus was to get some tutors to attend the TEEP training and then to
develop and use in-house TEEP training. Over the period of the evaluation, two tutors
completed Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 TEEP training and have been key leaders for the
development of TEEP ideas in the college since they completed their level 1 training. These
two tutors were interviewed and some of their comments were:

We saw that there was some good results coming from Cramlington School and on
investigation we found out that (they had)... a very good focus on educational
values ... so we thought it would have been a good vehicle for a College of this size
to get involved ....

... the original idea was that we would train up to be TEEP trainers and get TEEP in
to do their thing with us alongside this. But ... what we've done is we've taken
TEEP strategy/TEEP philosophy and we've made our own course here which we've
called ‘Toolkit'....We've been funded now, we've had one year, we've got two more
years of funding to actually run our own internal ‘Toolkit’ course. As it's turned out
we've both done the level 3 so we're qualified.

It should be noted that College funds have been internally redirected as part of the teaching

and learning strategy to promote the TEEP model into College.

These two tutors were responsible for developing the version of the TEEP level 1 training
course which they called ‘Toolkit'. The toolkit is their adaptation of the TEEP framework
tweaked to cover a two days of training with a third day for feedback two months later. The
‘Toolkit’ incorporates an element of coaching.

So we've got a coaching element (and) we've got the TEEP element and we've

made our own course (the ‘TOOLKIT"). But what we have got is a three day

course, so we do two days then coaching and action learning sets for about 2

months or so and then we have a day three to finish. So rather than three and two
(as in standard Level 1 TEEP training) we have a two and one.

There’s sixteen tutors in college who work with us ... who have now all done TEEP

2 and are acting with the groups. We're in a TEEP type situation, in Toolkit you've
got the four training groups, myself and (XX) are at the front (as leaders of TEEP
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training) and then we’ve got four senior tutors. So we've actually got a big staff ratio
(Of trainers to staff) going. We've got six tutors on a course which is great.

Tutors are given the option as part of their continuous (in College) training programme to
attend the ‘Toolkit’ course or it may be suggested by their curriculum manager that it could be
useful to them to attend it.

Curriculum Managers are very positive and supportive of the ‘Toolkit'" programme
and they will allocate members of staff from the teams to come on it, so we always
have a full cohort. Curriculum Managers will ask who would wish to be going on the
programme. So they (tutors) are given the option and sometimes the Curriculum
Manger will suggest that it would be useful for certain people, but it is very
supported.

The overall impact of TEEP

A whole-college approach to implementing the TEEP framework into teaching and learning
developed from an early stage and seems to have had rapid take up and impact on staff and
in classrooms, partly through the immediacy with which teaching actions were implemented
following training:

TEEP is a college wide strategy... we are still in the infancy of the ‘Toolkit’ within
the College but the more people that are doing it the more it is becoming known..

. iIf you walk through the college you can actually see elements of TEEP in just
about every classroom. One of the big things that we felt was very good about the
whole programme was people actually left on Day 2 (of the training) with a lesson
plan that was actioned for their next lesson, or the next month’s lesson, or one of
the lessons they were going to be teaching and that has proved very popular and
they were actually able to take that template and apply it to other lessons as well.
So all the way around the college you hear people talking about preparing for
learning and you hear them talking about learning outcomes ... you never used to
hear that...

The TEEP learning cycle has been adopted by most tutors who have attended the training and
is used in preparing lesson plans. There are also discussions among staff on its uses and on
sharing resources adapted to the TEEP learning cycle.

Well everybody that has been on it (the ‘Toolkit’ course) does use the ‘Toolkit’- type

lesson plan. They do have the 6 stages of the cycle so we do see this

predominately around the College with members who have been on the course. .....

One of my colleagues in the staffroom has actually developed a little (ICT)

application to create lessons plans and schemes of work and they have used the
TEEP stages to create that and that works out very nicely.

Effective teacher behaviours have been emphasised by college-wide staff development and
are incorporated into the ‘Toolkit’ course as part of the college’s new position on teaching and
learning.

We actually look at the behaviours and things on Classroom Management on Day

3, when we discuss about the Effective Teacher Behaviours its an ongoing process

and any of the people that have used ‘Toolkit' or TEEP in effect in College would
actually start off with Effective Behaviours prior to the learning curve. So they
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would discuss Classroom Climate then Management of the students prior to taking
the class any further.

The five underpinning elements of TEEP have also been incorporated into the college-wide
staff development process and are built into the ‘Toolkit’ course.

Day one (of the Toolkit course) is about the underpinning elements, day two is the
cycle, day three is learning behaviours, teacher behaviours. So day one we do a
version of the challenges they do on TEEP and we use that challenge base to
introduce the ideas of thinking for learning, assessment for learning...

. this is all part of what the action learning sets are about; these are the
underpinning elements. When they (tutors) come back on Day 3 (of the Toolkit
course) we actually ask them to underpin which of these areas have been
emphasised in the classroom situations by using the Toolkit programme.

Coaching and networking

There is a strong element of coaching at the York FE college where senior tutors are trained at
TEEP level 2 with the intention of then becoming a subject learning coach. The college has
had one senior tutor from each of its twenty departments trained at TEEP level 2 in order to
provide coaching for the 300 tutors that will eventually all have been trained using its ‘Toolkit’
course.

... TEEP 2 has been used specifically for our senior tutors ... all the guys who have
been working on our ‘Toolkit’ courses and our subject learning coaches. So there’s
about 20 people there in total. So in every curriculum area there is someone who is
now TEEP trained at level 2, to push that out.

These two tutors’ comments indicated that they saw the coaching element and immediacy of
follow-up action as possible limitations of standard TEEP training which they wished to

address in the development of their ‘“Toolkit’ programme.

...a weakness of the TEEP course for us and training courses in general is ... you
go off-site for two or three days, you do your thing, great all these ideas, you come
back and normal work and then it just never happens ... The idea here is that after
your initial 2 days, people then meet every other week or so for a couple of months
to get coached and to talk together as a group. It doesn't always work and that is
the hardest bit to organise. Because of people’s timetables and other commitments
it's difficult to get people interested. By definition you'll always get the most active
people | suppose interested in doing it initially. And everyone else needs a little bit
of a nudge. But people have certainly taken part in the coaching and the actual
learning so that's been a very strong part of it.

The college has timetabled a yearly follow-up day where tutors on the ‘Toolkit' course can
meet to share good practice.
We have a planned a seminar for the end of year in July where we will bring back

everyone who has been on the ‘Toolkit' ... we have them all back for a 1 day
seminar to show good practice.
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There is also ICT support for tutors and resources for sharing and accessing information form
the TEEP and ‘Toolkit’ training.

We've got a virtual learning environment, where there is a blackboard course with
all the materials from there on the course. They (tutors) are encouraged to retain
the action learning sets, because that group of people have then formed a kind of
allegiance ...

We have a very effective IT technician team and they are only a phone call away.
They (Tutors) have a telephone helpline, an online support team, they have various
training days so staff development days like these are geared towards this. We
also have an Effective ICT Use within the third day of this programme ... there is a
support mechanism behind all the ICT things that we do

Tutors also have the facility of working in teams and meeting in smaller groups in what the
college calls ‘Action Learning Sets’, to share their ideas and get feedback from their

colleagues.

People that come onto the ‘Toolkit’ course, they are allocated a little team of people.
It works better when they collaborate in different teams but then they are all
together, so these are called the ‘Action Learning Sets’ and that happens every 2
months, they come to us for 2 days of training, they have action learning set for 2
months, where they discuss what hasn’t worked, what problems they have had,
what help they need and they help each other in their action learning sets and then
they come back for their 3" day and they disclose exactly how they have got on
with things

Factors facilitating development of TEEP

The ‘Toolkit’ course is seen as the key method within the college to embed the impact of
TEEP training on classroom teaching. As such it has coherence and support across the
college as these comments suggest. A programme of funding that allows staff to take part is
also seen as important:

Well really that's the ‘Toolkit’ course. | mean there is a lot of money if you think
about the amount of cover time that's been made available; the college has said
here is a chunk of money to run that course. So the idea is that it is a college wide
strategy and it is starting to have an impact.

The fact that we have this staff development programme running makes a big
impact. It is emphasised through the Learning and Development Unit, the training
and development areas, curriculum mangers, the senior management meetings all
observe that this is something that has to been transferred through the whole
college, so the college is focusing on that it wants all the staff to have commitment
to this programme.... this is a whole bag of techniques and an over-arching strategy
that is used

We've trained about 60 people in Toolkit and we’ve got funding for three years and
the idea originally is that we put every single tutor in the college through that. It's
about 300.

Factors hindering development of TEEP
The main factors that could hinder the impact of TEEP on classroom teaching in the College

can be summarised as time to incorporate the TEEP framework into their lessons, no more
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funding for TEEP training, tutors being forced to do the ‘Toolkit' course, and poor lines of
communication within a college of more than 300 tutors who all aim to undertake ‘Toolkit’
training.

From our point of view it's time initially to get people onto the courses.

| am not seeing any enormous amount of hindrance within the College currently and
its probably just the fact that we are only at the beginning of the journey. | presume
that once maybe staff and curriculum areas are not asked to come onto the Toolkit
and they are told to come on it that may cause a bit of a (negative) impact.

Funding for TEEP training has now ceased and this was one of the main reasons for the
College investing in developing the ‘Toolkit’ course as tailor-made TEEP influenced training.
The course is seen to be cost-effective where the maximum number of tutors can be trained
compared wit the costs of sending just one tutor on TEEP level one training.

There used to be funding to send people onto TEEP training courses and that has
stopped, so that is why there is a lot of people who probably wont utilise that. They
can’'t do TEEP because there is no funding.

If people come to us now and say | would like to do TEEP 1, it's like sorry its £400,
£500 it's not going to happen. But we're running our own internal version of that.
Simply that we can train 10 times more people than we could doing it through (the
official) TEEP alone.

Keeping tutors informed in a large College can be challenging. The College has in place a

regular newsletter to keep staff informed of teaching and learning news.

Communicating the idea in a college of this size can be difficult. Trying to get to
people they physically don't hear the things that are going on.

We have a Newsletter that goes out from our Learning & Development Unit and that
focuses on teaching and learning ....
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Summary

At the Manchester FE college, investment in ICT resources seemed to have helped promote
the use and development of TEEP but lack of finance for further training and internal

management issues have restricted an extension of it.

At York FE college, staff implementing TEEP had a high level of contact with the TEEP team
and worked with a dedicated strategy linked to the College’s internal policies and the LA 16-19

strategy for training and learning development.

At the York FE college, TEEP has been adapted to provide a rapidly expanding internally
driven programme of training aimed at all 300 staff. Immediate classroom implementation of
TEEP approaches met in training, peer coaching by level 2 trained senior managers and
yearly timetabled follow-up training are seen as important successful elements of the ‘York

model’.

Factors constraining further development of TEEP at the York FE college include a lack of
funding for training and tutors being coerced into training rather than as more willing

volunteers.

Leaders of TEEP at the York FE college view their model of training as being more cost

effective than sending tutors away from the college to be trained.

Strong involvement with TEEP and support for it at senior and middle management level is

one of the most crucial aspects of successful implementation of TEEP at FE level.
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6 PRIMARY SCHOOLS

6.1 Background

Two schools having very different previous knowledge of TEEP and who received training in
rather different ways were included in the evaluation, Taken together, they form one case
study for the implementation of TEEP in primary schools. The original intention of phase 2
evaluation was to research the use of TEEP in upper primary classes (KS2). At the York
primary school, two teachers participated in the evaluation process and taught KS2 classes.
At the Birmingham primary school primary, the other school to participate in the case study,
the two teachers who participated taught Foundation Year and Year 1 (KS1) classes
respectively. Thus the case study changed to encompass a wider age range for teaching

actions though in two different settings.

The York primary school followed a whole-school approach to implementing TEEP and had
two teachers trained at Level 3 who were responsible for taking TEEP forward in the school.
As Level 3 trainers, these teachers also assisted with national TEEP training for primary
school teachers and prepared videos of their TEEP lessons as additional resources used in
national training. The Birmingham primary school is part of the Birmingham Catholic
Partnership that comprised three other secondary schools one of which was included in the
secondary school case study evaluation. However, this school had not previously benefitted
from the partnership in terms of support for TEEP, coaching or follow-up that the secondary
schools in this partnership had received. This school had recently had a change of head
teacher and, even though the current head teacher was keen for the TEEP approach to be
used to develop teaching and learning in the school, the main challenge remained to get more
teachers trained at Level 1. Only two teachers in the school are currently trained at TEEP

Level 1.

The data sets for observations of post-TEEP teaching and collection of pupils’ questionnaires
for these primary schools comprise Foundation Year (nursery) and Year 1 (KS1) classes in the
Birmingham school and classes from Years 4 and 5 (KS2) in the York school. All four
teachers are included in the observation data discussed below but only data from one set of
pupils at the York primary school was included in the section analysing pupils’ questionnaire
responses. Pupils at the Birmingham primary school found it difficult to understand and fill in
the student questionnaire used at secondary schools and FE colleges mainly due to their age
(3-5 years). A shortened version of the student questionnaire (14 compared to 23 statements)
was designed and A4 laminated cards displaying the responses ‘a lot’, ‘sometimes’ and ‘never’
were used to make it easier for pupils to respond to how often they perceived events might
happen. Although responses from pre- and post- applications of the student questionnaire

were received from Foundation and Year 1 pupils, these were not included in the analysis
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because of the questionable reliability. Responses from KS2 pupils at the York primary school
primary school have been included principally to aid comparisons with secondary schools and
FE data.

6.2. Observation of lessons

A total of four teachers were observed pre- and post-training at the two primary schools. It
was possible to visit each teacher’s class twice to make post-training observations. The
findings for modes of classroom organisation, teacher behaviours and pupil behaviours are
discussed separately for each of the two primary schools. Since only two teachers at each
school were involved graphs of numerical data have not been provided but a summary of the

findings is shown as annexe 12.

6.2.1. Classroom organisation

In Foundation and Year 1 classes at the Birmingham primary school, after TEEP training, a
whole class approach and individual learning were still widely used even though pupils
appeared to be organised to work in small groups (in the case of Year 1 pupils). Also,
teachers were still controlling pupils’ behaviours but this could be due to the nature of small
children’s relatively shorter attention spans. Both teachers at the Birmingham primary school
continued to engage their classes in their lessons and there was an overall increase of a 6%
difference between pre- and post -training means compared to an increase of 12% for
individual learning. The physical environment of the classroom displayed learners’ work and
colourful teaching materials in both classrooms but this had not changed very much as a result
of TEEP and is the way classrooms are designed to help students’ learning at most primary

schools.

At the York primary school, after training, there was an overall reduction in whole class
teaching and a greater shift to learning in small groups (a 30% increase) and a smaller change
in individual learning (7% increase). Both teachers managed to integrate successfully whole
class and individual learning together with small group work activities and one teacher did so
within just one lesson. There was an improvement in pupil behaviour in classes overall (an
increase of 10% for one of the two teachers observed). Before training both teachers were
able to engage their pupils in their lessons (94% and 97% of class engaged) and achieved
100% pupils’ engagement after training (an overall +5% difference between pre- and post -

training means).
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6.2.2. Teacher behaviours

At the Birmingham primary school, in all but two or the thirteen categories for teacher
behaviours observed, there were notable rises above a 7% difference between pre- and post-
training means for both teachers. There were very large rises, above a 29% difference
between pre- and post-training means, in five categories. As one might expect
encouragement for ‘inductive’ and ‘deductive learning’ was not observed in these Foundation
and Year 1 lessons. The largest rises were seen for encouraging ‘individual learning’ (+57%),
‘encouraging pupils to participate’ (+53%), ‘encouraging pupils to find their own meaning’
(+46%), and ‘taking into account pupils’ previous knowledge’ (+30%). There were declines in

‘encouraging collaborative learning’ and in teachers ‘using differentiation’ in their classes.

The two teachers at the York primary school showed notable rises above a 6% difference
between pre- and post-training means in all categories of teacher behaviour after TEEP
training. There were high rises, above a 32% difference, between pre- and post-training
means in six categories. The highest positive rises were in ‘teachers encouraging individual
learning’ (+80%), ‘including inclusive questioning’ (+68%), ‘encouraging pupils to participate’
(+67%), ‘encouraging collaborative learning’ (+61%), ‘using questioning aimed at higher order

thinking’ (+48%), and ‘taking into account previous knowledge in their lessons’ (+47%).

It was encouraging to see, in both schools, that elements of the TEEP framework such as
‘thinking for learning’, ‘effective use of ICT’, ‘group work’ and elements of the learning cycle all
being used in the preparation and teaching of lessons by all four teachers. However, it should
be noted that teachers at both schools were already using many aspects of the TEEP
approach when the pre- training observations were carried out but, perhaps, not in such a
structured way. This was particularly so in Foundation and Year 1 classes at the Birmingham
primary school and it could be that, compared with secondary schools and FE colleges such
classes are already set out and in the sorts of environments encouraged in the TEEP
approach for example so that classrooms displayed learners work and colourful teaching
materials and are structured to accommodate group work. One observation that can clearly
be made from these data is that the teachers in the York primary school were more advanced
in incorporating the TEEP framework into their lessons than teachers at the Birmingham

primary school were, probably because of longer and hence deeper involvement with TEEP.

6.2.3. Pupil behaviours

In both schools, pupil behaviour showed positive shifts in all categories after TEEP
training. Mean percentage differences were over 50% for ‘pupils listening to their
teachers’ and ‘pupils listening to pupils’, the latter signifying the increased use of group

work activities during lessons. Pupils were also ‘asking’ and ‘answering questions’ more
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which links with observations that their teachers spent more time engaging pupils in the
lessons, encouraging questioning and higher order thinking. Again, all these were noticed
in the pre- training observations and could be part of primary teachers’ practice anyway -
not solely attributed to TEEP.

6.2.4. Findings related to the underpinning elements of TEEP

After TEEP training, the two teachers at the York primary school were incorporating all
five TEEP underpinning elements into their teaching. However, at the Birmingham
primary school, only effective use of ICT and collaborative group work were in evidence
post-TEEP. One reason for not seeing the other elements, of ‘accelerated learning’,
‘assessment and thinking for learning’ in the Birmingham primary school teachers’ post-
TEEP lessons could be that the teachers did not feel it was appropriate to include such
elements in their lessons that were observed or that they found it difficult to include these

areas more generally when teaching children at Foundation and Year 1 level.

Summary
In Foundation and Year 1 classes at the Birmingham primary school individual learning was
widely used before and after training. Collaborative group work was used less after training in

these classes than in the York primary school.

At the York primary school, both teachers adopted more small group work activities in their
lesson.

The physical environment of the classroom, displaying learners’ work and colourful teaching

material is common in primary schools and in sympathy with the aims of TEEP.

There were notable rises in all but two or the thirteen categories of teacher behaviours in the

Birmingham primary school and in all categories for teachers at the York primary school.

In both schools there were improvements in time teachers spent controlling pupil

behaviour and in pupils listening to the teacher and to each other.

The two teachers at the York primary school incorporated all five TEEP underpinning
elements into their teaching however, at the Birmingham primary school, only effective
use of ICT and collaborative group work were seen to have increased post-TEEP

indicating a much higher engagement with and impact of TEEP.
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6.3. Findings from pupils’ self reports questionnaires (pre- and post-TEEP

classroom actions and learning)

One complete set of KS2 pupils’ self reported questionnaires were received from a teacher in
the York primary school primary school before and after TEEP training. Twenty-nine pupils
filled in the questionnaire when the teacher was pre-observed and 27, in the post-observation.
The two groups of pupils sampled comprised of different individuals and were from different
year groups studying different topics. The small sample of student responses does not reflect
the true nature of the impact of TEEP and the different student groups adds to the cautions

with which these data should be read.

The same rule as in the secondary schools and the FE colleges was applied when analysing
student responses. It should be noted that the teacher had prior knowledge of TEEP and its
learning cycle and had been incorporating parts of the framework into his lessons prior to
TEEP training. As a result, the pre-observation of a lesson on English Literature was very
much taught as a structured TEEP-type lesson. The post- observation was done for a
Maths lesson and again it was a highly structured TEEP-style lesson (see section 6.4 on

the teacher interview).

An examination of student responses showed that in 18 of the 23 statements asked of pupils’
experiences of classrooms, their teacher’'s and their own actions, the pupils indicated the
higher response in the ‘a lot’ category for both the frequency of classroom actions and their

efficacy for learning.

Summary

Pupils’ perceptions of their classroom experiences, their teacher’s and their own actions, were
positive and for most examples pupils reported higher frequencies and efficacies following
TEEP.

6.4. Findings from teacher interviews — the Birmingham primary school

Teachers from primary schools had different levels of knowledge and experiences of
adopting the TEEP model and framework in their teaching. The two teachers interviewed
did not have any knowledge or information of TEEP and its learning cycle. The following
sub sections discuss findings relating to each of the underpinning elements of TEEP derived
from transcribed interviews with the two teachers following post-training observations of their

teaching.
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6.4.1 Underpinning elements

As in the other interviews described, teachers were asked if they were aware of the five
underpinning elements of TEEP and to what extent they applied them in their lessons before
TEEP training. The previous Head of the Birmingham primary school was keen to put forward
elements of the TEEP framework but it seems that this had not been done in a structured way
under the TEEP banner.

| mean our previous Head did an awful lot on all of it (TEEP approaches)....It was never
called TEEP, it was all done individually. We've had training days on different elements
ofit....

... because of the different training that we've had previously, we picked up bits from it,
which again had sort of filtered in through our training anyway. It had never been under
one umbrella. | think that was the difference with TEEP, it was all under one
umbrella ...
When asked which of the five underpinning elements they found difficult to include in their
teaching ‘thinking for learning’ (for Foundation Year) and ‘collaborative learning’ (Year 1) were
identified.
Matching learning outcomes to higher order thinking skills. That's sometimes quite
hard.

. collaborative problem solving. They are not that good at working together the
majority of them. They will work independently ... but if you put them in a group there’s
too many people fighting for the position of top dog

When asked how collaborative group work could be made easier to integrate into lessons, the
Foundation Year teacher said that because of their young age, they needed to learn from play
and the Year 1 teacher mentioned stepping back rather than controlling the learning process
(a problem that was also identified by teachers in secondary schools and FE colleges).

| mean they just need play and they learn from that ...

Give them more opportunities to do it which we are putting them into situations and
probably what | need to do, which | don’t do very much, is actually take a step back and
see how they sort it out. Because they are always looking to us for the answers and |
think sometimes we intervene too much

.. if it's something you gave them to do it wouldn't necessarily work. If it's something
that's come from them and they are in the right frame of mind, then they would do it
very well. Like if they were pretending they were going on the train and going
somewhere. | was kind of like watching them this morning and they were collaborating
very well and kind of like going on a journey but, you don't get that every day. Most of
the time it's the same, they can't share, they are learning to share. They are very ‘it's
mine, it's mine’ stage. Me and mine

In this last comment there is the sense that the context of the group task matters. Ownership

of the problem context seems to be an important factor in helping keep pupils focussed.
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6.4.2 Learning cycle

One teacher mentioned that the ‘apply’ stage of the learning cycle, even though it was used in
planning lessons, was still difficult to integrate into teaching. The other teacher said her main
challenge was in getting the Foundation Year pupils to listen.

... so things like ‘apply’... | mean there was ‘apply’ in it (the lesson) but over the weeks,
we'd do a lot more on that.

... on that particular lesson (observed), | don't think | found any of it challenging. Just
getting them to listen ... that was the biggest challenge really.

Overall, the teachers felt that they were already using the TEEP learning cycle when
planning and delivering their lessons to introduce a variety of activities and choice.
Although this was not always done in a structured TEEP way as was the case for teachers

in the York primary school (see section 6.5.2).

6.4.3 Teacher behaviours

Classroom climate was reported as difficult to address in the lessons observed. One teacher’s
difficulty seemed to be with the variability of young children’s reactions and the other with lack
of space and the size and built characteristics of the classroom.

Classroom climate (is difficult) because there were an awful lot of them that are not
well and they are all...coming down with chickenpox. So you're trying to like do
things ... to calm them and quieten them. So | think that was hard and they are
very young, you know, so what works one day doesn’t work another day. You could
never plan... you know you can spend an hour planning and none of it might work
one day, you just have to abandon it and go with the children.

Lack of space...the problem is over there it's so small, the ceilings are so low the
noise just goes up whereas if you can look at one of the classrooms over here, they
have so much more space to manoeuvre around.

6.4.4 Additional support for TEEP

When asked what additional support teachers might require in strengthening the
implementation of TEEP in their classroom, responses centred around providing additional
training with a focus on foundation and early years of primary education. One teacher said
that she had left the Level 1 training not having understood it and that having more information
on TEEP type techniques used in Australia with Foundation Year groups would have been
very useful.

Training for TEEP at foundation stage would have perhaps been much more
appropriate.

| still don't really feel that | understand it at all... (at the training they were)

explaining that they've got nursery in Australia and they've got a problem solving
wall and it was things like that, that we were interested in
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It (training) needs to be more primary (focussed) — and the lower end of primary. It
needed to be more at our level ... new ideas. If it had been more aimed at primary,
| think we'd of got something from it. | think we are doing the majority of this
anyway, or trying to ... it was more personal to us and we could actually taken more
from it and sort of homed in on our certain areas.

6.4.5 Teachers’ additional comments about the impact of TEEP

Teachers were asked about any other examples of impact that TEEP might have had on their
teaching. One teacher said that what was useful from the Level 1 training was learning
technigues on how to ‘hook’ learners in the lesson.

The only thing that | really took away from it is the hook bit. Hook them. It doesn't
matter what class you've got | think in primary that's always what you're trying to do
because if you haven't got their attention and their interest you're just banging your
head against a brick wall.

Both teachers repeated they did not find the training useful and relevant to Foundation and

Year 1 classes.

It's just little things ... like to make them (the children) more independent learners
which is what | wanted to do. But | don't feel that | got enough information that was
relevant to us, that we could actually implement. | just think it was a wasted
opportunity.

A major constraint in being able to use TEEP approaches for these two teachers was the lack
of additional information on how methods might be integrated into their lessons and the rate at
which information about changing practices is being encountered from various sources without
a clear sense of being part of an overall policy of the school.

| also feel that we're having so much thrown at us all the time, you know, the minute
you've got your head round something it's changed and you're having to get your
head round something else. So unless it's either a foundation stage, that kind of
like change, so your trying to get your head around that and a new head teacher
and her ideas and unless it's kind of like a whole school and it's all going in the
same direction, it's a waste of time because you're just... my head’s on overload
and | can’t take any more.

One teacher’s clear view was that TEEP should be introduced as a whole-school approach for
it to work well.

| think if it's primary it should be the whole school or nobody. | think it's good but |
think it needs to be whole school. It's not fair on the child otherwise.

6.5. Findings from teacher interviews —the York primary school

Teachers at the York primary school were made aware of the TEEP framework and learning
cycle through in-school training prior to going on the Level 1 course. Each teacher was
interviewed twice after Level 1 training and both of them taught Key Stage 2 classes. Again
the responses from teachers are summarised below under three categories addressing; the

TEEP underpinning elements, the learning cycle and effective teacher behaviours.
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6.5.1. Underpinning elements

Teachers in York were asked if they were aware of the five underpinning elements of TEEP
and to what extent they applied them in their lessons prior to TEEP training. It appeared that
three of the five underpinning elements were already used by these teachers.

Yes, we already had looked at accelerated learning so we had already done some of

that and assessment for learning as well. And we already used ICT and smart-boards
in classes but we hadn’t really done any collaborative problem solving, so that was new.

When asked which of the five underpinning elements they found most difficult to incorporate,
‘assessment for learning’, ‘effective use of ICT’, and ‘collaborative learning’ were all
mentioned.

Sometimes the ‘Assessment for Learning'... | can get the children to talk about things
and explain to me and that gives me some kind of assessment, but its putting that down
on paper and remembering it for the next time you address that topic so that's a bit
really that maybe | find hard because of time constraints. | don’t know if | find it difficult
but it's an area that | would like to do more ...

Sometimes the use of ICT, generally | use it but sometimes ... maybe just in terms of
using the whiteboard to illustrate to the children what I'm expecting in their books or...
as a tool rather than getting them to use ICT all the time

| usually find the ‘Collaborative Problem Solving’ difficult, because actually finding what
will fit for their age and what they actually have to do .... it's finding the opportunities to
do that within the curriculum that we are teaching

When asked how it might be made easier to integrate underpinning elements that they found
difficult to incorporate, comments included:
Assessment for Learning - | think just more time to be able to do things like this,
practical activities like looking at the other person’s work — sometimes we do that in

literacy, they proof-read each others’ work before | do, so they get into the habit and
they like doing that.

ICT - think time constraints really and class sizes have a factor on it. In one lesson to
do with persuasive writing and newspaper reports | gave them a video camera to use
and then they went off into another room and they actually filmed what they recorded,
and then we linked it up with a computer and then they presented it to the class. So
that was a good way of using ICT, they were getting to deal with the equipment that
you've got ... (BUT) time constraints.

Collaborative Learning - | think a set of ideas that we were then able to apply in
different areas would help. So you could have a resource book of different challenges
that they could solve

6.5.2. Learning cycle

The two teachers also had knowledge and were using the learning cycle prior to their Level 1
training. However, one teacher was more advanced in using it and gave a detailed overview
of how he used the learning cycle in a lesson. The other teacher, although familiar with cycle,

felt she had gained a better understanding of it after training.

73



We had already done some training in school. We had already had some inset and two
people had already been on the (TEEP) course, so | was familiar with the cycle,
although it didn't... | wasn't totally sure | understood it before | went, so after ... it made
a lot more sense

... | had a good familiarity with the TEEP cycle because | ...incorporated those things
that we were looking at as a school anyway. ‘Prepare for learning’, | always try and
recap on the previous lesson actually. Introduce something new and model it to
children, so sort of presenting new information. In terms of constructing their ideas and
getting them out, | would always ask them to talk, | think the talking skills is really where
we kind of together construct the ideas and thinking of a way forward whatever the task
is .... and apply and demonstrating, you know, differentiating the groups and looking at
my class as a group of individuals as well as a group of a whole. | would say, right
those individuals need to be doing this, that individual needs to be doing that and to
then group them as individuals within their needs and then always to review but also to
do sort of mini reviews throughout.

When asked what aspect of the learning cycle they found most difficult to integrate within their
lessons, the ‘apply and demonstrate new learning’ and ‘construct’ stages were both
mentioned.

| find most difficult is... step five (apply and demonstrate new learning) ... getting them

to demonstrate their learning and what they understand, | do find that the most difficult
thing.

| always think what kind of questions | ask them, shall | recall back on last week. |
always go through what we are trying to learn and why and explain and then try
different ways of introducing things, look at the pictures, so no | really like this kind of
format. | can't say there is anything that | find particularly that difficult. | find it easy to
use it. ...".construct the understanding’ - when it came to the main bit which was to
look at the text, to read the text, interpret the text and then create an image. For some
of those children that was very hard and | had to sort of split it up into three groups and
pushed the higher ability ones to get them to really think about the images and the
pictures ...

Overall, teachers at this school seemed to be already using the TEEP learning cycle in a
very structured way when planning and delivering their lessons and to ensure that a

variety of activities and choice was part of their lessons.

6.5.3 Teacher behaviours

One teacher found that ‘incorporating higher order thinking’ was difficult to use in teaching
whereas the other teacher did not admit to having any problems integrating effective teacher
behaviours into his lessons.

... I think a lot of the really high order question skills ... getting the children to think,
| find posing the right question to the right level quite difficult ... It's very easy to ask
very simple one answer questions
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6.5.4 Additional support for TEEP

When asked what additional support teachers might require to strengthen implementation of
TEEP, teachers mentioned that the school’s senior management and the Head teacher should
have a clearer understanding of the TEEP framework and how it works, and that all teachers
should be TEEP trained so that there can be continuity in teaching styles. It was suggested
that some teachers should be encouraged to train at Level 2.
| think that senior management could have a better idea of what it's about ...
because | think ... there wouldn’t be so many contradictions between saying we

want to do TEEP and then asking for .... evidence for every single lesson and so if
they are up a bit on their understanding of what it's about | think it would be easier

to apply it.

Everybody going on the training course ... we keep doing it across the school - if
one person is incorporating lots of visual aids, lots of discussion, teamwork,
activities ... and then they (the pupils) go to another class and its very much old-
style - | talk, you listen — everything that they have gained over that year is washed
away ...

| think going onto Level 2 (training) will give me a better understanding.... | mean
the first five days were great, we really sort of understood the principles and then
we sort of looked at different things that we could try. So | think going onto Level 2
and looking at it again... | think it's just constant thinking about what TEEP was
talking about, use in your lessons and then say right, what can | use today?

6.5.5 Teachers’ additional comments about the impact of TEEP

At the second post-observation, the two teachers at York primary school were asked how
much more confident were now in actually implementing the TEEP approach in their
classroom since their lessons were observed on the previous occasion. Both teachers
indicated that their level of confidence had improved and, with continuous practice and use,

that the TEEP framework gets easier to integrate into lessons.
| think over time it's hitting, it's all getting easier now

| think | have got a much better understanding of it. | don’t think it is that hard to
implement, | think it makes your life easier and its just coming up with new ideas all
the time but using ideas that are good as well, don't re-invent the wheel but look at
what you have got to think ... about the visual aids ... the group discussions and
activities and constantly do a mixture. So it has built my confidence, it has made
me think more about my lessons and be more creative.

Teachers were asked about any other examples of impact that TEEP might have had on their
teaching. Both teachers said they enjoyed the training and that role playing enabled them to
understand how it feels to be a child in a lesson.

| just really enjoy it. | found it's really helped get the children into lessons and they
are getting more familiar with it and yet | find it very enjoyable.

| thought the course was brilliant in how it was explained to us and how they got us
— what we are trying to teach the children — so we were the children we fully
understand how they felt. You got involved and you did lots of variety and ...you

75



went back with loads of ideas in your head and the danger was to do them all at
once, and for me it was | did. | did it all at once ... it was terrible so then it was
doing it slowly and doing little bits and consistently doing the same thing so the
children get into those routines and what you are asking them to do and then when
they are at that level ... then think, right | can push them to the next one .. but not
too much ...

| think it's really made me understand how it is to be a child. The way it was
presented was brilliant and the activities, it took you back to that age and you know
you could understand how children lose concentration at the end. They lose
concentration and you can understand how they need short quick activities and
they need that visual aspect and they need that talking but also you need to vary ...
not just sat there talking to the guy ... get up and talk to somebody, get yourself into
groups and talk to somebody ..

Summary

Teachers were already using the TEEP learning cycle when planning and delivering their
lessons to introduce a variety of activities and choice. In the York primary school this was not

done a highly structured TEEP way.

Teachers of Foundation and Year 1 classes found that TEEP training offered them little that
they could use and said they had difficulty including thinking for learning, assessment for

learning and collaborative group work in their teaching because of the young age of their

pupils.

A productive classroom climate was reported as difficult to achieve for foundation and early

years classes partly as a result of the unpredictable nature of children at this age.

Additional training with a focus on foundation and early years and information on techniques
used in Australia with children of this age were mentioned as being useful by teachers at the

Birmingham primary school.

Teachers at both schools said senior managers and the Head teacher should have a clearer
understanding of the TEEP framework and how it works and that all teachers should be

trained as part of a whole school approach for there to be continuity in teaching styles.

Teachers at the York primary school indicated that their level of confidence had improved with

continuous practice and that consequently the TEEP framework gets easier to integrate.

Teachers at the York primary school reported no problems with the training they received and
found the course was a good model of learni9ng that helped them appreciate the educative

process.
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6.6 Coordination and management of TEEP in primary schools
A narrative summary of the interviews with Head teachers at the two schools is summarised

separately for each school.

6.6.1 Reason why the school got involved with TEEP

At the Birmingham primary school, the current Head teacher mentioned that the previous
incumbent had decided to engage the school in TEEP training and had therefore asked two
members of staff in the nursery and Year 1 to complete Level 1 training. The view of the
current Head being interviewed was that the TEEP training experienced was initially aimed at
Secondary schools. She added that she quite liked the idea of TEEP and what it was trying
to achieve and believed the programme was in sympathy with how teaching operates in
primary schools.

| do think that there are elements of it that we could work on and adapt and would

actually improve our teaching and the way we deliver teaching. So it is something

that | have considered since | have been here and considered about investigating

more, so | am quite positive and open about doing more with it in the school.
The Head teacher at the York primary school became interested in TEEP through the
Accelerated Learning Project (AIPS) and also had been provided with information about TEEP
information at a meeting of the Teaching & Learning Enhancement Project provided by the
City of York LA. She thought the TEEP model to be a good one for use at Key Stage 2 but
that more work would be required to adapt it for use at Foundation level and Key Stage 1. The
school believed that TEEP had improved teaching and learning.

| think the TEEP model is a good model, particularly at Key Stage 2. | think there
still needs to be more work done in primary schools with the TEEP Trainers to look
at Foundation stage and Key Stage 1 but | think that the school has taken on board
TEEP particularly at Key Stage 2 and | think that it has improved teaching and
learning.

6.6.2 To what extent has the TEEP approach been adopted by individual teachers

or through a whole-school approach?

The Head teacher at the Birmingham primary school expressed the view that the two teachers
who have been involved in the training have modelled their teaching around TEEP, have
made changes and adjustments to their teaching and have been able to pass on different
aspects of TEEP to other teachers. She mentioned that:

There hasn’t been any expectation of teachers to take anything on ... so where
teachers have taken aspects on ... it has been voluntary because they have liked
what they have heard and what they have seen and felt it could improve their
practice.
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She was of the opinion that the TEEP framework should be looked at as a whole staff
approach to teaching and learning and at the school and that there are elements of TEEP that
locate well with a whole-school approach to planning and lesson structure.

The TEEP model is being considered next academic year to evaluate the school’s
teaching and at the moment it has been more of a voluntary exchange between the
two teachers trained who are leading the implementation of TEEP ... and sharing it
with other teachers who want to know more.

The York primary school has done much to embed TEEP in a whole school approach at Key
Stage 2 and most teachers have now completed Level 1 training and one teacher is trained to
Level 3. However, the view of the Head teacher was the TEEP approach should have been
designed for the primary level and then introduced at the secondary level, following a bottom-
up rather than a top-down approach. Teachers at the school found it difficult to translate some
of the TEEP ideas that had come from secondary level into their practice. She felt that
successful implementation of TEEP depended on teachers’ confidence, their creative and
imaginative skills and how much risk they are willing to take.

We have definitely embedded a whole school approach at Key Stage 2, there is
more work to be done at Key Stage 1 and Foundation stage but staff are now
coming round to the model as being quite a sensible one. It's not been helpful that it
was evolved in a secondary school because we would like to think it was a bottom-
up rather than top-down ... it's been harder for our Key Stage 1 teachers to be able
to translate some of the ideas from secondary level ...

It varies depending on how confident and what level of training each individual
teacher has been on and how creative, imaginative and how much risk a teacher is
prepared to take.

6.6.3 What aspects of TEEP and the learning cycle have been implemented in this

school’s philosophy of teaching and learning?

At both schools the learning cycle has been embedded into teaching and learning however, at
the Birmingham primary school this was not done in the TEEP structured way as it was at the
York primary school.

The Learning Cycle is very much part of our practice of Agreed Learning Outcomes.
We have taken on-board Assessment for Learning across the school and part of
that is specific to the children getting them to understand what they are learning,
why they are learning it and what the outcomes of their learning will be. Teachers
have used WALTS (What are We learning about Today?) and WILFS (What am |
looking For) - what are the teachers looking for, what are the success criteria and
they refer back to the WALT and WILF in their lessons

(Head teacher in Birmingham)

Every member of staff has a TEEP learning mat which we have made up from the
TEEP Learning Cycle. Every classroom has ‘how to be a successful learner’ in
every lesson. All our lesson plans have been matched to TEEP and Ofsted so we
have kind of married the two together and | can now say across our whole school
that we all agree learning outcomes

(Head teacher in York)
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In terms of preparing for learning, both head teachers shared the view that this is an area that
needs development and is more difficult to incorporate at primary level.

In terms of preparing for learning, our physical, emotional environment in the school
is very strong and positive and it's a real strength of the school. Teachers are pretty
good on linking to previous lessons and units but maybe the pre-thinking about
work had to come. So there are a couple of things out of Preparing for Learning
that we could work on in the future

(Head teacher in Birmingham)

The Prepare for Learning is harder in a primary school because you don’t have any
time between lessons. One lesson flows into the next and that is something that
needs to be looked at in terms of primary learning. So fantastic philosophy but the
set-up in primary schools is slightly different from what | understand secondary
schools to be

(Head teacher in York)

Both head teachers commented that kinaesthetic learning and is important at primary level
however, at the York primary school this was more apparent and in place than at the
Birmingham primary school.

| think we do quite well in terms of presenting and quite well in tapping into
children’s visual and auditory learning. Using the five senses is something that we
could improve on as a school, just opening up more ways for children to learn. |
don't think there is enough kinaesthetic teaching going on or | don't think it is given
enough weighting and that is something that we can look at

(Head teacher in Birmingham)

We share criteria with the children, we present new information in VAK, Visual
Aesthetic or Kinaesthetic ways. We construct the lesson. We look at multiple
intelligences.

(Head teacher in York)

As was the case in secondary schools and FE colleges incorporating the learning cycle into
one lesson was challenging and so often completed over more than one lesson.

To do all of the TEEP Cycle in one lesson teachers have found quite hard because

our lessons in primary are only an hour long ... Perhaps children in secondary

schools work at a quicker pace so there are issues of time and how we manage the

TEEP Cycle over a number of lessons — it doesn’t always have to be in one lesson.
(Head teacher in York)

6.6.4 Effective teacher behaviours

At the Birmingham primary school having a positive classroom climate was seen as being part
of the school’'s Catholic ethos. However, the head teacher felt there were inconsistencies in
the variety of teaching and learning styles teachers were using in their lessons. At the York
primary school, all aspects of effective teacher behaviours were thought to be in place with the
main challenge being in developing questioning skills as part of interactive teaching.

There is an ethos within the school that there are high-expectations of pupils, the
relationships between the children themselves and staff and children are very good.
The children are enthusiastic learners — there is no doubt about it. Our classroom
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and learning environments | think are cheerful. They are safe and there is very
much, because we have a Catholic ethos here, we value the children and their work
so that is something that is in this school and is tangible and | think it comes from
the quality of staff that we have

A variety of teaching and learning styles is something that is inconsistent across the
school, There are bits of everything in different classes but not all of everything in
every class ... so that is definitely a big focus for next year

(Head teacher in Birmingham)

We have got very good teacher relationships here. Multiple Intelligences —
sometimes it's not easy for teachers just to be able to understand quickly how the
different intelligences fit with what they are doing — | think that is an area we need to
work on. A huge one is probably questioning skills because that has to do with
subject knowledge and a teacher’s own ability to be curious and interested ...

(Head teacher in York)

6.6.5 What aspects of the underpinning elements have been emphasised by

school-wide staff development?

Assessment for learning had been emphasised by school-wide staff development at the
Birmingham primary school and an assessment for learning action plan had been produce for
all teachers to use. The school has an improvement plan and CPD for ICT is included in it.
The challenges were seen to be in the areas of collaborative problem solving, thinking for
learning and accelerated learning. At the York primary school, assessment for learning, and
thinking for learning were seen as being embedded in the curriculum but that more could be
done on accelerated Learning (in the area of different intelligences).

Subject leaders have been on training, and have produced an Assessment for
Learning Action Plan, and are doing more on Assessment for Learning. ICT is used
effectively but there has not been a lot of CPD for ICT and for that there is a whole-
school improvement plan and a lot of CPD for this. In terms of ICT there is a whole
section of the school improvement plan in terms of developing ICT. Problem
solving is something that we know we are weak with ...again ...part of our school
improvement There is not much of ‘thinking for learning’ ‘Accelerated Learning’ but
this is something that the school have to develop

(Head teacher in Birmingham)

We have particularly in this school looked at Assessment for Learning. We have
done some work towards Team Building and Problem Solving we have done some
inset work on that. ICT - we now have Smart-Boards in every room and we have
invested heavily in packages to support that. Accelerated Learning — the top one
there we are doing out best with this but it still needs more work probably from
TEEP on these different intelligences. We have a Learn to Learn week at the
beginning of the year where we look at the brain and how we learn so we have put
in Learn to Learn weeks. Thinking for Learning — we are looking now at re-
designing our curriculum to look at more engaging opportunities for children to use
key thinking skills as well so we are beginning to use the thinking in much more in
terms of curriculum design
(Head teacher in York)
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6.6.6 What circumstances do you think within the school have hindered the

impact of TEEP on classroom teaching?

In the Birmingham primary school, the main circumstances constraining impact of TEEP were
seen as the fact that only two teachers were trained and, although these teachers have shared
their experiences, there is much more to be done to roll-out TEEP across the whole school.
The Head teacher had stated that the school is definitely considering additional teachers to be
trained and intended to seek support from one of the secondary schools that provides TEEP

training and support.

At the York primary school the main challenges were that there has not been enough training
for Key Stage 1 and Foundation stage teachers and that local; isolation has prevented a
communication and networking. The Head teacher was keen to explain how enthusiastic her
teachers were about TEEP:

There hasn't been enough training for Key Stage 1 and Foundation stage teachers.
The fact that we are the only school in York ... is difficult to network with anybody
else. If | have to be honest | think generally the communication between the TEEP
hub and the school in driving the project forward is lacking and the school has been
left in some ways to just find its own way. Because we are seemingly on our own in
York it's been hard to keep the motivation up without outside influences or people to
share work with.

The teachers who have been on the training have it wonderful. They come back ...

they are enthused ... it's fantastic and | am so positive about that — the fact that it is
paid for ... and straightaway they want to do things in their own classroom

(Head teacher in York)

Summary

In the Foundation Year and Year 1 classes at the Birmingham primary school primary school

individual learning is widely used.

Teachers were controlling students’ behaviours but this could be due to the nature of small

children short attention span and lack of ability to sit still.

At the York primary school primary school, both teachers adopted whole class and individual

learning together with small group work activities in their lesson.
Teachers continued to engage their classes in their lesson.
The physical environment of the classroom displayed learners work and colourful teaching

material in the classes but this is not a new way of helping student learning at that level of

teaching.
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There were notable rises in two or the thirteen categories of teacher behaviours in the
Birmingham primary school primary and in all categories for teachers at the York primary

school primary school.

The two teachers at the York primary school primary were more advanced in incorporating
the TEEP framework into their lessons than the teachers at the Birmingham primary school

because of using it over a longer period of time

Overall in both schools, pupil behaviour showed positive means differences in all

categories after TEEP training.

The two teachers at the York primary school primary were incorporating all five TEEP
underpinning elements into their teaching however, at the Birmingham primary school,

only effective use of ICT and collaborative group work were being done post-TEEP.

TEEP-like methods were noticed at the pre-observations of teachers and could not be

solely attributed to TEEP training.
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7  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1 introductory remarks

TEEP training is highly valued and often recognised by teachers as being as good if not better
than most Continued Professional Development (CPD) that has been and, in many cases, still
is on offer. For teachers, part of TEEP's success lies in its ability to unite, under one
integrated framework, a number of pedagogical issues that might previously have been met in
fragmented ways through teachers’ other experiences of professional development or their
varying perceptions about what teaching quality is and how best to achieve it. In the last few
years, teachers in all phases of education have had to deal with an unprecedented rate of
change accompanied by initiative after initiative, albeit ostensibly aimed at improving
standards of pupils’ performance and the quality of teaching. In many ways TEEP provides a
welcome respite in this educational climate and a chance for teachers to be more
professionally proactive. Training, particularly when backed by peer coaching or follow up
discussion, provides a useful professional space for reflection on practice in which dialogue

between practitioners about teaching and learning is valued.

In all three case study areas, TEEP training was seen to have a positive affect on teacher
behaviours that were promoted in TEEP training. Most importantly, following training, less
time was spent in lessons disciplining learners and checking their behaviour as lessons moved
to faster paced episodes using a greater variety of learner-centred tasks. As a result of these
changes the levels of pupils’ participation, in most cases, improved. Importantly, teachers in
all three phases of education shifted towards using more collaborative learning and group
work though there are still some teachers concerned about the time group work might take up,
that it requires a shift in the locus of their control and the social skills required by their pupils to
engage in it effectively. Talk between pupils is recognised as having important cognitive as
well as social outcomes. The seminal work in the UK of Barnes and Todd (1995), Edwards
and Mercer (1987), Des Fountain and Howe (1992) and in the US of Palinscar and Brown
(1984) points to the importance of classroom talk in providing, ‘...worthwhile opportunities [for
children] to work together in small groups, making meaning through talk’, (Des Fountain and
Howe, 1992 pl146). Thus collaboration in groups is a crucial element of TEEP and the
learning cycle, particularly for the construct and review phases. Taken as a whole, the most
fundamental changes seen in teacher behaviours in this evaluation exercise confirms other
research (see for example: Hay McBer, 2000; Serret and Reiss, 2006) that improvement in the
quality of teaching and, as a result, of pupils’ learning is a tripartite interaction of professional

characteristics, teaching skills and classroom climate.

Teachers liked the idea of the TEEP learning cycle though some struggled with the

(erroneous) notion that all phases of it should be used in each lesson. There was a noticeable
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pre-knowledge effect, as those teachers with some previous exposure to TEEP, seemed to be
the ones who were most comfortable in applying it. In one of the primary schools where it was
possible to observe a teacher on two occasions following training the teacher said, on the
second occasion, “it (using the learning cycle) gets easier with time”. One danger of the six-
part structure is that teachers put most effort into the first parts of lessons and consequently,
by the time teachers get to the ‘review learning’ stage they and their pupils suffer a kind of
‘learning fatigue’. Perhaps this is why some teachers in all three phases felt that the review

and application phases of the cycle were the most difficult to cope with.

The five underpinning elements of TEEP provide useful foci in training and act as important
drivers to improve the classroom climate for learning and the quality of teaching. In this
evaluation we saw increased examples for all five elements following training in all three case
study areas, though in the FE colleges and primary schools there was greater variation in
practice. Particular effort by teachers was noticeable on ‘assessment for learning’ perhaps
because it was congruent with recent efforts and training in this area of teaching. In other
words, teachers might have been better disposed to taking actions in areas of TEEP that they
already felt most comfortable with. This was supported by some of the comments made
during post observation interviews. For example, when asked which of the five underpinning
elements of TEEP they found most difficult to implement after training, one teacher said this:

| think it would be easier for me to say which ones (elements of TEEP) are the easiest
(to do) really! ... Because assessment for learning ... | had already started quite a lot
of that and it is the one | find easier because of so much practice with it. (Teacher D)

(Teacher in a Hull secondary school)

There is an inherent danger that some teachers might ‘cherry pick’ items from TEEP which
seem most familiar and hence are easier to use and implement. Perhaps a whole school
approach to the development of TEEP, supported by well defined in-house management and
training structures, would help focus some teachers better on which aspects of TEEP are most
important for them to concentrate on using at a particular moment in their professional

development.

7.2. Factors that resulted in high impact
It was possible to draw, mainly from the interview data, some conclusions about what

factors helped TEEP training have most impact.

It seems that in all three case study areas, Secondary schools, FE Colleges and primary
schools, real successes deriving from TEEP were in places where training was part of a
whole institutional approach to improving teaching and learning. Length of contact with

TEEP is an important factor to bear in mind. For example, if we use TEEP as a verb, the
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most ‘TEEPED’ school visited was one in Birmingham that had worked on TEEP for over
five years. Here TEEP training had been provided both externally and later internally for
most teachers and an ongoing, continually evaluated programme of coaching and review
was in place to make sure that embedded changes in teaching were not lost and
dissipated with time. It was noticeable that in this school, and one other in North Suffolk
where a high proportion of teachers had been trained, pupil performance on tests and
examinations showed most improvement. Where structures to help embed TEEP were
most successful they were often the result of overt support from the senior management
team of the institution. Where management support was weak or absent trained teachers
felt isolated, cut off from the chances for professional dialogue, mentioned earlier. In
schools where the framework for support was less obvious to teachers there was the
feeling that pupils not used to TEEP approaches would flounder when they arrived in
classes taught by teachers who were trying to make the best use of their training. A
feeling of isolation was not confined within institutions; it operated at local and regional
levels as well. Where an institution was the only one in an area to be using TEEP there
was a feeling that, even if the institution had done all it could to improve teaching and
learning, an internal ‘wall’ would be met preventing further advancement resulting in

possible stagnation in teaching.

7.3. TEEP - Towards world class?

According to a recent study, the world’s top performing school systems share three essential
features; teachers recruited from the highest qualified graduates, high quality and sustained
professional development and ensuring high quality instruction for all learners (Barber and
Mourshed, 2007). Thus good CPD has a pay-off in good instruction that is itself a matter of
better quality of teaching. Barber and Mourshed suggest three things that are most likely to

make this happen:

1. Individual teachers need to become aware of specific weaknesses in their own
practice. In most cases, this not only involves building an awareness of what

they do but the mindset underlying it.

2. Individual teachers need to gain understanding of specific best practices. In
general, this can only be achieved through the demonstration of such practices

in an authentic setting.
3. Individual teachers need to be motivated to make the necessary improvements.

In general, this requires a deeper change in motivation that cannot be

achieved through changing material incentives. Such changes come about
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when teachers have high expectations, a shared sense of purpose, and above
all, a collective belief in their common ability to make a difference to the
education of the children they serve.

Barber and Mourshed, 2007, p. 27.

This evaluation goes some way towards showing how, with the right structures to support and
sustain changes, TEEP can help meet these aspirations. The change in teaching seen in this
evaluation bodes well for the future of institutions making the most of what TEEP has to offer.
What seems clear is that TEEP represents a high quality CPD experience, soundly rooted in
research of what is effective. If institutions, and indeed the country as a whole, seek to
emulate the world’s best, then taking heed of the TEEP approach and further extending and

developing it is worth considering.

7.4. Implications for further development of TEEP

1. Leaders in education nationally, regionally and locally should be made aware of the
successes of the TEEP model of CPD. Funding to support training should be given

national and regional priority.

2. Where institutions are thinking of taking up TEEP and the training associated with it,
they should first consider what structures will be put in place to ensure that changes

are embedded at institutional level.

3. Schemes to support and embed TEEP approaches should include an element of

peer-coaching and review. Resources should be allocated to help this process.

4. Senior management support for TEEP implementation is crucial. Senior managers
in institutions that take up TEEP should be trained so that their staff feel they are

sympathetic to what they are trying to do.

5. Local authorities and other regional bodies should ensure that institutions taking up

TEEP are part of a local networks focussed on improving teaching and learning

6. Some preliminary experience or knowledge of the TEEP framework should be given

to teachers before they embark on Level 1 training.

7. Teachers should be encouraged to go for immediate implementation of at least
some of the ideas gained from TEEP training. This could be backed by in-school

peer support such as coaching and review.

8. Consideration should be given to how the TEEP framework and training might be
adapted to help improve the quality of teaching for young people in work-related and
skills training environments. This should be given national priority within the

government’s 14-19 agenda.
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9. Training requires modification for teachers in foundation and early years’ settings.
This should be backed with specific examples that have been successfully used in
these settings.

10. Training in all phases of education should consider how teachers can be encouraged

to develop and use better questioning that encourages pupils’ higher order thinking.

11. Teachers in all phases might appreciate more guidance on the construction and
management of classrooms to help them use collaborative group work and to ensure
it is effective.

12. Training should ensure that teachers do not ignore later parts of the TEEP learning
cycle in their planning and that the cycle does not have to be completed in one
lesson.
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Annex 1: Teacher Observation Sheet

School

Teacher

Topic

Date

Group

Number in class

Time

Mode of Organisation

Time
Intervals

10

15

20 |25 |30 |35 [40 [ 45 |50 |55 |60

65

70

75

80

85

90

95

i3

Tot

whole class

small group

individual

Teacher controls behaviour

% of class engaged at point of
observation

Lesson Characteristic

Time
Intervals

10

15

20 |25 |30 |35 |40 [ 45 |50 |55 |60

65

70

75

80

85

90

95

##

Tot

For the Teacher behaviour ........

Previous knowledge is taken into account

Students are encouraged to participate

Students are encouraged to find their
own meaning

Students are encouraged to reflect on
what and how they learnt

Questioning is inclusive

Questioning aims at higher order thinking

Encourage student-constructed questions

Differentiation is being used

Teacher intervention helps new learning

Collaborative learning is encouraged

Individual learning is encouraged

Inductive learning is encouraged

Deductive learning is encouraged

For the Pupil behaviour ......

Pupils listening to teacher

Pupils listening to pupil

Pupils answering questions

Pupils asking questions

Assessment for learning:

Accelerated learning:

Thinking for learning: Effective ICT:

Collaborative problem solving:




Annex 2. TEEP pre- and post-questionnaire

Gender ...
This happens... It helps
learning ...

@ =

£ o

5| 2|8 5 E| .

< | & & <|<|2
© |© |® 1. The room is friendly and welcoming. © |© | ®
© |© |8 2. The lessons have interesting beginnings. © |© |8
© |© |® 3. The lessons are linked to what I already know. © |© |®
© |©@ |® 4. The teacher helps me with my work. © | |6
© |© |8 5. The teacher corrects bad behaviour in class when necessary. © |© |6
© |© |6 6. I understand what I am going to learn in the lesson. © |© |6
© |©@ |® 7. I understand why I am going to learn something in the lesson © |© |®
© |© |6 8. I understand what I need to do in order to be successful inclass. | © | © | ®
© |© |6 9. In lessons we use things like video, film, music. © |© |®
© |©® | ® |10.InlessonsI useICT for research, quizzes or simulations. © |6 |®
© | © | ® | 11.T help the teacher to decide which activities are best for me. © |© |8
© |© | ® |12 Inclass I canaskif I'm not sure I understand what we are doing. | © | © | ®
© |© | ® |13.InlessonsIworkonmy own. © |© |6
© | © | ® |14 InlessonsI take part inwhole class discussions. © |© |8
© |© | ® |15 Inlessons the teacher asks me questions that make me think. © |© |6
© |© | ® | 16.Inlessons the teacher gives me enough time to answer questions. | © |© | ®
© |© | ® |17.Inclass I am encouraged to ask questions. © |© |8
o loe |le 18.In clas.s I show what I have understood by mqking something (like o loe |le

presentations, posters, films, photographs or audio tape).

© |© | ® |19.InclassI talk to other people about how to solve problems. © |© |8
© |©® | ® | 20.Inclass I explain my ideas to other people. © |© |®
© | ©® | ® | 21.Igetachance to decide how well I have succeeded in a lesson. © | |6
© |© | ® | 22.Inclass I getachance to think about how I learn. © |© |8
© |© | ® | 23.Inclasswe summarise the main points at the end of the lesson. © |© |®




Annex 3. Interview schedule with TEEP teachers (post-TEEP lessons)

Thank you very much for inviting me into your class and for the time you've made
available for this short interview. | have recognised several features of the TEEP
training in the lesson | observed. In this interview | would like to hear your views
about the aspects of TEEP you find easy and difficult to apply in your classes, and
the reasons for this. This discussion will be confidential and the reporting will be
anonymous, so | hope you can be as frank as possible.

1. Before you started on your TEEP training, how did you expect this to
affect your classroom teaching?

i. To what extent were you already familiar with the TEEP learning
cycle?

ii. To what extent did you already apply the five elements
underpinning TEEP? (refer to chart with Accelerated learning,
Thinking for learning, Assessment for learning, Collaborative
problem-solving, Effective use of ICT)

ii. If any of these was already applied in class, could you give some
examples?

2. In the lesson you just taught, which of the 6 stages of the Learning
Cycle did you find most difficult to integrate meaningfully within this
lesson? Why?

i. What alternatives did you consider and why did you reject those?

ii. How could it be made easier for you to integrate this in your
teaching?

iii. Could you give me an example of a lesson where you have been
quite happy with integrating this aspect?

3. Could you look at the ‘Effective teacher behaviours’. Which of those 4
aspects do you feel was most difficult to include in this lesson? Why?

i. How could it be made easier for you to integrate this in your

teaching?
4. There are five underpinning elements for TEEP (refer to chart). In
general, which of these do you find difficult to include in your teaching?
Why?
i. How could it be made easier for you to integrate this in your
teaching?
5. What additional support do you think will strengthen the implementation

of the TEEP approach in your classroom teaching?

6. Is there anything else you want to add about the way the TEEP training
has impacted on your class teaching?



Annex 4: Interview schedule with TEEP coordinators within each school

Thank you very much for the time you’ve made available for this short interview. |
have seen several very interesting TEEP lessons in the school. In this interview |
would like to hear your views about issues which help and hinder the
implementation of the TEEP approach in your school. This discussion will be

confidential and the reporting will be anonymous, so | hope you can be as frank as
possible.

1. What were the reasons for the
I. LA to get involved with TEEP?
ii. Schools to get involved with TEEP?
iii. Are these still the same reasons for involvement with TEEP?

2. To what extent has the TEEP approach been adopted by
iv. Individual teachers?
v. Whole-school approach?

3. What aspects of TEEP have been implemented into the schools’
philosophy of teaching and learning?

vi. To what extent has the TEEP learning cycle been adopted by staff?
vii. What aspects of ‘Effective teacher behaviour (see chart) have
been emphasised by school-wide staff development?
viii. What aspects of the ‘Underpinning elements’ (see chart) have been
emphasised by school-wide staff development?

4. What measures within the school have facilitated the impact of TEEP on
classroom teaching?

5. What circumstances within the school have hindered the impact of
TEEP on classroom teaching?

6. Is there anything else you wish to mention about the impact of TEEP on
classroom teaching in your school?



Annex 5: Time line of the evaluation

Evaluation activity

Oct Nov
Dec 06
Yr 2

Jan Feb
Mar 07

Apr May
Jun 07

Jul Aug
Sept 07

Oct Nov
Dec 07
Yr3

Jan Feb
Mar 08

Apr May
Jun 08

Jul Aug
Sept 08

Oct Nov
Dec 08
Yr 4

Confirm sample with TEEP project director

Research Officer in Post

Update of Project

Stocktake of TEEP

TEEP Level 1a Training

Research question 1:

Set up database

Collect project progress

update TEEP coordinators

Research question 2:

Design/pilot schedules

Pre-TEEP observations

Post-TEEP observations

Post teacher interviews

Post coordinators interviews

Analyse observations

Transcribe interviews

Analyse interview

Research question 3:

Pilot pupil interview schedule + questionnaire

Pre-TEEP questionnaire

Post-TEEP questionnaire

Interview selected pupils

Transcribe interviews

Analyse questionnaire and interview responses

Research question 4:

Collect SATS + AS/A2 module results

Analyse achievement

Research question 5:

Factor analyse data from research question 2, 3, 4

Write evaluation outcomes

Report progress

Disseminate conference




Annex 6: Table of data for each secondary school case study, pre- and post TEEP observations of classroom organisation and teacher
and pupils’ behaviours

Hull Birmingham North Suffolk

Observations Pre Post Diff SD p Pre Post Diff SD Pre Post Diff SD p
- Whole class 58 54 -3 23 0.566 54 84 31 27 57 48 -10 30 0.258
-% Group 23 40 17 30 0.038 15 38 23 14 33 31 -3 33 0.772
2 Individual 42 33 -9 38 0.357 39 57 19 18 39 27 -12 37 0.247
% Control 30 33 3 29 0.720 25 11 -14 16 29 18 -11 27 0.166
© % engaged 86 92 6 16 0.167 87 98 11 11 86 92 7 12 0.054
Knowledge 33 60 27 52 0.059 20 80 61 17 33 51 18 41 0.128
Participate 34 70 36 36 0.001 44 93 49 27 38 53 15 37 0.156
Own meaning 9 29 20 26 0.011 18 8 -9 19 32 32 0 38 0.978
" Reflect 4 11 7 14 0.074 7 14 7 7 15 13 -2 21 0.770
§ Qu inclusive 18 37 19 39 0.077 17 57 40 24 18 32 14 30 0.101
.c% Qu high order 5 16 11 212 0.070 18 24 6 15 14 22 8 17 0.115
§ Qu construct 1 3 2 7 0.302 8 0 -8 15 3 2 -1 7 0.548
E Differentiation 9 28 19 25 0.010 6 30 24 23 9 32 24 32 0.015
§ Intervention 3 19 16 14 0.001 27 15 -11 24 21 19 -2 29 0.789
= Collaborative 18 33 16 25 0.029 11 36 26 16 17 30 14 33 0.151
Individual 32 53 21 50 0.137 54 74 20 15 26 29 3 44 0.786
Inductive 3 7 4 10 0.836 2 11 10 16 15 1 -14 24 0.052
Deductive 0 5 5 14 0.165 0 3 3 9 18 20 2 44 0.841
» Listen teacher 57 73 15 32 0.088 41 86 45 22 62 62 0 33 0.962
§§ Listen pupil 10 31 21 28 0.011 24 4 -20 34 34 36 2 36 0.831
o % Answer Qu 40 50 10 30 0.208 24 46 22 32 48 52 5 30 0.549
< Ask Qu 6 12 6 11 0.101 0 0 0 20 18 34 15 32 0.095




Annex 7: Table of combined data for all secondary schools

Pre- and post- TEEP observations of classroom organisation and teachers’ and
pupils’ behaviours (N=37)

Mean lesson time Number of teachers
observed who changed
Observations Pre Post Diff SD + - pt-\t/(;lslie
Whole class 57 58 2 30 18 17 0.760
é Group 25 36 11 30 25 10 0.030*
-g Individual 40 36 -4 36 20 15 0.470
% Control 28 33 -6 26 11 25 0.184
% engaged 86 93 7 13 28 6 0.002**
Knowledge 30 61 31 44 28 9 <0.001**
Participate 38 68 31 36 30 7 <0.001**
Own meaning 20 26 6 32 21 11 0.265
Reflect 9 12 4 16 19 9 0.171
0 Qu inclusive 18 40 22 34 23 10 <0.001**
'g Qu high order 11 20 9 18 23 8 <0.007**
E Qu construct 3 2 -1 10 5 6 0.399
J;:Z; Differentiation 8 30 22 27 27 7 <0.001**
= Intervention 15 18 3 25 17 13 0.447
Collaborative 16 33 17 27 26 9 <0.001**
Individual 34 48 14 43 23 14 0.055
Inductive 7 6 -1 21 13 9 0.681
Deductive 7 10 4 28 10 4 0.425
2 Listen teacher 55 72 18 36 26 10 0.005**
'% Listen pupil 19 33 14 33 23 10 0.013*
g Answer Qu 45 53 8 29 22 15 0.105
C% Ask Qu 11 20 10 23 22 10 0.016*

Figures are rounded to the nearest whole number and so differences might not add to original
numbers.

The + figure shows the numbers of teachers who were observed to have increased their
behaviours from pre to post TEEP and the — figure shows the numbers who were observed to show
a behaviour less often in the post TEEP lesson.

* the difference is statistically significant ** the difference is statistically very significant



Annex 8: . Graphs for pre- and post observations of classroom organisation for Hull,
Birmingham and North Suffolk

Hull data: Differences in pre- and post- means for classroom organisation
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Annex 9:

Change in mean of lesson time observed

90

Graphs for pre- and post observations of teacher behaviours for Hull, Birmingham and North Suffolk

Teacher Behaviours in Hull: Post TEEP changes in mean % of lesson time observed
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Differences in mean lesson time %

Birmingham: Post TEEP differences in mean % lesson time for teacher behaviours observed
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Differences in mean lesson time %

N. Suffolk

: Post TEEP differences in mean % of lesson time for teacher behaviours observed
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Annex 10:. Graphs for pre- and post observations of pupil behaviours Hull,
Birmingham and North Suffolk
Pupil behaviours in Hull: Post TEEP changes in mean % of lesson time observed
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Pupil behaviours, Birmingham: Post TEEP differences in mean % of lesson time
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Annex 11: Table of data for each FE College case study, pre- and post TEEP
observations of classroom organisation and teacher and pupils’

behaviours
Observations The York FE college The Mg\gﬁggzter FE Both

Observations Pre Post Diff Pre Post Diff Pre Post Diff
c Whole class 100% | 34% | -66% | 85% | 20% | -65% | 93% | 27% | -65%

'% Group 22% | 28% 5% 5% 1% 4% | 14% | 15% 1%
-% Individual 82% | 43% | -39% | 74% | 72% | -2% | 78% | 58% | -20%
> Control 26% 0% | -26% | 2% 0% 2% | 14% | 0% | -14%

© % engaged 98% | 98% 0% 90% | 97% 7% 94% | 97% 4%
Knowledge 55% | 88% | 33% | 31% | 90% | 59% | 43% | 89% | 46%

Participate 75% | 68% | -6% | 34% | 58% | 24% | 54% | 63% 9%

Own meaning 10% | 30% | 20% 0% | 27% | 27% 5% | 28% | 23%

o Reflect 14% 4% | -10% | 17% | 42% | 25% | 15% | 23% 8%
3 Qu inclusive 37% | 45% 8% 19% | 32% | 13% | 28% | 38% | 10%
Eu Qu high order 6% 13% 7% 4% | 26% | 22% 506 | 20% | 15%
a2 Qu construct 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% -4% 2% 0% -2%
E Differentiation 29% | 43% | 15% 7% | 23% | 16% | 18% | 33% | 16%
§ Intervention 14% 5% 9% | 10% | 6% 4% | 12% | 6% -6%
- Collaborative 13% | 16% 3% 5% 1% -3% 9% 9% 0%
Individual 17% | 68% | 51% | 20% | 83% | 63% | 19% | 76% | 57%
Inductive 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% -5% 2% 0% -2%
Deductive 6% 0% -6% 3% 0% -3% 5% 0% -5%

| Listen teacher 83% | 80% | -3% | 62% | 55% | -7% | 72% | 67% | -5%
§§ Listen pupil 15% | 28% | 12% 3% 9% 6% 9% | 18% 9%
e % Answer Qu 47% | 59% | 11% | 45% | 33% | -13% | 46% | 46% | -1%
= Ask Qu 51% | 25% | -26% | 28% | 20% | -8% | 39% | 23% | -17%




Annex 12: Table of data for each primary school case study, pre- and post TEEP
observations of classroom organisation and teacher and pupils’

behaviours
Observations York primary Birmingham primary Both
Observations Pre Post Diff Pre Post Diff Pre Post Diff
c Whole class 53% 0% -53% | 30% 11% -19% | 42% 6% -36%
-% Group 42% 2% 30% 43% 5% -38% | 42% | 38% -4%
-% Individual 33% 41% 7% 25% 37% 12% 29% | 39% 10%
o Control 2% 5% 3% 30% 4% -26% | 16% 4% -11%
© % engaged 97% | 100% 3% 93% 99% 6% 95% | 99% 5%
Knowledge 51% 98% 47% 35% 65% 30% 43% | 81% 38%
Participate 31% 98% 67% 48% | 100% 53% 39% | 99% 60%
Own meaning 22% 60% 38% 0% 46% 46% 11% | 53% 42%
” Reflect 30% 36% 6% 0% 15% 15% 15% | 25% 10%
§ Qu inclusive 9% 7% 68% 25% 54% 29% 17% | 66% 48%
E Qu high order 17% 65% 48% 3% 0% -3% 10% | 33% 23%
2 Qu construct 0% 7% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 3%
8 | Differentiation | 35% | 52% | 17% | 25% | 20% | -5% | 30% | 36% | 6%
§ Intervention 19% 55% 36% 5% 12% 7% 12% | 33% 21%
= Collaborative 34% 95% 61% 13% 2% -10% | 23% | 49% 25%
Individual 14% 94% 80% 33% 89% 57% 23% | 91% 68%
Inductive 0% 16% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 8%
Deductive 0% 8% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4%
| Listen teacher 30% 91% 60% 45% 98% 53% 38% | 94% 57%
:;é Listen pupil 18% 87% 69% 3% 34% 31% 10% | 60% 50%
a % Answer Qu 79% 7% -2% 43% 65% 23% 61% | 71% 10%
< Ask Qu 3% 14% 5% 0% 27% 27% 2% 20% 18%




