DISRUPTIVE PUPIL BEHAVIOUR : ITS CAUSES AND EFFECTS
A Survey analysed for the National Union of Teachers by Doctor S  Neill, Institute of Education, University of Warwick, 2008 – an Interim Report
PRESS SUMMARY

The survey was in two parts.  The first part contained questions which were similar to questions used in a previous survey of unacceptable pupil behaviour carried out for the NUT in 2001, by Warwick University.  The results of the 2001 survey provide the basis for comparison between teacher attitudes then and now.  The second half of the survey contained new questions which focused on teachers’ perceptions of the impact of social and economic deprivation on pupil behaviour and learning and their views on how to tackle the influence of such deprivation.
The local authorities in the survey were geographically and socially representative.  The local authorities in the survey were: Barking and Dagenham, Bradford, Brighton and Hove, Cardiff, Cornwall, Derby City, Hull, North Yorkshire, Salford, Sandwell, Suffolk, Swindon and Wrexham.  1,500 teachers took part in the survey.

Key findings

· Compared to 2001, the overall patterns of disruptive behaviour in 2008 were similar.  Some of the more serious problems, including abuse, damage to property and threats by parents, were encountered by fewer teachers and schools in 2008 than in 2001.  However, these teachers and schools suffered such problems more severely than they had in 2001.
· Effective senior management teams made the difference in tackling disruptive pupil behaviour.  There were schools with pupils from very tough backgrounds which had a low incidence of problems because of the excellent support from senior managers.  
· Most types of frequent disruption, such as interruption and refusal to conform, were less common, either on a monthly or weekly basis in 2008, than they had been in 2001.  All categories of disruption, except answering  back, were less frequent in 2008 than in 2001.
· Compared to 2001, teachers reported significantly more possession of drugs by pupils.  Teachers had experienced an increase in the traffic of drugs on a monthly and weekly basis, but the overall number of reports was smaller than for possession.  (Reports of possession were up from 1 per cent of teachers in 2001 to 2.2 per cent in 2008 on a weekly basis and up from 2 per cent of teachers in 2001 to 2.7 per cent in 2008 on a monthly basis).
· More teachers encountered offensive weapons more frequently in 2008 compared with 2001.  (Up from 2.6 per cent in 2001 to 3.3 per cent in 2008 on a monthly basis and 0.5 per cent to 1.9 per cent on a weekly basis).
· Threats of violence from third parties (e.g. parents) against pupils and teachers were lower in 2008 than they had been in 2001 in more schools.  However, some schools experienced an increase in verbal abuse and damage to property by pupils.
· Comparing 2001 to 2008, although some categories of misbehaviour had decreased, others have become polarised so that some teachers were suffering more severe problems than was the case in 2001.  These categories included pushing and touching, which was up on a weekly basis from 8.9 per cent in 2001 to 11.6 per cent in 2008.
· Professional development, training and support in behaviour management had increased compared to 2001, but still only 40 per cent of teachers were receiving training and support in tackling unacceptable pupil behaviour.   Of those that attended courses, the majority of teachers felt that the training had been too theoretical, although younger teachers tended to be more enthusiastic.  Only 43 per cent of those who attended pupil training thought it was fairly or very valuable.  NUT training, however, was well-received.
· Knowledge of where to report incidents and support for pupils with behavioural difficulties had improved since 2001.  The quality of support from senior management was very uneven between schools.  For example, while teachers thought that total absence of support after an assault had gone down marginally (12.1 per cent to 11.3 per cent), the percentage of teachers who though the level of support was poor had gone up by 2 per cent.  (29.4 per cent to 31.4 per cent).  In addition, the level of excellent support had gone down by 2 per cent.
· The level of support had gone up for ‘problem’ pupils, including a significant comparative increase in the level of support.  Excellent support for problem pupils still stood, however, at 17.3 per cent. 
The effects of social disadvantage on behaviour and achievement

Teachers’ perceptions of the impact of social and economic disadvantage are set out below.
Social and economic disadvantage:

1. has a negative impact on boys’ educational aspirations;  
2. has a negative impact on boys’ behaviour;  
3. has a negative impact on girls’ educational aspirations;  
4. increases the likelihood of boys offending;
5. increases the likelihood of boys becoming gang members;  
6. increases the likelihood of girls showing challenging behaviour;
7. increases the likelihood of girls having teenage pregnancies;
8. increases the likelihood of boys becoming teenage fathers;
9. increases the likelihood of girls suffering sexual exploitation;
10. increases the likelihood of girls offending;
11. increases the likelihood of girls becoming gang members; and
12. increases the likelihood of boys suffering sexual exploitation.
The factors which have the greatest negative influence on pupil behaviour

Teachers were asked what factors had the greatest negative influence on pupil behaviour.
Lack of positive parental engagement in pupils’ learning had the greatest negative impact.  This was followed by a lack of clear disciplinary consequences for unacceptable pupil behaviour.  Out of a ranking on an 11 point scale, parents’ low social status and economic disadvantage came eight and ninth in rank order.
Five school strategies which teachers believe would benefit young people from economically and socially deprived backgrounds
The teachers were asked to make five suggestions and their responses were grouped into four types.  The groups are set out in order of majority preference, with the highest ranking being most favoured by teachers.
1. Teachers wanted improvements in class size; a less restrictive curriculum; greater parental involvement and firm discipline.  Smaller numbers within this common group mentioned the importance of external role models and high expectations.  The biggest group of teachers, therefore, wanted supportive and positive learning environments with firm boundaries and support from outside of school.

2. The next most important group wanted an increase in extended support, including mentoring and more pastoral teachers, more work on self-esteem building, more homework and after school clubs and more teaching assistants.

3. The third group wanted more work-orientated content in the curriculum or awards for achievement and more trips and team building.

4. The smallest group of teachers argued for more use of Pupil Referral Units (PRUs), parental contracts and sanctions, including exclusions; and for more supportive senior management.
The impact of deprivation on educational aspirations

Respondents identified that deprivation has an impact on the educational aspirations of all young people.   

90 per cent of teachers believed that socially/economically deprived boys had a greater chance of having lower aspirations about education and school. 

80 per cent of respondents believed that socially/economically deprived girls had a greater chance of having lower aspirations about education and school than other groups of girls.

Deprivation and challenging behaviour

Respondents identified that deprivation has an impact on the likelihood of young people exhibiting challenging behaviour, in terms of both deprived girls and boys. 

87 per cent of respondents believed boys from deprived backgrounds have a greater chance of challenging behaviour than other boys. 68 per cent of respondents believed girls from deprived backgrounds have a greater chance of challenging behaviour than other girls.

Deprivation and the likelihood of motherhood/fatherhood

Over half of all respondents perceived economic/social disadvantage of young people as leading to a greater chance of teenage motherhood and fatherhood.

68 per cent of respondents believed that socially/economically deprived girls have a greater chance of teenage pregnancy than other groups of girls. 

59 per cent of respondents believed that socially/economically deprived boys have a greater chance of teenage fatherhood than other boys.

Young peoples experiences of sexual exploitation and the link to deprivation
The risk of sexual exploitation was perceived to be a risk more likely to befall deprived girls than deprived boys, but was identified as a risk for both sexes. Respondents were not given a definition of sexual exploitation. 

58 per cent of respondents believed that socially/economically deprived girls had a greater chance of experiencing sexual exploitation than other girls. 

37 per cent of respondents believed that socially/economically deprived boys had a greater chance of experiencing sexual exploitation. 

Gang membership and link to deprivation

Teachers reported deprivation as a trigger for gang activity for some young men and women. Respondents perceived that deprived boys were more at risk of this activity but also believed deprived girls were more likely to engage  in this form of risk taking behaviour than other girls.  

76 per cent of teachers believed that socially/economically deprived boys had a greater chance of becoming members of gangs. 

55 per cent of teachers believed that socially/economically deprived girls had a greater chance of becoming members of gangs.

Offending behaviour and deprivation

Teachers perceived that there is an increased likelihood of youth offending for socially disadvantaged young people.

More teachers perceived offending behaviour as a risk for deprived boys than deprived girls. 

79 per cent of teachers believed that socially/economically deprived boys had a greater chance of youth offending. 55 per cent believed that socially/economically deprived girls had a greater chance of youth offending.

Appendix 1 Pupil Behaviour
Notes In the tables, the ‘Frequency’ column gives the actual numbers, ‘Percent’ is of the whole sample, and ‘Valid Percent’ and ‘Cumulative Percent’ apply only to those who answered the question; ‘Missing’ respondents did not experience the problem. Thus, 2 per cent of all teachers (including teachers of young children and/or in rural areas) encounter possession of drugs on a daily or weekly basis, but in schools where drugs do occur, such as urban secondary schools, 11 per cent of teachers encounter them daily or weekly. Almost all teachers encounter interruption and answering back, and here ‘Percent’ and ‘Valid Percent’ are very similar, with few ‘missing’ this experience.
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 Appendix 2 Pupil behaviour in 2001 and 2008
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Appendix 3 Training and support received
Notes In the tables, the ‘Frequency’ column gives the actual numbers, ‘Percent’ is of the whole sample, and ‘Valid Percent’ and ‘Cumulative Percent’ apply only to those who answered the question; ‘Missing’ respondents did not answer the question. Thus 60 per cent of respondents did not receive behaviour training in the last year, so only 45 per cent of all respondents (including 5 per cent who answered about training received in the last couple of years) could answer the question on its value.
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 Appendix 4 Training and support in 2001 and 2008
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Appendix 5 Respondents’ opinions on the effects of deprived backgrounds
Notes In the tables, the ‘Frequency’ column gives the actual numbers, ‘Percent’ is of the whole sample, and ‘Valid Percent’ and ‘Cumulative Percent’ apply only to those who answered the question; ‘Missing’ respondents did not answer the question.
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APPENDIX 6 – THE QUESTIONNAIRE
A. ABOUT YOU – please tick appropriate box
	1. Age:
	(   21-28
	(   29-39
	(   40-49
	(   50-59
	(   60+


	2. Gender:
	(   Male
	(   Female
	
	
	


	3. Race:
	
	
	
	
	

	

	White (European origin, including UK)
	(
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Black:
African-Caribbean
	(
	
	

	
Asian origin
	(
	
	

	
African origin
	(
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Other:
(
    Please specify:                                                                       


	4. Sexual Orientation:
	(   Heterosexual
	(   Lesbian
	(   Gay
	(   Bisexual


	5. Employment:
	(   Full-time
	(   Part-time
	(   Supply
	


	6. Phase:
	(   Under 5s
	(   Primary/Middle
	(   Secondary
	(   Special

	

	
	(  Pupil Referral Unit
	(   LEA
	(   Centrally employed teacher


	7. Length of Service (please tick)
	
	

	
	

	
	(   1 year
	(   2-3 years
	(   4-6 years
	(   7-9 years

	
	
	
	
	

	
	(   10-15 years
	(   16-25 years
	(   over 25 years 
	


	8. Your Post (please tick the box which reflects your main responsibility)

	

	
	(   Class teacher


	(   Curriculum Co-ordinator
	(   SENCO

	
	(   Middle management
	(   Head of year 

	(   Leadership group



	
	(   Assistant head teacher 
	(   Deputy head teacher 
	(   Head teacher 

	
	(   Other:                                                                                        


	9. Are you an NUT school representative?
	( Yes
	(  No
	


B. ABOUT YOUR SCHOOL
	
	Name of local authority:



	
	Is your school in a:
· City (10+ secondary schools) Inner-city
  ( Suburbs  (
· Town (about 3-10 secondary schools)  (
· Small-town or rural area (1-2 secondary schools)  (
(Note – secondary school numbers are used to give an approximate measure of size)


	1. Pupil Profile of School (approx. within 5-10% if not known exactly)

	

	
	· Percentage of pupils with English as an additional language:
	                           

	
	
	

	
	· Percentage of pupils on the Special Needs Register:
	                           

	
	
	

	
	· Percentage of pupils eligible for free school meals:
	                           

	
	
	

	
	· Percentage of pupils who live outside catchment areas:
	                           

	
	
	

	
	· Percentage of pupils from socially deprived backgrounds:
	                           

	
	
	

	
	· Percentage of pupils whose parents receive income support (where known):
	                           

	
	
	

	
	· Percentage of pupils where there is no parent in employment (where known):
	                           


C. PUPIL BEHAVIOUR AND PRACTICE
1. Have you witnessed the following circumstances in the last…? (please tick)
	
	
	Year
	Term
	Month
	Week
	Day

	
	· possession of drugs:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· traffic in drugs:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· possession of offensive weapon:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· threats to pupils of physical violence from third parties:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


2. (a) Have you experienced personally the following discipline problems in the last…? (please tick)
	
	
	Year
	Term
	Month
	Week
	Day

	
	· refusal to work:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· inappropriate interruption:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· offensive language:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· answering you back:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· personal comments of an abusive or insulting nature/manner:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· damage to property:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· persistent and malicious disruptive behaviour, including open defiance:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· bullying and harassment:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· threats to you of physical violence indirectly from third parties, e.g. parents:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· disruptive behaviour in your lesson:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· refusal to conform to policies on dress, jewellery, make-up:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· pushing, touching or other unwanted physical contact to you:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· refusal to conform with school policies in respect of conduct within the school:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


(b) Have you witnessed the following discipline problems in the last…? (please tick)
	
	· threatened violence against another pupil by a pupil:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· threatened violence by a pupil against another member of staff:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· actual violence against another member of staff by a pupil:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· actual violence against another pupil by a pupil:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


	Any further details?




	3. (a)
Have you received professional development in behaviour management during the last twelve months?

	

	
	( Yes
	(  No

	

	
	Any further comments?




	
(b)
How valuable was it?

	
	

	
	(  Very
	(  Fairly
	(  Mixed Views
	(  Not Very
	(  Not at all

	

	
	Any further comments?




	4. Answer this question if you are NOT the head teacher.  In the formulation of the school’s discipline policy, were your views:

	

	
	a) 
	fully taken into account?:
	(
	

	
	b) 
	partly taken into account?:
	(
	

	
	c) 
	not at all taken into account?:
	(
	


	5. What support is available from the senior management to staff who experience difficulties with pupil behaviour?

	
	(  A lot
	(  Some
	(  None

	
	Any further comments?




	6. Do staff know where to report and record incidents involving injuries or assaults?

	
	(  Yes
	(  No
	


	7. If you were a victim of an assault, did you feel that the support the school gave you was:

	
	(  Excellent
	(  Reasonable
	(  Poor
	(  Non-existent

	
	Any further comments?




	8. Do you feel that the in-school support available for pupils with behavioural difficulties is:

	
	(  Excellent
	(  Reasonable
	(  Poor
	(  Non-existent

	
	Any further comments?




9. Compared to girls from socially and economically advantaged backgrounds, do you think that girls from socially and economically deprived backgrounds have a greater chance of:
	
	
	Very much
	Yes
	Mixed views
	No
	Not at all

	
	· having low aspirations about education and school:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· challenging behaviour:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· teenage pregnancy:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· experiencing sexual exploitation:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· becoming a member of a gang:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· offending:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


10. Compared to boys from socially and economically advantaged backgrounds, do you think that boys from socially and economically deprived backgrounds have a greater chance of:
	
	
	Very much
	Yes
	Mixed views
	No
	Not at all

	
	· having low aspirations about education and school:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· challenging behaviour:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· teenage fatherhood:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· experiencing sexual exploitation:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· becoming a member of a gang:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	· offending:
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


11. Please prioritise the factors below in the order in which you think they have the greatest negative influence on pupil behaviour (with 1 = being the most negative impact and 11 = the least negative impact).
	FACTOR
	Please

Rank 1-11

	Pupils’ parents experiencing economic disadvantage
	

	Low social status of pupils’ parents
	

	Lack of positive parental engagement in pupils’ learning
	

	Poor quality of teaching
	

	Lack of clear disciplinary consequences for unacceptable pupil behaviour
	

	Large class size
	

	Lack of additional support in the classroom
	

	Lack of books, materials and equipment
	

	An overloaded curriculum
	

	Inappropriate testing
	

	Anti-social environment surrounding the school
	

	Other (please explain)
	


12. Please suggest five school strategies which you believe would benefit young people from economically and socially deprived backgrounds.  Please list these in order of importance (1 = most important and 5 = the least important of your suggestions).
	First idea:
	

	Second idea:
	

	Third idea:
	

	Fourth idea:
	

	Fifth idea:
	


Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.

Please return the questionnaire using the enclosed envelope by Monday, 25 February 2008.
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