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Abstract 

The researchers examined transcripts of comments made and dialogues engaged in by children, 

teachers and student teaching assistants during a 10-week enrichment programme for gifted and 

talented children aged 7–9 years. Attempts were made to match these utterances with the 

pƌogƌaŵŵe͛s aiŵs aŶd aspiƌatioŶs as eǆpƌessed iŶ a pƌoŵotioŶal doĐuŵeŶt. Little eǀideŶĐe of ŵatĐh 
was revealed, but considerable evidence did emerge of the extent to which dominant technical-

rational discourses and practices permeate even privileged and non-state-sponsored educational 

eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶts, at the eǆpeŶse of ĐhildƌeŶ͛s leaƌŶiŶg. “uggestioŶs aƌe ŵade foƌ foƌegƌouŶdiŶg the 
processes of high quality pupil learning rather than the products of pupil performances in 

enrichment and extension programmes, and thereby for achieving greater congruence between this 

pƌogƌaŵŵe͛s aǀoǁed aiŵs aŶd pƌaĐtiĐe. 

͚BetǁeeŶ the ĐoŶĐeptioŶ aŶd the ĐƌeatioŶ … falls the “hadoǁ͛. (TS Eliot – The Hollow Men) 

 

Introduction 

Since the creation of a national curriculum for state schools in England, Wales and Northern Ireland 

via the Education Reform Act of 1988, teachers in these countries have been operating in a high-

pressure, high-accountability, high-support and low-autonomy environment. This environment is 

governed by finely-grained national policy directives, buttressed by a strong inspection framework, 

which are intended cumulatively to drive up teaching standards and improve school effectiveness. 

With the election of a national coalition government in 2010, specific initiatives such as the 

extensive (and expensive) National Strategy framework have been discontinued, but the 

requirement for teachers and teacher-educators to adapt to new and detailed policy requirements 

and inspection schedules has continued apace. 

Underpinning the teaching, assessment and surveillance practices of the past quarter-century is a set 

of technical-rational assumptions (Schön, 1983, 1987) which are normative and hierarchical, and 

rooted in the tenets of positivism and structuralism. The characteristics of these assumptions have 

been articulated by Lester (2001) and are summarised here: knowledge is regarded as being 

esseŶtiallǇ ƌeified, oďjeĐtiǀe, staďle, geŶeƌal aŶd diǀoƌĐed fƌoŵ the ͚kŶoǁeƌ͛, aŶd aŵeŶaďle 
therefore to classification and transmission within taxonomies of subject-specific knowledge-bases. 

Pedagogic understandings and practice are therefore predicated on the belief that knowledge 

precedes and shapes action. 



Consistent with this conceptualisation, analytical and deductive thinking is applied rationally and 

convergently in the pursuit of problem-solving efficiencies and capabilities. Pupils and their teachers 

aƌe seeŶ as plaǇeƌs of disĐƌete Ǉet also geŶeƌalised ƌoles ;͚pupil͛ ǀs ͚teaĐheƌ͛Ϳ, ƌatheƌ thaŶ as uŶiƋue 

and complex individuals and agents of their own learning – learning which, like learners themselves, 

can be equally complex, idiosyncratic and messy. Considerable status is given to abstract and ill-

defined concepts such as ability, intelligence and talent as predictors of scholastic achievement and 

as stable constructs around which classrooms and educational provision can be organised – e.g. via 

stƌeaŵiŶg aŶd settiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes, ͚gifted aŶd taleŶted Đohoƌts͛, eǀeŶ the ĐoŶĐept of ŵiǆed-ability 

teaching. 

As befits this epistemology of practice, subject or pedagogical experts define what is to be learned 

(in the form of curricula, syllabuses, units of study, core competences and skill sets) and, via theories 

as to what constitutes good practice, even how it is to be learned1 (DfES, 2006a; DfES, 2006b; 

Johnston and Watson, 2007; Department for Education, 2012). As part of this, the notion is 

permitted – indeed embraced – that ͚leaƌŶiŶg outĐoŵes͛ ĐaŶ aŶd should ďe ideŶtified pƌioƌ to 
delivery of a course module or individual lesson – and that all pupils can and will produce evidence 

of having met these outcomes. 

Although exceptions to the dominant epistemology of practice will continue to be evidenced in 

theoretical critiques and in classrooms which foreground learning over performance (cf. Hart et al., 

2004; Nuthall, 2007; Furedi, 2012; Watkins, 2005; Watkins et al., 2007; Swann et al., 2012), teachers 

and pupils are ultimately subservient to the prevailing technical-ƌatioŶal assuŵptioŶs of a ͚ďaŶkiŶg 
ŵodel͛ of sĐhooling (Freire, 1996): both teacher and pupil operate within systems rather than on 

them (Lester, 2001). 

The effects of this technical-ƌatioŶal disĐouƌse oŶ teaĐheƌs͛ Đlassƌooŵ pƌaĐtiĐes aƌe ǁell-
documented (e.g. Wood, 2004; Jones, 2010; Goodwyn and Findlay, 2003; Lofty, 2006; Hart et al., 

2004; Collins et al., 2010).2 Typically, these effects are characterised by a teacher and pupil focus on 

performance goals rather than mastery goals – i.e. a concern for proving competence via measures 

of scholastic attainment rather than improving competence via the development of skills, insights, 

knowledge and learning dispositions (leading indirectly to high performance). Some recent research 

within the field of goal achievement theory has even provided data for theorising about how 

leaƌŶeƌs͛ adoptioŶ of ŵasteƌǇ ǀeƌsus peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe goals oƌieŶt theŵ to ǀalue ǀeƌǇ diffeƌeŶt Ƌualities 
in their teachers (Senko et al., 2012): learners pursuing mastery goals seem to favour teachers who 

stimulate and challenge them intellectuallǇ ;͚ĐoŶĐept-ďuildeƌs͛ TǁiseltoŶ, ϮϬϬϰͿ, ǁheƌeas leaƌŶeƌs 
puƌsuiŶg peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe goals faǀouƌ teaĐheƌs ǁho aƌe effeĐtiǀe ͚task ŵaŶageƌs͛ aŶd ͚ĐuƌƌiĐuluŵ 
deliǀeƌeƌs͛ ;TǁiseltoŶ, ϮϬϬϰͿ aŶd ǁho pƌoǀide Đleaƌ sigŶposts to aĐadeŵiĐ aĐhieǀeŵeŶt. 

In addition to the many examples of transformative classroom practice provided in the educational 

literature and identified above, enrichment and extension sessions provide obvious opportunities for 

transcending normative practice. Though the concept of enrichment is by no means unproblematic 

(cf. Feng, 2005), most definitions encapsulate those experiences that replace, supplement or extend 

instruction beyond that normally offered by the school (Correll, 1978; Stanley, 1979; Eyre and 

Marjoram, 1990; Freeman, 1998; Department for Education, 2011). Given the expectations and 

constraints operating on teachers and pupils within their day-to-day experiences of school, it could 

reasonably be assumed that enrichment and extension sessions afford welcome opportunities for 



sloughing off that which is imposed in favour of that which is novel, intrinsically interesting and 

ĐoŶgƌueŶt ǁith teaĐheƌs͛ Đoƌe ďeliefs aƌouŶd leaƌŶeƌs aŶd leaƌŶiŶg. 

This paper examines the aims of one enrichment programme for able pupils and seeks evidence of 

divergence from currently dominant classroom practices and expectations. It then interrogates data 

collected during the course of several sessions of this programme in search of evidence for the 

pursuit and achievement of the avowed aims. 

 

Structure and aims of The Enrich Programme3 

The Enrich Programme (TEP) is a programme that has been conceived and delivered by a selective 

secondary school in the north of England, and it has been running for several years. TEP is funded 

privately via generous philanthropic sponsorship and it is targeted at able children aged 7–9 years 

attending state primary schools within its socially and (occasionally) culturally mixed catchment 

area. Groups of roughly 20 children from four or five primary schools comprise each cohort – each 

cohort attends TEP one afternoon a week for 10 weeks. In total, approximately 240 children 

experience TEP over the course of a year. The children are bussed in to each session, which lasts for 

75 minutes, and they are also encouraged to contribute to a dedicated moodle platform and to 

occasional between-session follow-up activities. There is no charge to the children or to their 

schools, but a small minority of schools elect to fund additional places in order to provide an 

equivalent experience to all their (age) qualifying pupils – i.e. iƌƌespeĐtiǀe of the Đhild͛s aĐhieǀeŵeŶt-

level or ability. The dedicated TEP classroom space is filled with attractive, busy and stimulating wall 

displays, consisting substantially of eǆaŵples of ĐhildƌeŶ͛s ǁoƌk. 

TEP has been designed by a teacher with extensive classroom experience in both the primary and 

secondary phase of education, and it is delivered to each cohort either by this teacher or by a 

colleague, with the support of a dedicated TEP teaching assistant and several sixth form students 

attending the host school. The tutor-child ratio is therefore high, at approximately 1:5. TEP follows a 

set pattern of activities and experiences, with each session shaped around a specific theme. The 

format is often carousel-based, with an initial introduction by the teacher followed by each small 

group of pupils experiencing a succession of different activities – alďeit ƌelated to the daǇ͛s theŵe – 

at different tables. Some activity tables receive adult or sixth form support and some do not, this 

being contingent on the level of complexity attending the activity. 

In international surveys of provision for highly able children, it has been found that enrichment 

aĐtiǀities ͚ofteŶ laĐk Đleaƌ goals͛ ;FƌeeŵaŶ, ϮϬϬϭ: ϮϭϴͿ, aŶd it is theƌefoƌe diffiĐult to Đoŵpaƌe the 
effectiveness of different programmes. Whilst most opportunities for engaging in stimulating 

activities with likeminded peers could reasonably be expected to be positively regarded by 

partiĐipaŶts ;if this is the ĐƌiteƌioŶ foƌ eǀaluatiŶg suĐh oppoƌtuŶitiesͿ, ͚the ƋuestioŶ still ƌeŵaiŶs as to 
what kind of extra provision is the best way of helping them. Might not a climbing or canoeing 

holidaǇ haǀe the saŵe effeĐt?͛ ;FƌeeŵaŶ, ϮϬϬϭ: ϮϭϵͿ. The three most important enrichment goals 

identified by Freeman (1998, 2001) in her international research syntheses are: 

•IŶĐƌeased aŶalǇtiĐal aŶd pƌoďleŵ-solving skills; 

•DeǀelopŵeŶt of pƌofouŶd, duƌaďle aŶd ǁoƌthǁhile iŶteƌests; aŶd 



•“tiŵulatioŶ of originality, initiative and self-direction. 

IŶ keepiŶg ǁith FƌeeŵaŶ͛s fiŶdiŶg that feǁ eŶƌiĐhŵeŶt pƌogƌaŵŵes haǀe Đleaƌ goals, the aiŵs of 
TEP are not made explicit in operational terms. However, they can be inferred from a descriptive 

document produced by its creator and principal teacher. This document also sets out the rationale, 

educational principles and broad modus operandi of the programme. These can be summarised 

under the following categories, with direct quotations taken from this document: 

•DeǀelopiŶg iŶtelligeŶĐe. Theƌe is eǆpliĐit affiliatioŶ ǁith ŶotioŶs of iŶtelligeŶĐe ďeiŶg ͚ŵalleaďle aŶd 
… deǀeloped thƌough passioŶ aŶd peƌsisteŶĐe͛. Caƌol DǁeĐk͛s ŶotioŶ of ŵiŶdset ;DǁeĐk, ϭϵϵϵ, 
2006) is referenced on several occasions, especially in relatioŶ to the eǆpeƌieŶĐes of ͚gifted aŶd 
taleŶted͛ ĐhildƌeŶ. 

•Collaďoƌatiǀe leaƌŶiŶg. ChildƌeŶ leaƌŶ to deǀelop ͚theiƌ aďilities to ǁoƌk iŶ teaŵs͛ aŶd ͚Đollaďoƌatiǀe 
thiŶkiŶg͛ is eŶĐouƌaged. ͚We aiŵ to deǀelop theiƌ ƋuestioŶiŶg, talkiŶg aŶd aƌguiŶg skills͛, aŶd ͚[o]uƌ 
[TEP] ŵaǆiŵ ͞I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ the aŶsǁeƌ, let͛s ǁoƌk it out togetheƌ͟ is at the Đoƌe of all that ǁe do͛. 

•“elf-esteeŵ. Theƌe is ĐoŶsideƌaďle eŵphasis oŶ ͚ƌais[iŶg] the iŶdiǀiduals͛ self-esteeŵ͛, ͚iŵpƌoǀ[iŶg] 
pupils͛ self-esteeŵ͛, aŶd pupils eǆpeƌieŶĐiŶg ͚a ĐaƌefullǇ desigŶed pƌoĐess iŶ oƌdeƌ to deǀelop theiƌ 
oǁŶ self ǁoƌth … aŶd to uŶdeƌstaŶd hoǁ to Đeleďƌate theiƌ oǁŶ stƌeŶgths aŶd ǁeakŶesses͛. 

•A foĐus oŶ leaƌŶiŶg ƌatheƌ thaŶ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe. ͚We plaĐe eŵphasis oŶ the ĐhildƌeŶ loǀiŶg theiƌ 
learning ratheƌ thaŶ the faĐtual ƌeĐall that is so ofteŶ used as a ŵeasuƌe of leaƌŶiŶg͛, aŶd ƌefeƌeŶĐe 
is ŵade to TEP͛s deliďeƌate distiŶĐtioŶ fƌoŵ a ͚sǇsteŵ … oďsessed ďǇ outĐoŵes͛ ǁheƌe ͚[Ƌ]ualitǇ is 
ŵeasuƌed thƌough pƌoduĐt ƌatheƌ thaŶ the pƌoĐess͛ – ĐƌeatiŶg ͚tƌiǀia eǆpeƌts͛ as opposed to the 
͚[i]ŶŶoǀatoƌs, leadeƌs aŶd Đƌeatiǀe thiŶkeƌs that ouƌ soĐietǇ Ŷeeds͛. The guidiŶg philosophǇ of TEP is 
eǆpƌessed oŶ the doĐuŵeŶt͛s title page: ͚The joǇ of leaƌŶiŶg is iŶ the jouƌŶeǇ. [Ouƌ] jouƌŶeǇ is 
personal, unpredictable, expaŶsiǀe aŶd iƌƌesistiďle.͛ 

•NoǀeltǇ aŶd ĐuƌiositǇ. ͚We aiŵ to suƌpƌise, eŶteƌtaiŶ aŶd to stiŵulate a desiƌe to eǆploƌe fuƌtheƌ͛. 
͚We eŶĐouƌage Đƌeatiǀe, Đuƌious … thiŶkeƌs͛ aŶd pƌoǀide aŶ ͚eǆĐitiŶg huď of ǁoŶdeƌ͛ that ͚fiƌes theiƌ 
imagination beyond the confiŶes of the tǇpiĐal pƌiŵaƌǇ Đlassƌooŵ eǆpeƌieŶĐe͛. 

•The iŵpaĐt of Ϯϭst-ĐeŶtuƌǇ teĐhŶologǇ. ͚Ouƌ teaĐhiŶg stǇle aŶd paĐe … ƌefleĐts the ĐhaŶges iŶ ďƌaiŶ 
deǀelopŵeŶt aŶd thiŶkiŶg that is takiŶg plaĐe as a ƌesult of eǆposuƌe to todaǇ͛s teĐhŶologǇ͛. 

•Toleƌation of failure and the valuing of risk-takiŶg. ͚At all tiŵes duƌiŶg ouƌ [TEP] sessioŶs ďoth 
͞failuƌe͟ aŶd ͞eǆposuƌe͟ aƌe eŶĐouƌaged. We iŶstil iŶ ouƌ pupils aŶ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg that to fail aŶd to 
be seen to fail is not a reflection on ability but rather an indiĐatioŶ that soŵethiŶg is ĐhalleŶgiŶg.͛ It 
is hoped that the eǆpeƌieŶĐe of fƌeƋueŶt failuƌe ǁill lead TEP pupils to ͚tƌǇ, take iŶtelleĐtual ƌisks aŶd 
seek out fuƌtheƌ leaƌŶiŶg that is ĐhalleŶgiŶg to theŵ͛. 

•PƌogƌessioŶ. To faĐilitate adaptatioŶ to the ƌoutiŶes aŶd eǆpeĐtatioŶs of TEP, ͚[i]ŶitiallǇ the sessioŶs 
aƌe faĐt ďased͛ ďut ͚[i]ŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ the ĐhalleŶges aŶd aĐtiǀities … aƌe less diƌeĐted aŶd ŵoƌe opeŶ-

eŶded͛ iŶ puƌsuit of ĐƌeatiǀitǇ aŶd the ŶuƌtuƌaŶĐe of suĐh leaƌŶiŶg dispositioŶs as peƌseǀeƌaŶĐe aŶd 

ƌesilieŶĐe. ͚We ĐhaŶge the ĐhildƌeŶ͛s appƌoaĐh to theiƌ leaƌŶiŶg͛ aŶd this ĐhaŶge ͚ƌeŵaiŶs ǁith the 
children beyond their time with us. [TEP] has the potential to change the life path of the children 

that haǀe iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ it.͛ 



 

Design and methodology 

Research questions and research design summary 

We started the study with the following closely inter-related research questions: What sense do 

participating children make of their TEP experiences? What are the claimed benefits of participation 

in TEP? To what extent are these claims demonstrated in audio recordings of pupil utterances? Is 

there evidence of progress over the course of the programme? 

In an attempt to answer these questions, this study interrogated the likely nature, intent and effect 

on TEP aims of conversations, feedback, instructions, verbal fillers and other utterances made by 

pupils and tutors during TEP sessions. These utterances comprised the primary data, which were 

subjected to a search for evidence via an iterative cycle within a logo-visual thinking (LVT) exercise.4 

 

Data collection and ethical considerations 

The primary data in this study were collected by one of the authors, who attended seven of the nine 

TEP sessions experienced by one cohort of children (the tenth session had had to be cancelled by the 

host school). This cohort was identified by the TEP staff as being typical of most TEP cohorts. 

IŶ keepiŶg ǁith the peƌŵissioŶs ƌeĐeiǀed fƌoŵ the UŶiǀeƌsitǇ͛s ƌeseaƌĐh ethiĐs Đoŵŵittee, the 
parents of all the research cohort pupils had been informed about the purposes of the study 

(gathering data to evaluate its effect and the achievement of its aims) and provided written 

permission for audio recordings and observations of TEP sessions to be made and analysed. It was 

made clear that all contributions would be anonymised for reporting purposes, and that a summary 

of the report would be made available to parents. 

The ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ǁas iŶtƌoduĐed to the ĐhildƌeŶ fƌoŵ the outset as soŵeoŶe ǁho ǁas Ŷot a ͚helpeƌ͛, 
but who wanted to find out about TEP and how the children experienced it. She positioned herself to 

the children therefore as a friendly and, over time, familiar, benign but largely non-facilitative 

presence in the classroom – an adult concerned with observation rather than intervention. On one 

occasion she also accompanied the children by bus to and from the session and made notes of their 

conversations. 

“iŶĐe the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ Đould Ŷot take digital audio ƌeĐoƌdiŶgs of eaĐh taďle͛s aĐtiǀities siŵultaŶeouslǇ, 
she took up positions for the most part (but by no means exclusively) at tables where there was not 

a strong adult or sixth form presence. This allowed her to record conversations and individual 

utterances which were often child-led, and therefore more likely to capture the unmediated 

experiences of the children. These recordings were subsequently converted to transcripts. 

 

Method of data analysis 



Four representative sessional transcripts were drawn from the mid to later TEP sessions for this 

cohort of children. Pupil utterances in these transcripts were analysed according to coding 

categories which emerged through a LVT exercise (Best et al., 2005), slightly adapted for the 

research purposes of this study: Three of the authors, working together, identified key terms and 

phƌases fƌoŵ the pƌogƌaŵŵe͛s pƌoŵotioŶal doĐuŵeŶt ;ƌefeƌƌed to aďoǀe iŶ ͚“tƌuĐtuƌe aŶd aiŵs of 
The EŶƌiĐh Pƌogƌaŵŵe͛Ϳ. These ǁeƌe highlighted aŶd tƌaŶsĐƌiďed iŶdiǀiduallǇ to Đaƌds. The folloǁiŶg 
stages then ensued: 

1. These cards were collaboratively sorted into thematic clusters, and each cluster set or 

categoƌǇ ǁas theŶ giǀeŶ a ͚title͛ – which aimed to capture the essence of each set/category. 

The following categories emerged: 

◦ Self-regulation (including pursuit of own excellence, persistence, self-criticality, confidence in own 

judgment); 

◦ Nature of learning (including love of learning, valuing of failure, valuing of process over product); 

◦ Enjoyment (including memorability, passion, pleasurability); 

◦ Creativity (including speculation, exploring alternatives, connection-making, curiosity, exploratory 

self-talk); 

◦ Change (including the development of intelligence, the raising of aspirations, the raising of self-

esteem); 

◦ Learning-led, task-oriented interaction (including evidence of higher-order thinking, exploration of 

rich concepts and concept development during dialogue and argument). 

2. A TEP session transcript was randomly selected, and 50 consecutive discrete utterances 

(brief exchanges, exclamations, comments, observations, questions, etc.) from this 

transcript were extracted as per stage 1 above. 

3. The attempt was made to locate the extracted utterances within the categories created in 

stage 2 above. 

4. When the researchers perceived there to be no natural fit between the utterances and the 

pre-identified categories, new cluster groupings were formed, leading to the creation of new 

sets/categories. The following new categories emerged through this process: 

◦ Performance-led, procedure-oriented interaction – between children or clearly on an equal footing 

if with adult (including procedural questioning, low-level collaboration over task requirements, and 

other instrumental verbal exchanges); 

◦ Performance-led, product-oriented interaction (including all pupil utterances with a perceived 

focus on achieving a given solution and resultant task closure); 

◦ Social, non-task-oƌieŶted ͚dƌift͛ ;iŶĐludiŶg off-task observations, anecdotes, musings, etc.); 

◦ Reassurance (including solicitations of support/advice substantially from adults); 



◦ Self-referential aggrandisement (including expressions of competitive point-scoring or finding a 

task easy, soliciting praise, etc.); 

◦ Helplessness (including expressions of despair and negative self-attributions in the face of 

perceived difficulty). 

5. The transcripts of four TEP sessions were identified as representative of all the collected 

session transcripts, and each of these four transcripts was then subjected to full coding 

analysis as above. This was undertaken primarily by the researcher who had carried out the 

data collection and transcription process and who could therefore draw on her notes and 

contextual experience to confer additional meaning to the text when required. 

6. Throughout this stage, three of the authors met periodically to make independent coding 

decisions for the same samples of transcript, in order to gauge the consistency of category 

attribution for particular utterances. A high degree (>80%) of inter-coder reliability was 

established, and where differences did arise, these were resolved through discussion and 

fuller examination of the context of the utterance, or agreement that many utterances could 

legitimately straddle more than one category – the boundaries between categories are by 

no means always clear or impermeable. Minor modifications to the category names were 

made throughout this process – i.e. when some sharpening or broadening of these names 

was required. 

7. Finally, towards the latter stages of this cycle, the reliability of inter-coder judgments was 

strengthened further by submitting utterance samples from the four evaluated transcripts 

and the emergent categories to four researchers who were experienced in qualitative 

research but not involved in any way with the present study. A similarly high level of 

judgment consistency (>78%) in assigning utterances to categories was obtained. 

 

Results and interpretation 

The results of the coding analysis are summarised in Table 1 and Table 2. 

From the Tables it can be seen that one-quarter of the analysed utterances could be assigned to the 

Đategoƌies eǆtƌaĐted fƌoŵ the doĐuŵeŶt estaďlishiŶg TEP͛s aims, claims and rationale. Three-

quarters fell outside this range and would be clearly recognisable within a contemporary, standards-

driven classroom – i.e. theǇ lie iŶ staƌk ĐoŶtƌast ǁith TEP͛s ŵasteƌǇ-oriented aims and aspirations. 

Fully half the utterances were identified as being performance-oriented, either related to low-level 

procedural engagement with the task or focused on achieving demonstrable task closure – often in 

the foƌŵ of a suĐĐessful ͚pƌoduĐt͛. 

These proportions, whilst ostensibly poor in terms of TEP aims and claims, could conceivably still 

represent real differences when contrasted with those gleaned from a comparative non-enrichment 

classroom. Whilst such a comparison falls outside the scope of this study, the present data justify a 

closer examination of the actual utterances and their coding judgments. A brief summary of each 

ĐategoƌǇ͛s ƌesults is Ŷoǁ offeƌed aŶd iŶteƌpƌeted, ǁith ƌeseaƌĐheƌ Ŷotes ;iŶ italiĐsͿ appeŶded to 
utterance examples as recorded. 



 

Self-regulation 

This ĐategoƌǇ ĐoƌƌespoŶds iŶ laƌge paƌt to the thiƌd of FƌeeŵaŶ͛s thƌee ͚ŵost iŵpoƌtaŶt͛ eŶƌiĐhŵeŶt 
goals (Freeman, 1998, 2001) referred to earlier, namely the stimulation of originality, initiative and, 

especially, self-direction. In this study it was also taken to include the pursuit of personal excellence, 

persistence, self-ĐƌitiĐalitǇ aŶd ĐoŶfideŶĐe iŶ oŶe͛s oǁŶ judgŵeŶt. UtteƌaŶĐes falliŶg iŶto this 
category amounted to 7%, including the following representative examples: 

͚Oh!͛ aŶd ͚OopsǇ!͛ ;ƌeĐogŶising an error) 

͚BeĐause it's ϯϲ – ah, Ŷo!͛ ;ƌeĐogŶises the ŵistake; he ǁƌites ϯϲ ǆ ϭͿ 

͚Theƌe's saǇiŶg theƌe's ŵoƌe thaŶ it though͛ ;ĐalĐulatoƌ has got iŶto deĐiŵal plaĐesͿ 

͚I doŶ͛t thiŶk ŵiŶe͛s goiŶg ƌight͛ 

͚WhǇ doŶ͛t Ǉou just tƌǇ it?͛ 

͚Oh Ŷo – I've doŶe it totallǇ ǁƌoŶg.͛ 

It is apparent that many of these utterances represent fairly weak and lower-level manifestations of 

self-regulation – mostly recognition of mistakes – and even the stronger examples of self-regulative 

pƌoĐesses at ǁoƌk, as iŶ ͚[t]hat doesŶ't look ƌight͛;takes a Ŷeǁ pƌiŶt-out to try again), still refer back 

to awareness of error – arguably an important but early-stage manifestation of those meta-cognitive 

processes underpinning self-regulation. Plentiful too were strong contra-indications for self-

regulation, and although these were categorised as such, some of these utterances could also have 

ďeeŶ Đategoƌised as ͚PeƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-led, product-oƌieŶted iŶteƌaĐtioŶ͛, oƌ ͚HelplessŶess͛:  

͚Miss JeŶkiŶs, I thiŶk I'ŵ doŶe͛ ;Ŷo ƌefleĐtioŶͿ 

͚I ǁaŶt to do soŵethiŶg else.͛ 

͚Hoǁ loŶg uŶtil ǁe͛ƌe stoppiŶg?͛ 

͚CaŶ I go doǁŶ theƌe Ŷoǁ?͛ ;poiŶts to aŶotheƌ aĐtiǀitǇͿ 

͚It͛s fiŶished. I doŶ͛t ƌeallǇ haǀe tiŵe to do it.͛ 

͚I just guessed͛ ;iŶ ƌespoŶse to a peeƌ͛s ƋuestioŶ: ͚Hoǁ did Ǉou ǁoƌk that out?͛Ϳ 

 

Nature of learning 

This category incorporates all utterances which suggest a love of learning and which privilege a focus 

on the processes of learning over a concern with its products – a dominant theme in the aims, claims 

and aspirations of TEP. No child utterances were coded in this category, but two contra-indications 

were:  



͚Miss, if ǁe leaƌŶ aďout “outh AfƌiĐa, ǁe ǁoŶ't Ŷeed to listeŶ ďeĐause ǁe'ǀe ďeeŶ doiŶg “outh AfƌiĐa 
at sĐhool.͛ 

͚Does this take ages?͛ 

The absence of positive coding decisions for this category is partially explained by the occasional 

oǀeƌlap ďetǁeeŶ this ĐategoƌǇ aŶd otheƌs like ͚CƌeatiǀitǇ͛ oƌ ͚EŶjoǇŵeŶt͛. Foƌ eǆaŵple, the utteƌaŶĐe 
͚[I͛ŵ tƌǇiŶg] … to see if I ĐaŶ get that ďit͛ ;uŶĐleaƌ. He is Ƌuite aďsoƌďedͿ Đould ƌeasoŶaďlǇ have been 

coded in any of those categories. 

 

Enjoyment 

This category incorporates all utterances which suggest passion, pleasure and memorable moments. 

Nearly 2% of utterances (nine in total) were coded in this category, including:  

͚This ŵight ďe fuŶ!͛ 

͚Woǁ! It does it foƌ Ǉou͛ ;= the tessellatiŶg shape just fits iŶ if dƌaǁŶ ĐoƌƌeĐtlǇ – sense of discovery) 

͚Aŵ I alloǁed to do aŶotheƌ oŶe?͛ 

͚LilǇ, LilǇ, LilǇ – see that!͛ ;iŶdiĐatiŶg his patteƌŶ oŶ the otheƌ taďlesͿ. 

 

Creativity 

This was by some margin the best-populated of the categories extracted from the document 

eǆpƌessiŶg TEP aiŵs aŶd Đlaiŵs. That said, the ĐategoƌǇ͛s ďouŶdaƌies ǁeƌe faiƌlǇ geŶeƌous aŶd 
iŶĐluded all utteƌaŶĐes assoĐiated ǁith speĐulatioŶ aŶd ĐouŶteƌfaĐtual ;͚What if …͛Ϳ thiŶkiŶg, 
exploring alternatives, making connections, curiosity and exploratory self-talk. For this reason, some 

utterances which might arguably have been coded elsewhere in Table 1 were captured in this 

ĐategoƌǇ ;see eǆaŵple iŶ ͚Natuƌe of leaƌŶiŶg͛ aďoǀeͿ. IŶ total, ϭϱ% of utteƌaŶĐes ǁeƌe Đoded iŶ this 
category, a significant number of these (14) occurring in overheard conversations on the bus. 

Utterances coded in this category included:  

͚I ǁish I ǁas a ŵoŶkeǇ – monkeys are cool – we were monkeys – what if we ate bananas all the 

tiŵe?͛ 

͚Guess ǁheƌe the ŵooŶ aĐtuallǇ is.͛ 

͚I'ŵ goiŶg to tƌǇ aŶd ŵake a …͛ ;uŶĐleaƌͿ 

͚“top, I'ǀe got aŶ idea – these blocks – use these, ǁe'll use these.͛ 

͚WaǇ to do it: Ǉou Đould just ĐouŶt the ďƌiĐks.͛ 

͚Yes, theƌe's a ďeŶd ;she ŵeaŶs ĐuƌǀeͿ eǀeƌǇǁheƌe.͛ 

͚I doŶ't ƌeallǇ kŶoǁ, I'ŵ just ƌaŶdoŵlǇ dƌaǁiŶg. Wheƌe do theǇ just go?͛ 



͚I'ǀe ƌealised the patteƌŶ that Ǉou'ƌe doiŶg. It soƌt of goes aĐƌoss, liŶe doǁŶ, aĐƌoss.͛ 

͚It's got a fuŶŶǇ tǁist iŶ the ŵiddle.͛ 

͚Wait (discussing lifespan) – how would they continue – if they died? – if theǇ died.͛ 

͚You Đould just haǀe oŶe ŵoƌe iŶ theƌe, ĐouldŶ't ǁe?͛ 

 

Change 

This category incorporates all utterances which signal an awareness that concepts like ability, 

intelligence, smartness, etc. are malleable and improvable, or which suggest raised aspirations or 

enhanced academic self-concept – another dominant theme in the aims, claims and aspirations of 

TEP. No child utterances were coded in this category. 

Learning-led, task-oriented interaction 

This category incorporates all utterances which reveal clear evidence of sustained high-order 

thinking, analysis and argument, and/or of concept development during the course of dialogue or 

discussion – Ŷot siŵplǇ atoŵistiĐ eǆaŵples of ĐhildƌeŶ ͚ǁoƌkiŶg thiŶgs out͛ as theǇ uŶdeƌtake a set 
task. This ĐategoƌǇ ǁould ƌepƌeseŶt aŶ aspeĐt of the fiƌst of FƌeeŵaŶ͛s thƌee ͚ŵost iŵpoƌtaŶt͛ 
enrichment goals (Freeman, 1998, 2001) – i.e. increased analytical and problem-solving skills. No 

child utterances were coded in this category. 

Turning now to those categories which have a performance rather than a learning focus, we examine 

utterances coded under the additional categories – i.e. those which emerged from analysis of 

utterances extracted from TEP sessional transcripts (Table 2). 

 

Performance-led, procedure-oriented interaction 

This category incorporates all procedural utterances, including low-level questioning and 

collaboration over task requirements, and similar instrumental exchanges. A quarter of all 

utterances (122 in total) were coded in this category, including, by way of example:  

͚What ĐaŶ ǁe do?͛ 

͚You ĐheĐk that oŶ Ǉouƌs.͛ 

͚That's hoǁ ŵuĐh – I ǁoƌked out hoǁ.͛ 

͚“o – it's fouƌ ϱs aƌeŶ't theǇ?͛ ;has ŵisĐouŶted a ϱ ďǇ ϱ sƋuaƌeͿ 

͚Hoǁ ŵuĐh aƌe iŶ these?͛ 

͚Let͛s just haǀe oŶe.͛ 

;To EDͿ ͚Aƌe Ǉou tƌǇiŶg oŶe ;dot to dotͿ? CaŶ Ǉou tell ŵe if Ǉou do it?͛ 



͚Wheƌe do Ǉou ǁaŶt ŵe to ǁƌite it?͛ 

͚[I͛ŵ] staƌtiŶg the piĐtuƌes. “taƌtiŶg the doggǇ oŶe.͛ 

Procedural utterances such as these are arguably essential and inevitable staples in classroom 

discourse, so their prevalence in these transcripts is perhaps not remarkable: as ceilings and roofs 

require the support of footings and walls, so higher-level conceptual thinking is unlikely to emerge 

independently of the lower-level foundational discourse that precedes and surrounds it. Of greater 

interest is the relative absence of the higher-level utterances, and the observation that the lower-

level utterances are fairly evenly distributed across all stages of the lesson transcripts – both at the 

beginning and end of tasks and sessions. 

 

Performance-led, product-oriented interaction 

This ĐategoƌǇ iŶĐoƌpoƌates all pupil utteƌaŶĐes ǁhiĐh seeŵ oƌieŶted toǁaƌds ͚gettiŶg the joď doŶe͛ – 

i.e. the puƌsuit of Đlosuƌe aŶd ͚suĐĐess͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ iŶĐideŶtal leaƌŶiŶg oƌ ƌeǀelliŶg iŶ the pƌoĐess of 
learning. A quarter of all utterances (123 in total) were coded in this category, including, by way of 

example:  

͚We'ǀe got it ;= the ĐodeͿ. Good!͛ 

͚I'ǀe doŶe loads.͛ 

͚I͛ll fill all the spaĐe.͛ 

͚JohŶ, ǁhat aƌe Ǉou up to? 

͚I'ǀe got up to ….͛ 

͚WhǇ aƌe Ǉou oŶlǇ oŶ ϯ, Daǀid?͛ 

͚What Ŷuŵďeƌ aƌe Ǉou oŶ?͛ ;TheǇ Đoŵpaƌe hoǁ faƌ theǇ haǀe gotͿ 

͚I͛ǀe alƌeadǇ fouŶd out that oŶe͛ 

͚I'ŵ oŶ ϮϬ Ŷoǁ – fiŶished.͛ 

 

Social, non-task-oƌieŶted ͚dƌift͛ 

This category captures all off-task utterances – i.e. those musings, comments, observations and 

anecdotes that seem to be unrelated to the sessional theme or activities. Only 3% of utterances 

were coded in this category – a far lower proportion than that usually identified in mainstream 

classrooms (Chen, 2012; Wragg, 1984; Edwards and Westgate, 1994). This could be attributed to the 

pace and energy of TEP sessions and the high helper-child ratio – TEP sessions are highly-engineered, 

possibly to make best use of the short contact time. Examples of utterances coded in this category:  

͚Aƌe Ǉou goiŶg oŶ Moodle toŶight?͛ 



͚WhiĐh do Ǉou thiŶk is ďetteƌ – Gƌaŵŵaƌ oƌ sĐhool?͛ 

͚Joe, do Ǉou ǁaŶt to sit Ŷeǆt to ŵe oŶ the ǁaǇ ďaĐk?͛ 

 

Reassurance 

This category captures all solicitations of support or advice – mostly from adults. There were 36 

utterances (7% of the total) coded in this category, including:  

͚“hall ǁe ǁƌite that doǁŶ oŶ ouƌ ďoaƌds?͛ 

͚Miss, hoǁ aƌe ǁe supposed to do this – shall ǁe just ĐouŶt?͛ 

͚Aŵ I doiŶg it ƌight? I doŶ't kŶoǁ ǁhat I'ŵ doiŶg.͛ 

͚What shall ǁe do ǁheŶ ǁe'ǀe doŶe it?͛ 

͚Miss, hoǁ ŵuĐh aƌe iŶ this?͛ 

͚Hoǁ do Ǉou do the add sigŶ?͛ 

;To EDͿ ͚Would Ǉou ďe aďle to add …?͛ ;–unclear, showing me her pattern) 

͚I͛ll go aŶd ask Miss “ŵith.͛ 

;To EDͿ ͚Miss, do ǁe Ŷeed to joiŶ those fiǀe dots to Ŷuŵďeƌs?͛ 

͚Is that ƌight?͛ ;to ϲFͿ. 

 

Self-referential aggrandisement 

This category captures all expressions of competitive point-scoring and of finding a task easy, and 

solicitations of praise. With this category there were many instances of utterances which could also 

haǀe ďeeŶ Đoded as ͚‘eassuƌaŶĐe͛. Theƌe ǁeƌe ϯϳ utteƌaŶĐes ;ϳ% of the totalͿ Đoded iŶ this 
category, including:  

͚Miss, do Ǉou like ŵiŶe so faƌ?͛ 

͚I kŶoǁ ŵillioŶs͛ ;= of oŶoŵatopoeiĐ words) 

͚I'ŵ [oŶlǇ] Yeaƌ ϯ. Was he eight?͛ 

͚Miss, I'ŵ alƌeadǇ ƌeallǇ good at dƌaǁiŶg staƌs.͛ 

͚I did do it the fiƌst tiŵe ƌight!͛ 

͚This is Ƌuite easǇ.͛ 

͚Yeah. I'ǀe alƌeadǇ got it.͛ 



͚Lots of people aƌe saǇiŶg theǇ ĐaŶ͛t do it.͛ 

͚Yeah, I͛ǀe alƌeadǇ doŶe tǁo aŶd it͛s ďeeŶ ǀeƌǇ easǇ.͛ 

͚The ĐhalleŶges seeŵ to ďe gettiŶg easieƌ ƌatheƌ thaŶ haƌdeƌ as Ǉou go aloŶg.͛ 

 

Helplessness 

This category captures all expressions of despair and negative self-attributions in the face of 

perceived difficulty. There were 30 utterances (6% of the total) coded in this category, including:  

͚It doesŶ͛t tell Ǉou hoǁ to do it.͛ 

͚I doŶ͛t get it.͛ 

͚Miss – I doŶ͛t ƌeallǇ kŶoǁ hoǁ to do it.͛ 

͚This is goiŶg to ďe tƌiĐkǇ – I ĐaŶ feel it.͛ 

͚I ĐaŶ͛t do this.͛ 

͚CaŶ Ǉou do ŵe a faǀouƌ? CaŶ Ǉou ǁish ŵe luĐk?͛ 

͚I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ hoǁ to staƌt.͛ 

͚OK, Ŷoǁ I aĐtuallǇ doŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁhat to do.͛ 

͚I doŶ͛t get this͟ ;ŵaŶǇ eǆaŵplesͿ 

͚I ǁaŶt to put ŵǇ head iŶ fƌeeziŶg ǁateƌ … aŶd I ǁaŶt it fƌozeŶ.͛ 

 

Discussion 

In allying itself so explicitly with the aims, claims and aspirations set out earlier, TEP represents a 

clear break from the dominant technical-rational discourses of the school system. Indeed, it seems 

actively to celebrate its affiliation to a very different, mastery-oriented and learning-led agenda. That 

said, the data obtained in this study do not provide significant evidence for the achievement of TEP 

aims, claims and aspirations or for the achievement of two of the three most important enrichment 

goals identified by Freeman in her international survey of the research, outlined earlier (the third, 

evidence of the development of profound, durable and worthwhile interests, fell outside the scope 

and timescale of this evaluation). Reasons for the apparent non-achievement of TEP aims remain 

speculative, but a few possibilities are advanced here:  

• Relative to most conventional classrooms, TEP does achieve its aims: as stated earlier, the learning 

in TEP classrooms was not formallǇ ĐoŶtƌasted ǁith that iŶ a ͚ĐoŶtƌol͛ Đlassƌooŵ. “uĐh a studǇ ǁould 
be vastly more expensive and difficult to conduct, requiring a number of problematic variables to be 

controlled for – not least that of equivalence in available resources, tutor-child ratio and 

pupil/learner characteristics. If such data could be gathered, however, it is just possible that the 



proportions of learning- and mastery-oriented utterances derived from TEP data, though low in 

comparison with performance-oriented utterances, might indeed be significantly higher than those 

oďtaiŶed iŶ aŶ ͚aǀeƌage͛ ĐoŶǀeŶtioŶal Đlassƌooŵ. This hǇpothesis ƌeŵaiŶs uŶtested. 

• Flawed coding categories or inaccuracies in item attribution: we do not claim that our coding 

categories are definitive, and nor do we insist that our attributions of specific utterances to 

paƌtiĐulaƌ Đategoƌies aƌe alǁaǇs ͚ĐoƌƌeĐt͛. GiǀeŶ the suďjeĐtiǀitǇ iŶeǀitaďlǇ iŶheƌeŶt iŶ aŶǇ ĐodiŶg 
activity, it would certainly be possible to challenge some formulations and some attributions, but we 

have sought to keep individual subjectivities and coding errors to a minimum through the checks 

built into the research design. Moreover, differences in coder judgments, where they did arise, 

overwhelmingly reflected potential overlaps between categories within Table 1 (learning-oriented 

categories) or between categories within Table 2 (performance-oriented categories) – but very 

rarely between categories located in Tables 1 and 2. In other words, whilst it was quite conceivable 

that an utterance Đoded as ͚EŶjoǇŵeŶt͛ ;foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, fƌoŵ Taďle ϭͿ Đould ƌeasoŶaďlǇ ďe Đoded as 
͚CƌeatiǀitǇ͛ ;also fƌoŵ Taďle ϭͿ, it is faƌ less likelǇ that aŶ utteƌaŶĐe Đoded as ͚EŶjoǇŵeŶt͛ Đould 
ƌeasoŶaďlǇ ďe Đoded as ͚HelplessŶess͛ ;fƌoŵ Taďle ϮͿ. 

• Gaps between the desirable and the achievable: related to the next point below, it is tempting for 

the creators of highly-resourced and brand-distiŶĐtiǀe ͚pƌogƌaŵŵes͛ to ŵake ĐoŶsideƌaďle Đlaiŵs foƌ 
what is achievable in a mere 12 hours. In pursuance of ambitious claims, sessional content and 

structure will tend as a consequence to nudge in the direction of an energetic, teacher-directed 

stance – the IRE cycle identified in the academic literature (cf. Watkins, 2005; Watkins et al., 2007) 

as ͚teaĐheƌ IŶtƌoduĐes his/heƌ sessioŶ theŵe, studeŶts ‘espoŶd, aŶd teaĐheƌ Eǀaluates͛. 

• The pervasiveness of dominant voices: it could be argued that the dominant product-, fact- and 

performance-oriented foci of contemporary (and traditional) schooling persists – even in privileged 

enrichment programmes which explicitly eschew the dominant voice in favour of process-, meaning- 

and learning-oriented foci (of the sort that are evident in well-facilitated Philosophy for Children 

sessions). Certainly in the TEP sessions observed, with their concentration on adult-conceived 

activities, content, themes, problems and challenges, there was limited opportunity for child-

conceived learning activities and self-regulation processes to be pursued, let alone to prevail. These 

observed sessions were far more strongly characteristic of good (and in the old OfSTED framework, 

aƌguaďlǇ ͚outstaŶdiŶg͛Ϳ teaĐhiŶg aŶd leaƌŶiŶg, usiŶg tools aŶd teĐhŶiƋues ƌeŵiŶisĐeŶt of NatioŶal 
Strategy-compliant classrooms – alďeit ǁith eǆĐeptioŶal ͚pƌoduĐtioŶ ǀalues͛ ;TEP͛s ďƌaŶd value is 

likely to be very high). Though this study did not focus on tutor utterances specifically, the following 

small sample of performance-oriented comments and instructions provides examples of this 

dominant voice. 

Most of these are teacher utterances, but a few were made by the administrator or by a sixth form 

helper:  

͚BeĐause soŵe of these thiŶgs that I'ŵ goiŶg to ask Ǉou to do aƌe ƌeallǇ tƌiĐkǇ. OK? But I'ŵ goiŶg to 
help you do them and see how far you get with theŵ.͛ ;The phƌase ͚ƌeallǇ ƌeallǇ tƌiĐkǇ͛ oƌ ͚ƌeallǇ 
haƌd͛ appeaƌs eǆteŶsiǀelǇ iŶ the tƌaŶsĐƌipts as a desĐƌiptioŶ of the task pƌoǀided ďǇ the teaĐheƌ. It is 
presumably intended to encourage toleration of error and persistence but it can equally easily be 

interpreted by children as a signal that success is not really expected – and assistance is guaranteed 

anyway (as in this example above). Moreover, for children who then do not find the task tricky it can 



iŶadǀeƌteŶtlǇ Ŷuƌtuƌe a fiǆed ŵiŶdset ;͚it͛s aĐtually quite easy – so ŵaǇďe I͛ŵ sŵaƌteƌ thaŶ otheƌs?͛Ϳ 
– witness the aggrandisement utterances in the samples analysed. Alternatively, it can convey to 

some children that the teacher has quite low expectations of them – a known consequence of being 

praised for effortless success (Marzano et al, 2001.) 

͚That's a good ƋuiĐk ǁaǇ of doiŶg it, isŶ't it?͛ ;EŶĐouƌages the puƌsuit of pƌoduĐt aŶd task effiĐieŶĐǇ 
over process and deeper learning.) 

͚Woǁ, ǁell doŶe that ǁas ƌeallǇ supeƌ – supeƌ ƋuiĐk thiŶkiŶg.͛ ;EŶĐouƌages the pursuit of product 

over process, as above.) 

͚You ǁill fiŶd it ǀeƌǇ tƌiĐkǇ – because it is – but it's the kind of thing that if you practise and practise 

aŶd pƌaĐtise Ǉou'll get ďetteƌ at, aŶd it's ƌeallǇ iŵpƌessiǀe if Ǉou theŶ use it iŶ sĐhool.͛ (The 

exhortation to achievement via practice is seriously undermined by locating the purpose of the 

achievement as being to impress an adult – intrinsic motivation is undermined by superimposing 

extrinsic motivators.) 

͚You kŶoǁ all these ǁoƌds aƌe ƌeallǇ good to get into your English at school. If you get these into 

Ǉouƌ EŶglish at sĐhool, Ǉouƌ teaĐheƌ ǁill ďe ǀeƌǇ iŵpƌessed.͛;As aďoǀe.Ϳ 

͚I like that patteƌŶ Ǉou͛ƌe ŵakiŶg theƌe.͛ ;DistƌaĐts fƌoŵ iŶtƌiŶsiĐ ŵotiǀatioŶ iŶ the leaƌŶeƌ – orients 

her to extrinsic motivators – impressing the adult.) 

͚You'll haǀe to ǁoƌk it out though, so it doesŶ't Ŷeed to ďe too diffiĐult.͛ ;IŶ ƌespoŶse to a Đhild 
expressing a commendable wish to devise her own problem, the tutor response invites the setting of 

a lower-order challenge.) 

͚AŶd it's a ďit of a ĐoŵpetitioŶ, let's see ǁhiĐh gƌoup ĐaŶ solǀe this … ƋuiĐkest – aŶd fiƌst.͛ 
(Collaboration and interdependent learning are not encouraged by appealing to competition and a 

rush to product.) 

͚We aĐtuallǇ – you 3, OK, had a group that got the answer a little bit ahead of you. John and Michael 

heƌe just pipped Ǉou to the post [eǆpƌessioŶs of disappoiŶtŵeŶt fƌoŵ the ͚ƌiǀals͛]. “o theǇ'ǀe Đoŵe 
up with the right answer – and you've got it now – aŶd Ǉou got it heƌe … aŶd Ǉou'ƌe getting there, all 

of Ǉou. OK.͛ ;“ee aďoǀe.Ϳ 

͚You'ǀe got to ďeat ϳϲ – has [ϲth foƌŵ helpeƌ] ďeeŶ helpiŶg Ǉou?͛ ;As aďoǀe.Ϳ 

It should be pointed out that the transcripts also reveal evidence of tutor utterances which value 

and invite challenge, effort, persistence and collaboration, but in combination with performance-

oriented utterances such as those listed above, and tasks which are teacher-designed and evaluated, 

the overriding effect on the children is likely to be in the direction of the traditional and dominant 

performance voice. 

It should be stressed that these research findings and speculative explanations for the mismatch 

between TEP aims and evident outcomes are not intended to suggest that TEP confers no benefits to 

its participants. On the contrary, though these were not the specific focus of the evaluation, 

observational data led the evaluation team to identify some positive features of TEP, including the 

following:  



• TEP is extremely well-resourced, both in terms of its enthusiastic, committed and passionate staff 

and in terms of its physical facilities and resources – classroom, transport, attractive website and 

moodle, take-home freebies (related to sessional themes and activities) for the children, etc.; 

• TEP is efficiently organised and run, both during and between sessions; 

• The sessions are tightly organised and focused (although this detracts from the learning outcomes, 

as evidenced earlier); 

• Participants seem to enjoy attending the sessions, as evidenced by feedback obtained by TEP staff 

and by a survey of chatroom entries: although pupil-participation traffic in the TEP chatroom is 

relatively light, many entries suggest that the children see TEP as a positive and rewarding 

experience; 

• Feedback from children and parents on open days is typically warm and positive; 

• Participation and support from feeder primary schools is strong, and many schools have been 

sending pupils to TEP since its inception. Some value the experiences afforded to their pupils so 

highly that they purchase additional places for pupils who would not otherwise be selected for TEP; 

• The host school is highly supportive of TEP and views it as an asset to its reputation, providing an 

opportunity for local outreach, and for breaking down, where they exist, parental perceptions that 

͚Gƌaŵŵaƌ sĐhools aƌeŶ͛t foƌ ŵǇ Đhild͛; 

• Related to the previous point, there is some evidence that TEP is already leading to changes in the 

typical demographic of Year 7 entry to the host school – we are aware, for example, of instances in 

which the host school has made considerable efforts to expedite the successful integration of former 

TEP boys from disadvantaged socio-economic circumstances (e.g. through making boarding places 

and support available). 

Although the focus of this evaluation study was effect of TEP on participant learning, the above 

mentioned positives should not be disregarded. 

 

Recommendations 

It is ƋuestioŶaďle ǁhetheƌ TEP͛s highlǇ aŵďitious ŵasteƌǇ-oriented goals (which, incidentally, are 

strongly supported in the research literature – cf. Watkins, 2005; Nuthall, 1999, 2007; Watkins, 2010 

for a comprehensive summary) are achievable over the course of a 12-hour programme, but if 

serious progress is to be made towards them, we would argue that TEP needs to see its participants 

as learners rather than as receivers of adult learning from the outset. Hattie (2009, 2012) neatly 

summarises this state as eǆistiŶg ͚ǁheŶ teaĐheƌs see leaƌŶiŶg thƌough the eǇes of the studeŶt, aŶd 
ǁheŶ studeŶts aƌe suppoƌted to ďeĐoŵe theiƌ oǁŶ teaĐheƌs͛. This ǁill ŶeĐessaƌilǇ haǀe aŶ iŵpaĐt oŶ 
the TEP ͚pƌoduĐt͛ aŶd eǀeŶ, poteŶtiallǇ aŶd iŶitiallǇ, oŶ the ĐhildƌeŶ͛s peƌĐeptions of enjoyment of 

sessions (because learning is not always fun, quick, zany and pleasurable) requiring enhanced 

communication with parents and schools as a consequence. It will require the learners to:  

• Focus on their activity as learning (not performing) activity; 



• Collaborate extensively in their activity, which helps them see each other as resources (not rivals) 

for learning; 

• Make choices which drive the learning journey (high levels of learner autonomy); 

• Experience failure as a necessary and useful part of the learning experience, putting process 

(learning) before product (performance); 

• Tolerate uncertainty, mess, error and initial failure; 

• Talk more – and adults talk less; 

• Experience more open-ended activities – and create their own; 

• Have greater freedom to spend longer on an activity, in keeping with their interest/engagement in 

it; 

• Establish high-level goals for their own learning, based on challenge, quality feedback (especially 

via meta-cognition and meta-learning) and deep and surface learning; 

• Have access to learning experiences which are under- rather than over-engineered, and which 

retain elements of ambiguity both in the processes by which the learning is experienced, and in the 

admissible outcomes; 

• Narrate the best of their learning experiences, both in the programme itself and elsewhere. 

 

Notes 

1. Though there are plentiful examples of state-sponsored directions or encouragement to teachers 

in state schools to teach in particular ways, these pressures are rarely explicitly acknowledged. On 

the contrary, the illusion is maintained that there is no state-mandated connection between 

curriculum content as prescribed by the state and pedagogic practice as engaged in by professional 

educators. Consider, for example, injunction #111 in the current OfSTED school inspection 

haŶdďook: ͚IŶspeĐtoƌs ŵust Ŷot eǆpeĐt teaĐhiŶg staff to teaĐh iŶ aŶǇ speĐifiĐ ǁaǇ oƌ folloǁ a 
pƌesĐƌiďed ŵethodologǇ͛ ;Of“TED, ϮϬϭϮͿ – an injunction which will lie uneasily alongside many 

teaĐheƌs͛ peƌĐeptioŶs of eǆpeĐtatioŶs of theiƌ pƌaĐtiĐe. 

2. As aŶ iŶteƌestiŶg aside, these studies also ofteŶ ƌeǀeal hoǁ teaĐheƌs utilise ͚the pƌoĐesses of 
Đƌeatiǀe ŵediatioŶ, adaptatioŶ aŶd ƌesistaŶĐe͛ ;Wood, 2004: 361) when the dominant discourse 

conflicts with their personal and professional values, beliefs and expertise. 

3. In order to preserve anonymity and to conform to the terms of the ethical approval granted to 

this research study, in this paper the programme is given the false name of The Enrich Programme. 

Certain other methodologically non-essential descriptors (such as the names of the children and 

other participants) have also been changed. 

4. LVT is a constructivist tool for concept forming, meaning making and for giving structure to 

conversations which has its origins in, and draws heavily on, the work of John G Bennett (1897–



1974). Bennett pioneered structural communication – an interactive technique for aiding and 

expressing understanding (cf. Egan, 1972, 1976). 
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Table 1. Coding of utterances for categories extracted from TEP aims. 
 

Category Number of occurrences As a % of all coded utterances (n 
¼ 506) 
 

Self-regulation (pursuit of own 
excellence, persistence, 
self-criticality, confidence in own 
judgment) 
 

37  7.31 
 

Nature of learning (love of 
learning, valuing of failure, 
valuing of process over product) 
 

0  
 

0 

Enjoyment (memorability, passion, 
pleasurability)  
 

9  1.78 

Creativity (speculation, exploring 
alternatives, 
connection-making, curiosity, 
exploratory self-talk) 
 

77  15.22 
 

Change (development of 
intelligence, raising of 
aspirations, raising of self-esteem) 
 

0  
 

0 

Learning-led, task-oriented 
interaction (higher-order 
thinking, exploration of rich 
concepts and 
concept development during 
dialogue and argument) 
 

0  
 

0 

TOTAL  
 

124  24.51 

(Contra-indications – utterances 
attributed to these 
categories, but representing their 
flipsides) 

19  
 

3.76 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 2. Coding of utterances for additional categories extracted from TEP sessional transcripts. 
 

Category 
 

Number of 
occurrences 
As a % of all coded 
utterances  
 

(n ¼ 506) 

Performance-led, procedure-
oriented interaction 
– between children or clearly on an 
equal footing if with 
adult (procedural questioning, low-
level collaboration 
over task requirements, and other 
instrumental verbal 
exchanges) 
 

122  24.11 

Performance-led, product-oriented 
interaction 
(all pupil utterances with a 
perceived focus on achieving 
a given solution and resultant task 
closure) 
 

123  24.31 
 

Social, non-task-oriented ‘drift’ (off-
task observations, 
anecdotes, musings, etc.) 
 

16  3.16 

Reassurance (soliciting 
support/advice substantially 
from adults) 
 

36  7.12 

Self-referential aggrandisement 
(expressions of 
competitive point-scoring or finding 
a task easy, 
soliciting praise, etc.) 
 

37  7.31 
 

Helplessness (expressions of 
despair and negative 
self-attributions in the face of 
perceived difficulty) 
 

30  5.93 
 

TOTAL  364  71.94 
 

 
 


