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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

Teachers need to create a safe and nurturing environment, and build strong 

relationships with students, as these are critical enablers for ensuring that students 

rediscover the joy of learning in school. Low progress students who perceive high emotional 

support from teachers are more likely to be engaged in class (Chong, Huan, Quek, Yeo, & 

Ang, 2010; Martin & Rimm-Kaufman, 2015). Strong teacher-student relationships have also 

been associated with increased academic achievement and reduced school dropout 

(Croninger & Lee, 2001; Murray & Malmgren, 2005).   

The Responsive Classroom (RC) approach (Northeast Foundation for Children, 

2007, 2009) is purported as an evidence-based intervention for the professional 

development of teachers in primary and secondary students. Studies using the RC approach 

have reported that both students and teachers had benefitted from this intervention with 

students improving in reading achievement, math tests, and prosocial skills, while teachers 

reporting greater teaching efficiency (Baroody, Rimm-Kaufman, Larsen, & Curby, 2014; 

McTigue & Rimm-Kaufman, 2010; Ottmar, Rimm-Kaufman, Larsen, & Berry, 2014; Rimm-

Kauman & Chiu, 2007).  Positive Teacher Language (PTL), one of the ten RC practices, 

emphasizes the careful and conscientious use of words, voice, tone, and pacing by the 

teacher when talking to students, and together with effective listening skills, will nurture 

students to develop self-discipline, build sense of belonging, and encourage student to learn 

and achieve in an engaging and active way (Denton, 2015). 

Many continuous professional development programmes are based on the Training 

Model (Little, 1994). However, this training model often fails to have any significant impact 

on teachers’ practice (Kennedy, 2014), as many teachers revert to their old ways when they 

return to school after attending the professional development programme. In the case of an 

approach like PTL, which involves changing one’s language, it is expected that teachers’ 
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treatment integrity would be low if no additional support is provided to the teachers beyond 

initial training. This additional support could come in the form of performance feedback.  

Performance feedback was found to be effective for increasing the treatment integrity of both 

general and special education teachers, teaching at the primary and secondary levels, with 

both academic and behavioural interventions (Fallon, Collier-Meek, Maggin, Sanetti, & 

Johnson, 2015; Solomon, Klein, & Politylo, 2012).  This is aligned with research emphasizing 

the importance of coaching to increase teachers’ use of such support (Storemont & Reinke, 

2012). 

STATEMENT OF PROBLEMS 

There has been an increased emphasis given to the area of the education of low 

progress students in recent years.  This is evident from the policies and programmes for low 

progress students put in place by the Ministry of Education (Singapore), and also reflected 

by the research projects undertaken by researchers at the National Institute of Education.  

Initial findings from research with low progress students point to the need of higher 

emotional support from teachers for this group of students. While research has shown that a 

strong teacher-student relationship is critical as a firm foundation for learning for low 

progress students, there are few research studies in the Singapore context that look at the 

how-to of building teacher-student relationships. 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

The purpose of this research study was to evaluate the impact of a teacher 

professional development programme on PTL to improve teacher-student relationships and 

to engage low progress students.  The objectives of the research were to (1) examine the 

impact of mentor check-in and performance feedback on teachers’ treatment integrity of the 

PTL intervention; (2) evaluate the effectiveness of the PTL intervention on students’ 

classroom engagement, teacher-student relationships, social and emotional development, 
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and academic self-efficacy, and (3) explore teachers’ perception of the effectiveness and 

acceptability of the PTL intervention.  

PARTICIPANTS 

Six primary school teachers from two primary schools participated in the study. All 

the teachers taught in Primary 3 to Primary 5 classrooms where there were low progress 

students. In addition to the participating teachers, three mentor teachers from each school 

also participated in this study. Mentor teachers were experienced teachers within the school 

who were tasked to support the teacher participants during the study. Aside from teachers, 

we also recruited 18 low progress students (three students in each participating teachers’ 

classroom) to participate in the study. 

METHODOLOGY / DESIGN 

This research study comprised of two studies. For Study 1, we utilized a single-case 

research design, specifically a multiple baseline across participants design, which consisted 

of a baseline phase, PTL training phase, an intervention phase with mentor teacher check-

in, an intervention phase with performance feedback, and a maintenance phase. For Study 

2, the research design consisted of a baseline phase, a PTL training phase, an intervention 

phase with performance feedback, and a maintenance phase.  The outcome measures were 

direct classroom observation of students’ classroom engagement. Audio-recording of 

teacher’s lesson were used to collect data on teachers’ use of PTL. In addition to the 

classroom observation measures, these measures were also administered to the 

participants: (a) two teacher-student relationship measures, one student-rated and the other 

teacher-rated; (b) a student-rated social and emotional learning measure, and (c) a student- 

rated academic self-efficacy measure. These were administered to the participants twice in 

the study, once at baseline, and another time at the end of the data collection period. 

Teachers’ acceptability of the PTL intervention was assessed at the conclusion of the study 

using a treatment acceptability questionnaire and semi-structured interview.   
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FINDINGS / RESULTS 

In Study 1, we found that with mentor check-in, although the teachers’ use of PTL did 

increase a little at the beginning of the phase but eventually their use of PTL decreased to 

similar to their baseline level.  When performance feedback was implemented, the teachers’ 

use of PTL were higher compared to the mentor check-in phase.  The results from Study 2 

provided further support for the use of performance feedback to increase teachers’ use of 

PTL in the classroom. The findings suggest that without proper structure in place to support 

teachers’ use of a newly learned strategy, the teachers would often revert to their old ways, 

and the professional development training would not have a significant impact on the 

teachers’ practice. The provision of performance feedback to teachers during professional 

development courses is helpful for them to increase and improve on their use of the learned 

strategy.   

Due to the short duration of the study, coupled with the lack of a control group, we 

were not able to conduct statistical analyses to test for significance. Therefore, we do not 

have conclusive findings with regards to the effect of PTL on teacher-student relationship, 

social and emotional development, and academic self-efficacy. A longer duration of study 

with a pervasive use of PTL across the whole school day would be required in order to 

examine the impact of PTL on the students. Teachers reported high acceptability of the PTL 

intervention, and they perceived that PTL is effective and beneficial for their students. 

CONTRIBUTIONS 

This research study contributed towards meeting the professional development 

needs of teachers who support low progress learners by introducing and investigating the 

use of PTL in two primary schools. Teachers found the PTL intervention beneficial and 

impactful for their primary students. Teacher professional development modules are often 

intense and packed with a lot of information to be disseminated in a short duration of time in 

order to make better use of the time given for teachers’ professional development.  This may 
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not be an appropriate mode of training for all topics and it may lead to cognitive overload on 

the part of the teachers.  This research study provided insight into the structuring of an 

effective in-service professional development programme, as well as, the process of change 

after the initial training. The close monitoring of the teachers’ use of PTL after training 

revealed that further support was needed in order to see a change in teachers’ practice. 

CONCLUSION 

Majority of the teachers showed a clear increase in their use of PTL during the 

intervention phases, however their use of PTL were not consistently high.  The teachers’ use 

of PTL improved when they received performance feedback. Therefore, the provision of 

performance feedback to teachers during professional development courses is 

recommended for them to increase and improve on their use of the learned strategy. The 

teachers unanimously agreed that the PTL intervention was beneficial for the students. This 

study did not result in conclusive findings with regards to the effect of PTL on student 

classroom engagement, teacher-student relationship, social and emotional development, 

and academic self-efficacy. Further research is warranted to study the impact of PTL on 

students. 
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INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

Low progress students are diverse in their learning and psychological needs (Wang, 

Teng, & Tan, 2014). They exhibit a wide range of maladaptive behaviours such as negative 

affect and low motivation. Frequently, they are also low in self-esteem, academic self-

efficacy and self-concept (Baird & Scott, 2009; Foong, Ghani, & Chang, 2012; Wang et al., 

2014). However, low progress students had reported that a key contributing factor to their 

failure was the lack of close teacher-student relationships, as shown by teacher apathy, low 

teacher expectations, and lack of warmth, care and support from the teachers (Lee, 1999; 

Wang et al., 2014). To these students, relationship matters in student engagement and 

achievement. There is also growing consensus that quality relationship between students 

and their teachers play a critical role in motivating and engaging students (Archambault, 

Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani, 2009; Wentzel & Miele, 2016). 

Teachers need to create a safe and nurturing environment, and build strong 

relationships with students, as these are critical enablers for ensuring that students 

rediscover the joy of learning in school. Low progress students who perceive high emotional 

support from teachers are more likely to be engaged in class (Chong, Huan, Quek, Yeo, & 

Ang, 2010; Martin & Rimm-Kaufman, 2015). Strong teacher-student relationships have also 

been associated with increased academic achievement and reduced school dropout 

(Croninger & Lee, 2001; Murray & Malmgren, 2005).  Thus, it is imperative that teachers 
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have the skills to build teacher-student relationships, especially with their low progress 

students. 

Responsive Classroom Approach 

One notable example of an evidence-based classroom practice for enhancing 

teacher resilience and teacher- student relationship is the Responsive Classroom (RC) 

approach which was developed by the Northeast Foundation for Children (Northeast 

Foundation for Children, 2007, 2009).  The RC approach is purported as an evidence-based 

intervention for the professional development of teachers in primary and secondary students. 

The RC approach emphasizes the creation of a caring, well-organised classroom 

environment and the importance of respectful social interaction that will enhance teachers’ 

and students’ social and relational skills, and improve students’ social and academic 

outcomes (Baroody, Rimm-Kaufman, Larsen, & Curby, 2014; McTique & Rimm-Kaufman, 

2011).     

The RC approach comprises seven essential principles that are based on the two 

above mentioned theories (Rimm-Kaufamn & Chiu, 2007). The seven RC principles are: (a) 

focus on both social and academic curriculum; (b) focus on how student learn and what they 

learn; (c) highlight the importance of social interaction for cognitive growth; (d) emphasize on 

cooperation, assertion, responsibility, empathy, and self-control as critical cultural and 

developmental characteristics; (f) focus on understanding the students’ families; and (g) 

focus on the importance of creating a professional and collaborative environment. Based on 

these  seven core principles, ten RC practices are developed, namely, morning meeting; rule 

creation; interactive modelling; positive teacher language; logical consequences; academic 

choice; guided discovery; classroom organization; working with families; and collaborative 

problem solving (Northeast Foundation for Children, 2007, 2009). Studies using the RC 

approach also reported that both students and teachers had benefitted from this intervention 

with students improving in reading achievement, math tests, and prosocial skills, while 
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teachers reporting greater teaching efficiency (e.g., more positive attitude towards students, 

and able to provide more emotional support to their students; Baroody et al., 2014; McTigue 

& Rimm-Kaufman, 2010; Ottmar, Rimm-Kaufman, Larsen, & Berry, 2014; Rimm-Kauman & 

Chiu, 2007) 

Positive Teacher Language. Although research has reported positive findings using 

the ten RC practices, the aim of this research project was focused on the specific Positive 

Teacher Language (PTL) intervention of the RC practice. Teacher language is one key way 

in which teachers communicate expectations to students. PTL emphasizes the careful and 

conscientious use of words, voice, tone, and pacing by the teacher when talking to students, 

and together with effective listening skills, will nurture students to develop self-discipline, 

build sense of belonging, and encourage student to learn and achieve in an engaging and 

active way (Northeast Foundation for Children, 2007, 2009).  

Performance Feedback to Increase Treatment Integrity 

Many continuous professional development programmes are based on the Training 

Model (Little, 1994). This has been found to be an effective method to introduce new 

knowledge to teachers, however, there are certain limitations to this professional 

development model.  The programmes using this model are often delivered off-site by an 

“expert” to the teachers, but have often been criticized for being disconnected with the reality 

of school practice. Furthermore, this training model often fails to have any significant impact 

on teachers’ practice (Kennedy, 2014), as many teachers revert to their old ways when they 

return to school after attending the professional development programme.  That is a 

prevalent problem for the transfer of research-based interventions to practice in schools.  

When teachers do not implement the new strategy at all or implement only parts of the 

strategy, this will lead to low treatment integrity.  Treatment integrity refers to the degree to 

which teachers implement an intervention accurately (Noell, Witt, LaFleur, Mortenson, 

Ranier, & LeVelle, 2000). Lack of treatment integrity can lead to the lack of success in the 
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implementation of evidence-based practices within the classroom.  Therefore, when new 

evidence-based practices are introduced to teachers, additional support is needed to 

increase teachers’ use of the strategy.  

In the case of an approach like PTL, which involves changing one’s language, it is 

expected that teachers’ treatment integrity would be low if no additional support is provided 

to the teachers beyond initial training. This additional support could come in the form of 

performance feedback.  Performance feedback is providing the teacher with an indication of 

their implementation of a targeted strategy, in order to increase the implementation of the 

targeted strategy (Fallon, Collier-Meek, Maggin, Sanetti, & Johnson, 2015).  This is aligned 

with research emphasizing the importance of coaching to increase teachers’ use of such 

support (Storemont & Reinke, 2012).  

In the meta-analysis by Solomon, Klein, and Politylo (2012) on the effect of 

performance feedback on teachers’ treatment integrity, they found that performance 

feedback was moderately effective at increasing treatment integrity after a new intervention 

has been introduced. Fallon and colleagues (2015) in their systematic review of the research 

studies on performance feedback found that performance feedback was effective for 

increasing the treatment integrity of both general and special education teachers, teaching at 

the primary and secondary levels, with both academic (e.g., language arts, mathematics) 

and behavioural (e.g., behaviour-specific praise, behaviour support plan, functional analysis) 

interventions. Most studies also utilized outside university personnel to provide the 

performance feedback to teachers.  Hence, based on the findings on studies published in 

this area, researchers have concluded that performance feedback is an evidence-based 

practice to increase teachers’ treatment integrity and was included in this study (Fallon et al., 

2015; Solomon et al., 2012). 
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STATEMENT OF PROBLEMS

There has been an increased emphasis given to the area of the education of low 

progress students in recent years.  This is evident from the policies and programmes for low 

progress students put in place by the Ministry of Education (Singapore), and also reflected 

by the research projects undertaken by researchers at the National Institute of Education.  

Initial findings from research with low progress students point to the need of higher 

emotional support from teachers for this group of students. Based on her first year research 

findings on low progress learners in Singapore, Caleon (2015) recommended that teachers 

receive more professional development to provide emotional support and to communicate 

more effectively with low progress learners. While research has shown that a strong teacher-

student relationship is critical as a firm foundation for learning for low progress students, 

there are few research studies in the Singapore context that look at the how-to of building 

teacher-student relationships.   

PURPOSE OF STUDY

The purpose of this research study was to evaluate the impact of a teacher 

professional development programme on PTL to improve teacher-student relationships and 

to engage low progress students.  The research questions were:   

1. What are the effects of PTL training and mentor check-in on teachers’ treatment

integrity of the PTL intervention?

We hypothesize that with PTL training and mentor check-in, the teachers’

implementation of the PTL intervention will be greater than baseline but the treatment

integrity will still be low.

2. And if PTL training and mentor check-in does not increase teachers’ treatment

integrity, what are the effects of adding mentor performance feedback on teachers’

treatment integrity of the PTL intervention?
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We hypothesize that with the addition of performance feedback, the teachers’ 

treatment integrity of the PTL intervention will be greater when compared with the 

PTL and mentor check-in intervention phase. 

3. What are the effects of PTL on students’ classroom engagement, teacher-student

relationships, social and emotional development, and academic self-efficacy?

We hypothesize that with the PTL intervention, there will be gains in students’

classroom engagement, teacher-student relationships, social and emotional

development, and academic self-efficacy.

4. What are the perception of the teachers regarding the acceptability and effectiveness

of the PTL intervention?

We hypothesize that teachers have positive perception of the procedures and the

effectiveness of the PTL intervention.

PARTICIPANTS 

We recruited six primary school teachers from two primary schools (i.e., Alpha 

School and Beta School) to participate in the study. All the teachers taught in Primary 3 to 

Primary 5 classrooms where there were low progress students. In addition to the 

participating teachers, three mentor teachers from each school were also recruited to 

participate in this study. Mentor teachers were experienced teachers within the school who 

were tasked to support the teacher participants during the study. Please see Table 1 for 

demographic information of the teachers. 

Aside from teachers, we also recruited 18 low progress students (three students in 

each participating teachers’ classroom) to participate in the study. Low progress students 

were defined as students who (a) attended the Learning Support Programme in Reading or 

Mathematics when they were in primary 1 and 2, (b) are currently attending academic 

levelling up programmes (e.g., iCAN, remedial reading programme), (c) are struggling 
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academically as indicated by their class teachers, and/or (c) are taking at least one subject 

at the foundation level. 

Table 1. Demographics of Participating Teachers and Classroom 

Teacher Age; Gender; Teaching 
Experience 

Class Level; Subject; Class 
Size; Participating Students 

Study 1 (Alpha School)
     Teacher Charles 47 years old; Male; 7 years 

Mentor teacher: 54 years old; 
Female; 28 years 

P5; Mathematics; 38 students; 
1 male and 2 female students  

     Teacher Wendy 38 years old; Female; 7 years 

Mentor teacher: 47 years old; 
Female; 24 years 

P4; English Language; 27 
students; 2 male and 1 female 
students 

     Teacher Nadine 36 years old; Female; 13 years 

Mentor teacher: 54 years old; 
Female; 27 years 

P3; English Language; 29 
students; 2 male and 1 female 
students 

Study 2 (Beta School)
     Teacher Zane 38 years old; Male; 11 years 

Mentor teacher: 54 years old; 
Female; 30 years 

P5; Science; 34 students; 2 
male and 1 female students 

     Teacher Sally 34 years old; Female; 9 years 

Mentor teacher: 60 years old; 
Female; 35 years 

P5; Science; 10 students; 1 
male and 2 female students 

     Teacher Pam 34 years old; Female; 4 years 

Mentor teacher: 44 years old; 
Female; 20 years 

P3; Science; 16 students; 3 
male students 

METHODOLOGY/DESIGN 

Research Design 

For Study 1 in Alpha School, we utilized a multiple baseline across participants 

design (Kazdin, 2011), which consisted of a baseline phase, a PTL training phase, a mentor 

teacher check-in phase, a performance feedback phase, and a maintenance phase. For 

Study 2 in Beta School, the design consisted of a baseline phase, a PTL training phase, a 

performance feedback phase, and a maintenance phase.  We removed the mentor check-in 
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phase for Study 2 because the results from Study 1 showed that mentor check-in did not 

result in a large increase in the participating teachers’ use of PTL. 

Procedures  

Baseline. During baseline, the teacher conducted class lessons as per usual. An 

observer gathered direct observational data in the classroom. Simultaneously during the 

direct observation data collection session, the observer audio-recorded the teacher talk for 

that lesson. Data collection procedure in the following intervention phases were the same as 

baseline procedure.  

Positive Teacher Language training. After a stable trend in the baseline data 

across the teachers, the researchers trained the teachers and mentor teachers on the 

Positive Teacher Language intervention. In Study 1 (Alpha School), the teachers, including 

mentor teachers, were trained on the five components of PTL (i.e., Envisioning Language, 

Reminding Language, Reinforcing Language, Redirecting Language and Open-Ended 

Questions) over 2 separate days of 3-hour training per day. The teachers were trained 

together, except for one teacher who was trained separately due to mismatched schedule. 

As training was done prior to the June school holidays, the teachers attended a 2-hour 

refresher course after the holidays.  

In Study 2 (Beta School), the teachers were trained on three components of PTL 

(i.e., Envisioning Language, Reminding Language and Reinforcing Language) in three 

hours. The research team decided to focus on these three PTL components as the teachers 

in Study 1 did not use these components much and we wanted to examine whether reducing 

the number of components during the professional development training would allow the 

teachers in Study 2 to pick up PTL with greater ease.  Three-hour training sessions were 

held with each teacher and mentor pair separately.  

The PTL training included materials modified from the Teacher language professional 

development kit (Northeast Foundation for Children, 2010), The power of our words: 

Teacher language that helps children learn (Denton, 2014), and The power of our words for 
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middle school: Teacher language that helps students learn (Center for Responsive Schools, 

2016). The teachers were presented with a manual describing all the steps and examples of 

PTL. During the training session, the researchers (a) explained rationale and benefits of PTL 

and improving teacher-student relationship, (b) described and modelled PTL, and (c) 

practiced PTL with the teachers. At the end of the training, the teachers were directed to 

practice PTL in their classrooms. In addition to the PTL training, the mentor teachers were 

trained on the procedures of the weekly check-in and performance feedback sessions.  

Mentor teacher check-in. During this intervention phase, the mentor teacher had 

one-to-one weekly check-in sessions with the teacher. During the 10-15 minute check-in 

sessions, the mentor teacher discussed the implementation of PTL and problem-solve any 

issues the teacher encountered. The mentor teacher encouraged the teacher to continue to 

implement PTL in their classrooms. The mentor teacher and teacher then together 

completed a mentor log sheet and submitted to the research team. 

Performance feedback. When the teacher reached a stable trend with no further 

increase in their use of PTL, the second phase of intervention, the performance feedback 

phase, was initiated. Similar to the first intervention phase, the mentor teacher had a 10-15 

minute weekly sessions with the teacher. The research team generated the visual/graphical 

feedback which were based on data collected on the teacher’s use of PTL during direct 

observations. The mentor teacher then provided the teacher with this visual/graphical 

performance feedback (see Appendix A for a sample of performance feedback report). The 

mentor teacher discussed the teacher’s implementation of PTL and problem-solve any 

issues the teacher may encounter. The mentor teacher then encouraged the teacher to 

continue to implement PTL in their classrooms. Similar to the check-in phase, the mentor 

teacher and teacher completed a mentor log sheet and submitted to the research team. 

Maintenance. After the teachers reached a stable trend with no further gains in the 

use of Positive Teacher Language, maintenance effects were assessed at least 2-week post 
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intervention phase. During maintenance phase, the mentor teachers did not meet the 

teachers for the check-in or performance feedback sessions.  

Dependent Measures (Outcome Measures)  

Classroom observations. A trained observer collected data in the classroom two to 

three times a week. During each classroom observation, the observer collected data on 

student classroom engagement and teacher use of PTL for 30 minutes for Alpha School and 

20 minutes for Beta School. The observer stood in an unobtrusive location within the 

classroom.  

Student classroom engagement. Classroom engagement of three low progress 

students within the classroom were collected using a 10-s momentary time sampling 

method. Using this recording method, for example in a class with three target students, the 

observer observed Student A for 10 s, then Student B during the next interval, followed by 

Student C in the next interval, and then returning to Student A for the following interval. In 

Study 1, student classroom engagement was operationally defined as: sitting appropriately 

on chair; engaging in assigned work as indicated by reading, writing, and raising hand to 

answer or ask questions; looking at teacher when she or he is talking; not fidgeting with 

unrelated materials; not talking to peers or moving around the room except when directed by 

the teacher. In Study 2, student classroom engagement was determined by whether they 

were actively engaged (i.e. raising up hands, answering questions, discussing class work 

with peers, reading out loud or writing), passively engaged (i.e. looking at teacher when he 

or she is talking, looking at whiteboard, reading assigned materials), or not engaged (i.e. 

looking out the window, reading unassigned materials, not following instructions) 

Teacher use of Positive Teacher Language. In order to reduce the number of 

observers in the classroom, the observer simultaneously audio-recorded teacher talk and 

collected data for student classroom engagement. After the classroom observation, the 

observer listened to and transcribed the audio-recording, and then coded the transcript on 

the teacher’s use of PTL (see Appendix B for the PTL coding guidelines). The coded 
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transcript was then vetted by the research team for consensus, any discrepancy was 

discussed and final decision on the coding was then agreed upon. 

Pre- and Post-tests measures. In addition to the classroom observation measures, 

these measures were also administered to the participants: (a) two teacher-student 

relationship measures, one student-rated and the other teacher-rated; (b) a student-rated 

social and emotional learning measure, and (c) a student- rated academic self-efficacy 

measure. These were administered to the participants twice in the study, the pre-test at 

baseline, and the post-test at the end of the data collection period.  

Network of Relationship Inventory (NRI). The students completed the Warmth, 

Conflict and Closeness scales of the NRI (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). The internal 

consistencies for the Warmth and Conflict scales of the NRI were .87 and .79, respectively 

(Hughes, 2011). These three scales of the NRI consist of 16 items applied to the student’s 

relationship with the teacher on a 5-point Likert scale, (1 = Little or none, 2 = Somewhat, 3 = 

Very much, 4 = Extremely much, and 5 = The most).  

Teacher-Student Relationship Inventory (TSRI). The TSRI (Ang, 2005) was 

administered to teachers to assess their perceptions of their relationships with the target 

students in their classroom. This 14-item teacher-reported questionnaire assesses three 

scales of teacher-student relationship: Satisfaction, Instrumental Help, and Conflict. 

Teachers rated their relationship with their students on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = almost 

never true, 2 = seldom true, 3 = sometimes true, 4 = often true, and 5 = almost always true). 

The internal consistency estimates for the TSRI ranged from .81 to .95 (Ang, Chong, Huan, 

Quek, & Yeo, 2008).  

Social Skills Improvement System Rating Scale (SSIS-RS). The students 

completed the student version of the SSIS-RS (Gresham & Elliott, 2008), a normed and 

standardized assessment used to evaluate social skills and problem behaviours. The SSIS-

RS measures the following social skills subscales of Communication, Cooperation, 

Assertion, Responsibility, Empathy, Engagement, and Self-Control. In terms of problem 
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behaviours, the SSIS-RS assesses these subscales: Externalizing, Bullying, 

Hyperactivity/Inattention, and Internalising. The internal consistency estimates for the SSIS-

RS ranged from .72 to .94 (Gresham & Elliott, 2008). 

Competence Beliefs and Subjective Task Values Questionnaire. The students 

rated their academic self-efficacy by completing the 10-item Math and Reading scales of the 

Competence Beliefs and Subjective Task Values Questionnaire (Wigfield et al., 1997). The 

three students in Teacher Charles’s Math class completed the Math scales, while the six 

students in Teacher Wendy’s and Teacher Nadine’s English class completed the Reading 

scale. The internal consistency reliabilities for the Reading and Math scales of this 

instrument were .82 to .83, respectively (Hughes, 2011). In Study 2, the three teachers 

taught Science, thus the students did not complete this questionnaire. 

Observer Training and Reliability. The researchers trained two observers to collect 

classroom observation data. Observer training included reviewing the operational definitions 

of teacher and student behaviours, role-plays and practice observation sessions in which 

selected students were observed. Observers were required to obtain inter-rater agreement 

above 80% for three consecutive sessions, prior to data collection.  

Inter-observer agreement (IOA) checks were assessed on at least 30% of the total 

observations and were collected by the two trained independent observers. Inter-observer 

agreement for classroom observation data were measured by comparing the two records for 

agreement for each session and the percentage agreement was calculated by dividing the 

number of agreements by the total number of opportunities to agree (the number of 

agreements plus disagreements for each session), and then multiplied by 100%. For Study 

1, the IOA for the student classroom engagement in the classrooms of Teachers Charles, 

Wendy, and Nadine were 83.3% (range, 78.0- 95.0%), 84.3% (range, 80.0-86.1%), and 

85.1% (range, 78.9-93.3%) respectively.  For Study 2, the IOA for the student classroom 

engagement in the classrooms of Teachers Zane, Sally, and Pam were 87.8% (range, 80.9-

92.6%), 87.0% (range, 83.8-91.5%), and 86.0% (range, 82.9-88.2%) respectively. 
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Treatment Acceptability. Teachers’ acceptability of the PTL intervention was 

assessed at the conclusion of the study using a modified Intervention Rating Profile 15 (IRP-

15; Martens, Witt, Elliott, & Darveaux, 1985). The IRP-15 is a 15-item scale that uses Likert 

style rating ranging from 1 to 6 for strongly disagree to strongly agree, to assess teacher’s 

acceptability of the PTL intervention and performance feedback procedures. We also 

interviewed all the teachers on their perception of and experience using PTL (see Appendix 

C for interview protocol). The teachers were interviewed one-on-one and the interviews were 

audio-recorded. The length of interviews ranged from 21 to 55 minutes. The interviews were 

then transcribed verbatim and analysed for general themes. 

Data Analysis. Student classroom engagement and teacher’s use of PTL were 

analysed through visual analysis. Visual inspection of the results involved simultaneous 

graphing of all experimental phases for the teachers and students. Visual inspection 

assessed the variability in the target behaviour, that is, any increase or decrease in the 

levels of the target behaviour, and the slope and direction of the trend lines. In addition to 

visual analysis, the percentage of nonoverlapping data (PND), was calculated to provide a 

measure of intervention effectiveness for single-participant research studies (Scruggs, 

Mastropieri, & Casto, 1987), particularly for teacher’s use of PTL. PND is calculated by 

determining the percentage of intervention data that do not overlap with the highest baseline 

data-point. Due to the small sample size of student participants, the pre- and post-test 

measures (i.e., NRI, TSRI, SSIS-RS and Competence Beliefs and Subjective Task Values 

Questionnaire) were analysed descriptively. The IRP-15 data were averaged across the 

teachers and analysed descriptively. 
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FINDINGS / RESULTS 

Impact of Mentor Check-in and Performance Feedback on Teachers’ Use of 
PTL 

Figure 1. Frequency of PTL use by Teachers Charles, Wendy and Nadine (Alpha School) 
and the percentage of student classroom engagement of the selected students in the 
teachers’ respective classrooms. 
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Figure 1 shows the frequency of PTL use by Teachers Charles, Wendy and Nadine 

(Alpha School) and the percentage of student classroom engagement of the selected 

students in the teachers’ respective classrooms.  All three teachers showed low and stable 

levels of PTL use at baseline, with Teacher Charles and Nadine using only one PTL 

statement, while Teacher Wendy was higher with one to two PTL statements during each 

baseline session. 

After the PTL training, during the mentor check-in phase, Teacher Charles’s use of 

PTL did not differ from the baseline phase, whereas Teachers Wendy and Nadine showed 

an immediate increase in their use of PTL to a high of seven PTL statements for Teacher 

Wendy and five PTL statements for Teacher Nadine.  Their use of PTL did not remain at this 

level and dropped back down to close to their baseline levels. The implementation of 

performance feedback led to an immediate small increase in Teacher Charles’s use of PTL, 

however his overall use of PTL remained similar to his baseline level.  Teacher Wendy did 

not respond to the performance feedback immediately and then she showed a large 

increase to a high of 14 PTL statements in the third session. Her use of PTL remained high 

for the rest of the intervention sessions. Teacher Nadine too showed a clear increase with 

the implementation of performance feedback.  However, her use of PTL showed a decline 

towards the end of the phase. 

Teachers Charles and Wendy continued to use PTL when maintenance data were 

collected, but Teacher Nadine did not use PTL during the maintenance session.  The 

percentage of non-overlapping data (PND) was computed to supplement the visual analysis 

of the single-case data (see Table 2).  It is evident from the PND comparison that the 

performance feedback phase resulted in an increase in the use of PTL as compared to the 

mentor check-in phase for all three teachers in Alpha School. 
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Table 2. PND comparison across phases for teachers’ use of PTL 

Percentage of Non-overlapping Data (PND) 

Teacher Mentor Check-in 
Phase 

Performance 
Feedback Phase 

Maintenance 
Phase 

Alpha School 

Teacher 
Charles 

0 14.3 50.0 

Teacher 
Wendy 

33.3 66.6 100.0 

Teacher 
Nadine 

20.0 83.3 0 

Beta School 

Teacher Zane - 60.0 100.0 

Teacher Sally - 87.5 100.0 

Teacher Pam - 50.0 100.0 

Figure 2 shows the frequency of PTL use by Teachers Zane, Sally and Pam (Beta 

School) and the percentage of student classroom engagement of the selected students in 

the teachers’ respective classrooms.  All three teachers showed low and stable levels of PTL 

use at baseline, with Teachers Zane and Sally using only at most one PTL statement during 

each baseline session, while Teacher Pam was higher in general, with a peak of three PTL 

statements, during the third baseline session.  After PTL training, with performance 

feedback, Teacher Zane showed a slow increasing trend and reached a maximum of seven 

PTL statements.  Teacher Sally showed an immediate increase to four PTL statements, then 

dropped back down to baseline level, but increased greatly to a maximum of 17 PTL 

statements in the fifth intervention session.  Her use of PTL statements stayed at a high level 

for the remaining intervention sessions.  Teacher Pam showed a small increase in the use of 

PTL statement, and her average of PTL statements during the intervention phase was 3.75.  

All three teachers continued to use PTL when maintenance data were collected. 
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Figure 2. Frequency of PTL use by Teachers Zane, Sally and Pam (Beta School) and the 
percentage of student classroom engagement of the selected students in the teachers’ 
respective classrooms. 

Effect of PTL on students 

Classroom Engagement.  Figures 1 and 2 show the percentage of student 

classroom engagement of the selected students in the teachers’ respective classrooms in 
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Alpha School and Beta School respectively.  In Study 1 (Alpha School), the students’ 

classroom engagement were the lowest during performance feedback phase for Teacher 

Charles and Teacher Wendy.  We are uncertain of the possible reasons for this trend.  We 

did not see a functional relationship between the teacher’s use of PTL and the students’ 

classroom engagement because Teacher Charles’s use of PTL was low, while Teacher 

Wendy showed a clear increase in her use of PTL, but the students in their respective 

classes showed a reduction in classroom engagement. We hypothesized that this may be 

due to the stricter definition of classroom engagement that we used in Study 1 which 

excluded fidgeting behaviours.  In Study 1, we coded students who were attending to their 

teacher or work as being off-task if their hands were fidgeting with materials unrelated to the 

task. This resulted in lower classroom engagement overall.  We revised the operational 

definition of student classroom engagement in Study 2 (Beta School) to allow for fidgeting 

behaviours as long as the students were actively or passively attending to their teacher or 

task. The students’ classroom engagement data were more stable in Study 2 and we did not 

see clear differences in students’ classroom engagement during the performance feedback 

phase as compared to the baseline phase for all three classrooms. 

Pre- and Post-test Measures. Tables 3 to 5 show the pre-test and post-test scores 

for Alpha School and Beta School, and these data were analysed descriptively.  In terms of 

teacher-student relationships (see Table 3), there were not much change from the pre-test to 

post-test scores for Alpha School; however, for Beta School, the post-test scores were 

generally higher compared to the pre-test scores. The students completed the SSIS-RS 

during the baseline phase for the pre-test and at the end of the study for the post-test 

scores.  In general, the post-test SSIS-RS scores for Alpha School were lower compared to 

their pre-test scores; however the opposite is true for Beta School, where the post-test 

scores improved compared to the pre-test scores (see Table 4). 
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Table 3. Pre-test and Post-test Teacher-Student Relationship questionnaires scores for 
Alpha School and Beta School. 

Alpha School (n = 9) Beta School (n = 9) 

Teacher Student Relationship 
Questionnaires 

Pre-Test 
M 

Post-Test 
M 

 Pre-Test 
M 

Post-Test 
M 

Network of Relationship Inventory (NRI)* 

Warmth 13.9 13.9 13.8 16.4 

Conflict 5.3 6 4.8 4.9 

Closeness 11 11.3 10.3 12.6 

Teacher-Student Relationship Inventory (TSRI)#

Satisfaction 21 20.7 17.2 20.3 

Instrumental Help 17.3 16 9.1 14.8 

Conflict 5.8 6.7 7.6 5.9 

Note. * NRI is a student completed questionnaire. # TSRI is a teacher completed 

questionnaire.  

Table 4. Pre-test and Post-test Social Skills Improvement System – Rating Scale (SSIS-RS) 
scores for Alpha School and Beta School. 

Alpha School (n = 9) Beta School (n = 9) 

Social Skills Improvement System 
– Rating Scale (SSIS-RS)

Pre-Test 
M 

Post-Test 
M 

 Pre-Test 
M 

Post-Test 
M 

Social Skills domain 

Communication 13.9 11.4 12.2 14.7 

Cooperation 12.3 12.7 14.8 15.8 

Assertion 12.3 10.9 12.7 13.1 

Responsibility 13.6 11.9 13 15.1 

Empathy 12.8 12 12.3 14 

Engagement 12.4 10.3 15.4 15.9 

Self-Control 10.6 8.3 8.9 10.3 

Problem Behaviours domain 

 Externalizing 6.8 6 9.1 6.7 

Bullying 1.8 1.2 2.9 3.3 

Hyperactivity/Inattention 9.1 6.4 9 6.9 

Internalizing 11.3 8 9 10.9 
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Table 5. Pre-test and Post-test Competence Beliefs and Subjective Values Questionnaire 
scores for Alpha School.  

Alpha School 

Competence Beliefs & Subjective 
Values Questionnaire 

Pre-Test 
M 

Post-Test 
M 

Math Competence*  24.7 26.7 

Math Subjective Values* 36.7 39.0 

English Competence# 24.5 25.0 

English Subjective Values#  39.7 37.7 

Note: * Three student participants in Teacher Charles’s math class completed the Math 
section of the questionnaire. Three student participants in Teachers Wendy’s and Nadine’s 
respective English classes completed the English section of the questionnaire. 

Lastly, for the Competence Beliefs and Subjective Values questionnaire, the students 

in Alpha School reported higher post-test scores in three domains, with only the English 

Subjective Value showed a reduction in mean scores (see Table 5). Due to the small sample 

size and short duration of the study, coupled with the lack of a control group, we were not 

able to conduct statistical analyses to test for significance for all the pre- and post-test 

measures.  Furthermore, the students in this study attended lessons taught by other 

teachers and they also took part in other school programmes, and these other factors could 

have contributed to the changes. Thus, we could not fully attribute any change to just the 

PTL intervention alone. 

Treatment Acceptability 

The teachers in both Alpha School and Beta School rated the PTL intervention highly 

with the mean ratings for the majority of the items were above 5.00 (see Table 6).  The item 

with the lowest score at 4.50 - 4.80 was “Item 5: The students’ classroom engagement 

problem is severe enough to warrant use of this intervention”. The item with the highest 

score at 5.33 - 5.67 was “Item 15: Overall, this intervention would be beneficial for the 

students”. 
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Table 6. Mean Ratings for Intervention Rating Profile items for Teachers of Alpha School (n 
= 6) and Beta School (n = 6). 

Intervention Rating Profile Alpha School 
M  

Beta School 
M  

1. This would be an acceptable intervention for students with
classroom engagement issues.

5.33 4.83  

2. Most teachers would find this intervention appropriate for
students with classroom engagement issues.

5.00 5.00 

3. This intervention should prove effective in changing
students’ classroom engagement.

4.83 5.67 

4. I would suggest the use of this intervention to other
teachers.

5.33 5.50 

5. The students’ classroom engagement problem is severe
enough to warrant use of this intervention.

4.80 4.50 

6. Most teachers would find this intervention suitable for
students with classroom engagement issues.

5.00 5.17 

7. I would be willing to use this intervention in the classroom
setting.

5.33 5.50 

8. This intervention would not result in negative side effects
for the students.

5.50 4.83 

9. This intervention would be appropriate for a variety of
children.

5.00 5.50 

10. This intervention is consistent with those I have used in
classroom settings.

5.17 5.00 

11. The intervention was a fair way to handle the students’
classroom engagement issues.

5.40 5.17 

12. This intervention is reasonable for the students’
classroom engagement issues.

5.33 5.00 

13. I like the procedures used in this intervention. 5.33 5.17 

14. This intervention was a good way to handle students’
classroom engagement issues.

5.00 5.17 

15. Overall, this intervention would be beneficial for the
students.

5.33 5.67 

Note: The IRP-15 is a 15-item scale that uses Likert style rating ranging from 1 (Strongly 
Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). 

The interview data supported the findings from the Intervention Rating Profile 

questionnaire.  The teachers unanimously agreed that the PTL intervention was beneficial 

for the students. Through the interviews, we discovered that some of the mentor teachers, 
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who were trained in PTL, reported that they rarely used PTL in the classroom. This is a 

surprising finding given that the teachers rated the intervention highly.  This finding 

reinforced the need for further supports to encourage teachers to put into practice a newly 

learned intervention.      

CONTRIBUTIONS OF STUDY 

Research has shown that a strong teacher-student relationship enables low progress 

students to thrive in school, however there are few research studies in the Singapore context 

that look into helping teachers build strong teacher-student relationship with their students.  

This research study contributed towards meeting the professional development needs of 

teachers who support low progress learners by introducing and investigating the use of PTL 

in two primary schools. Teachers reported high acceptability of the PTL intervention, and 

they perceived that PTL is effective and beneficial for their students.   

Many professional development programmes are based on the Training Model (Little, 

1994) where teachers would attend modules outside of their school and receive new 

knowledge from an expert.  However this training model has been found to be ineffective in 

affecting change in teachers’ practice (Kennedy, 2014). Teacher professional development 

modules are often intense and packed with a lot of information to be disseminated in a short 

duration of time in order to make better use of the time given for teachers’ professional 

development.  This may not be appropriate mode of training for all topics and it may lead to 

cognitive overload on the part of the teachers.  This research study provided insights into the 

structuring of an effective in-service professional development programme, as well as, the 

process of change after the initial training. The close monitoring of the teachers’ use of PTL 

after training reviewed that further support was needed in order to see a change in teachers’ 

practice.  
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CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this research study was to evaluate the impact of a teacher 

professional development programme on PTL to improve teacher-student relationships and 

to engage low progress students. Majority of the teachers showed a clear increase in their 

use of PTL during the intervention phases, however their use of PTL were not consistently 

high.  We found that with performance feedback, the teachers’ use of PTL were higher 

compared to the mentor check-in phase. Without proper structure in place to support 

teachers’ use of a newly learned strategy, the teachers would often revert to their old ways, 

and the PD training would not have a significant impact on the teachers’ practice. The 

provision of performance feedback to teachers during professional development courses is 

helpful for them to increase and improve on their use of the learned strategy. This study did 

not result in conclusive findings with regards to the effect of PTL on student classroom 

engagement, teacher-student relationship, social and emotional development, and academic 

self-efficacy. Further research is warranted to study the impact of PTL on students.  

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This study was funded by the MOE Academies Funding Programme, National Institute of 

Education (NIE), Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, project no. AFR 03/16 GEP. 

The views expressed in this paper are the authors’ and do not necessarily represent the 

views of the host institution. 



Project	Number:	 AFR	03/16	GEP	
Name	of	PI:	 Dr	Ailsa	Goh	 2016	

32 
March 2016 - Office of Education Research (OER), NIE 

REFERENCES 

Ang, R. P. (2005). Development and validation of the teacher-student relationship inventory 
using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Journal of Experimental 
Education, 74, 55-73. 

Ang, R., Chong, W., Huan, V., Quek, C., & Yeo, L. (2008). Teacher–student relationship 
inventory: Testing for invariance across upper elementary and junior high samples. 
Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 26, 339-349. 

Archambault, I., Janosz, M., Fallu, J.S., & Pagani, L.S. (2009). Student engagement and its 
relationship with early high school dropout. Journal of Adolescence, 32(3), 651-670. 
doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2008.06.007 

Baird, G.L. & Scott, W.D. (2009). Cognitive self-regulation in youth with and without learning 
disabilities: Academic self-efficacy, theories of intelligence, learning vs. performance 
goal preferences, and effort attributions. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 
28(7), 881-908. doi: 10.1521/jscp.2009.28.7.881 

Baroody, A. E., Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., Larsen, R. A., & Curby, T. W. (2014). The link 
between responsive classroom training and student-teacher relationship quality in the 
fifth grade: A study of fidelity of implementation. School Psychology Review, 43(1), 
69-85.

Caleon, I. S. (2015, July).  Turning achievement around: Predictors of academic resilience of 
academically at-risk students in Singapore (Year 1 Results).  Paper presented at the 
seminar of the ESUB, Singapore. 

Center for Responsive Schools (2016). The power of our words for middle school: Teacher 
language that helps students learn. Turners Falls, MA: Center for Responsive 
Schools, Inc. 

Chong, W. H., Huan, V. S., Quek, C. L., Yeo, L. S., & Ang, R. P. (2010).  Teacher-student 
relationship: The influence of teacher interpersonal behaviours and perceived beliefs 
about teachers on the school adjustment of low achieving students in Asian middle 
schools. School Psychology International, 31(3), 312–328. 

Croninger, R. G., & Lee, V. E. (2001). Social capital and dropping out of high school: 
Benefits to at-risk students of teachers' support and guidance. Teachers College 
Record, 103(4), 548-581. doi:10.1111/0161-4681.00127 

Denton, P. (2014). The power of our words: Teacher language that helps children learn (2nd 
ed.). Turners Falls, MA: Northeast Foundation for Children. 

Fallon, L. M., Collier-Meek, M. A., Maggin, D. M., Sanetti, L. M., & Johnson, A. H. (2015). Is 
performance feedback for educators an evidence-based practice? A systematic 
review and evaluation based on single-case research. Exceptional Children, 81(2), 
227-246.

Foong, P. Y., Ghani, M., & Chang, S. H. (2012). Characteristics of low attainers: Behaviours, 
affects and home backgrounds. In B. Kaur & M. Ghani (Eds.), Low Attainers in 
Primary Mathematics (pp. 87–132). Singapore: World Scientific. 

Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1985). Children’s perceptions of the personal relationships in 
their social networks. Developmental Psychology, 21, 1016 –1024. 

Gresham, F. M., & Elliott, S. N. (2008). Social Skills Improvement System (SSIS) rating 
scales manual. Minneapolis, MN: Pearson Education. 



Project	Number:	 AFR	03/16	GEP	
Name	of	PI:	 Dr	Ailsa	Goh	 2016	

33 
March 2016 - Office of Education Research (OER), NIE 

Hughes, J. N. (2011). Longitudinal effects of teacher and student perceptions of teacher-
student relationship qualities on academic adjustment. Elementary School Journal, 
112(1), 38-60. 

Kazdin, A. E. (2011). Single-case research designs: Methods for clinical and applied 
settings. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Kennedy, A. (2014). Models of continuing professional development: A framework for 
analysis.  Professional Development in Education, 40(3), 336-351. 

Lee, P. (1999). In their own voices: An ethnographic study of low-achieving students within 
the context of school reform. Urban Education, 34(2), 214–244. 
doi:10.1177/0042085999342005 

Little, J.W. (1994) Teachers’ Professional Development in a Climate of Educational Reform, 
Systemic Reform: perspectives on personalizing education. Available at: 
http://www.ed.gov/pubs/EdReformStudies/SysReforms/little1.html  

Martens, B. K., Witt, J. C., Elliott, S. N., & Darveaux, D. X. (1985). Teacher judgments 
concerning the acceptability of school-based interventions. Professional Psychology: 
Research and Practice, 16(2), 191-198. doi:10.1037/0735-7028.16.2.191 

Martin, D. P., & Rimm-Kaufman, S. E. (2015). Do student self-efficacy and teacher-student 
interaction quality contribute to emotional and social engagement in fifth grade math? 
Journal of School Psychology, 53(5), 359-373. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2015.07.001 

McTigue, E. M., & Rimm-Kaufman, S. E. (2011). The Responsive Classroom approach and 
its implications for improving reading and writing. Reading & Writing Quarterly: 
Overcoming Learning Difficulties, 27(1-2), 5-24. doi:10.1080/10573569.2011.532708 

Murray, C., & Malmgren, K. (2005). Implementing a teacher-student relationship program in 
a high-poverty urban school: Effects on social, emotional, and academic adjustment 
and lessons learned. Journal of School Psychology, 43(2), 137-152. 
doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2005.01.003 

Noell, G. H., Witt, J. C., LaFleur, L. H., Mortenson, B. P., Ranier, D. D., & LeVelle, J. (2000). 
Increasing intervention implementation in general education following consultation: A 
comparison of two follow-up strategies. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 33(3), 
271-284.

Northeast Foundation for Children. (2007). Responsive classroom: Level 1 resource book. 
Turners Falls, MA: Northeast Foundation for Children. 

Northeast Foundation for Children. (2009). Responsive classroom: Level 2 resource book. 
Turners Falls, MA: Northeast Foundation for Children. 

Northeast Foundation for Children (2010).  Teacher Language professional development kit.  
Turner Falls, MA: Northeast Foundation for Children. 

Ottmar, E. R., Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., Larsen, R. A., & Berry, R. Q. (2015). Mathematical 
knowledge for teaching, standards-based mathematics teaching practices, and 
student achievement in the context of the responsive classroom approach. American 
Educational Research Journal, 52(4), 787-821. doi:10.3102/0002831215579484 

Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., & Chiu, Y. I. (2007). Promoting social and academic competence in 
the classroom: An intervention study examining the contribution of the Responsive 
Classroom approach. Psychology in the Schools, 44(4), 397-413. 
doi:10.1002/pits.20231 



Project	Number:	 AFR	03/16	GEP	
Name	of	PI:	 Dr	Ailsa	Goh	 2016	

34 
March 2016 - Office of Education Research (OER), NIE 

Scruggs, T. E., Mastropieri, M. A., & Casto, G. (1987). The quantitative synthesis of single-
subject research: Methodology and validation. Remedial and Special Education, 8, 
24–33. doi:10.1177/074193258700800206 

Solomon, B. G., Klein, S. A., & Politylo, B. C. (2012). The effect of performance feedback on 
teachers' treatment integrity: A meta-analysis of the single-case literature. School 
Psychology Review, 41(2), 160-175. 

Stormont, M. & Reinke, W.M. (2012). Using coaching to support classroom adoption and use 
of interventions within school-wide positive behavioral interventional and support 
systems.  Beyond Behavior, 21(2), 11-19. 

Wang, L. Y., Teng, S. S., & Tan, C. S. (2014). Levelling up academically low progress 
students (NIE Working Paper Series No. 3).  Singapore: National Institute of 
Education. 

Wentzel, K., R., & Miele, D.B. (Eds.) (2016). Handbook of motivation at school (2nd ed.). 
New York, NY: Routlege. 

Wigfield, A., Eccles, J. S., Yoon, K. S., Harold, R. D., Arbreton, A. J. A., Freedman-Doan, C., 
& Blumenfeld, P. C. (1997). Change in children’s competence beliefs and subjective 
task values across the elementary school years: A 3-year study. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 89, 451– 469. 



Project	Number:	 AFR	03/16	GEP	
Name	of	PI:	 Dr	Ailsa	Goh	 2016	

35 
March 2016 - Office of Education Research (OER), NIE 

Appendix A 

Sample of Performance Feedback Report 

Examples of PTL used in lessons: 

Envisioning: 
 Let's use scientific terms. Ok, we learn things to describe real life phenomenon, that's

what scientists do, and that's what we're trying to achieve ourselves to be.
 Now, as I mentioned just now before recess, the innovation activity is very important. I

would like to reiterate this again, because many products that we use is because of
people who think innovatively, who think out of the box, and find simple reasons or ways
to solve big problem, very simple ways. So here we are, in our innovation activity, I want
you to think of those ways.

 Alright. Now, this is what I mean by being great innovators and great scientists. Imagine
at P5, he was able to make them. He and Ahmad were able to make that. In 4 years, 5
years' time, think about what you can create if you are really interested.

Reinforcing: 
 I see majority of you are doing that. Your eyes are on me; you're focusing on me.
 In my 4 years um looking at toys from the P5s, I've never seen one that works without a

battery. I think that itself is very commendable, very unique. It's quite amazing. How did
you come up with this idea, can I know?
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Reminding: 
 What's the expected behaviour?
 Now, what is the expected behaviour when someone is up here to present?

Recommendations 

Instead of Try 
I know it's going to be a very hot day, last 
period, I expect you to be tired. I'm tired as 
well. But as students learning science, we 
must persevere. Right, we need to 
persevere. 

Potential Reinforcing: 
I know it's a very hot day, and it's the last 
period. I expect you to be tired, I'm tired as 
well. However, I see some of you still taking 
notes diligently, trying your best to pay 
attention and learn. That is not easy, and it 
shows perseverance. Well done! 

Excellent. I've observed that majority of you 
are holding your pen, tables are clear, 
focused. Excellent. Focused. That is what I 
like. 

Potential Reinforcing: 
Excellent. I've observed that majority of you 
are holding your pen, tables are clear, 
focused. Excellent. Focused. That shows 
me you are ready.  
(Removing teacher approval enables 
students to understand the merits of those 
actions, instead of them doing it to please 
the teacher) 

Please write your name, index number and 
today's date at this corner. 

Potential Reminding:  
Before you start working on the 
quiz/worksheet, remember the three things 
you need to write first on the paper. 

Note: To maintain confidentiality, pseudonyms have been used in place of the actual 
teachers and pupils in this study. 
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Appendix B 

Positive Teacher Language Coding Guidelines 

Variable Definitions Did what the teacher said: 
Envisioning 
language 

Verbal statements to help 
students form and own a 
vision of themselves 
achieving success.  These 
would include verbal 
statements that (a) set a 
positive tone for future 
work, and (b) engage 
students in problem-
solving 

 Help students connect the work with the things they
care about?

 Name positive identities for students?
 Ask students why they think something is important?
 Ask students to come up with specifics (e.g., ideas,

perspectives)?
 Express confidence in student’s capabilities?
 Recognize students’ accomplishments?
 Invite students to fill in details?
 Engage students in problem-solving?

Reinforcing 
language 

Verbal statements that 
identify and affirm 
students’ specific positive 
actions. These would 
include statements that (a) 
coach children on key 
behaviors as they practice 
social and academic skills, 
(b) help a group move
past a stuck point, (c)
point out individual
children’s “leading edge”
behaviors, and (d) make
children aware of their
growth by describing
“learning histories.”

 Recognize student’s positive actions (precise
information about what student has done well)?

 Describe student’s actions, rather than what teacher
think or feel about student’s effort?

 Focus on positive steps that the teacher has
observed?

 Encourage without elevating individuals? (Elevating
individuals - praise specific kids above others)

Note: 
Open-ended question can follow reinforcing language to 
invite positive reflection. 

Reminding 
language 

Verbal statements that 
help keep students on 
track as they go about the 
business of learning at 
school. 

 Help students take responsibility for remembering
and meeting expectations?

 Refer students to the expectations?
 Help students to mentally rehearse the appropriate

steps to take before they begin a task or activity?
 Support students in correcting themselves when

they are starting to go off-task?
Notes: 
Reminding language can be reactive (just when teacher 
notice student going off-task). 
Reminding language can be a question. 
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Appendix C 

Interview Protocol with Teacher 

Title: Positive Teacher Language: Improving Teacher-Student Relationships and Engaging 
Low Progress Students (AFR 03/16 GEP) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Date:                                               Time of Interview:                                       Place: 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   

Prior to the start of the interview: Interviewer will thank the interviewee for his/her time. 
Recap with the interviewee that the purpose of this interview is to (a) evaluate the impact of 
a teacher professional development programme on Positive Teacher Language (PTL) to 
improve teacher-student relationships and to engage low progress students, and (b) explore 
teacher’s experience with the PTL intervention and the implementation phase of the project, 
which includes the mentor sessions and performance feedback. The interviewer will be 
asking a list of questions with regards to this topic. This interview will be audio-recorded. 
Interviewer will assure the interviewee that the audio recording is meant for transcribing the 
information for analysis. All identifying information will not be revealed in the research study. 

Interview Questions for Teacher 

1. What do you think about the PTL intervention? 

2. What do you think about the PTL training programme that you attended? 

3. Do you have any suggestions on how the PTL training programme can be 
improved?? 

4. Could you rank the 5 components of PTL in terms of (a) impact on students, and (b) 
ease of implementation? Please explain your rankings. 

5. How was your experience in using positive teacher language in class? 

6. Do you perceive that your use of PTL had any impact on (a) your students, and (b) 
your teaching practice? Please elaborate. 

7. Do you think the mentor sessions and performance feedback reports were helpful? 
Why or why not? 

8. Aside from the PTL training, the mentor sessions and performance feedback, how 
did you prepare to implement PTL in your class? 

9. How could the research team have supported you further during the PTL 
implementation phase? 

10. Would you continue to use PTL in your class? Why or why not? 

11. Would you recommend PTL to other teachers? Why or why not? 

12. What are the barriers and enablers for teachers to implement PTL successfully in 
their class? 

13. Do you think that your participation in this research project had any impact on you? 
Please elaborate. 

At the end of the interview: Thank the interviewee for his/her sharing. Interviewee will be 
informed again that the data will be transcribed for analysis. The recorded data will be 
discarded after the 10-year-post-publication retention period. If interviewee has any 
concerns after the interview, he/she can always contact the interviewer (refer to the Letter of 
Invitation for Teacher Interview). 
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