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Evaluation Summary 

Age range 11 to 16 year olds 

Number of 

pupils 

50 Children in Need/Child Protection Plan 

Background 

Intervention 

Providing boarding chances for children in need is an emotive and perhaps even contentious 

intervention to the lives of those children who have already experienced significant adversity. The 

Department for Children Schools and Families (2007) suggested boarding schools can provide the 

necessary support and opportunities for vulnerable ‘children in need’ to thrive. Previous pathfinder 

projects using boarding schools have been piloted in the south of England. Their focus was on 

boarding school as an alternative to care yet social workers were reluctant to use this as an option 

(Lombard, 2011). Recently the Department for Education (DfE, 2014: p.3) has indicated intent to use 

boarding schools suggesting “there are opportunities to increase the availability of state and 

independent boarding to vulnerable children” based on an assumption that boarding “can bring 

stability to their lives, help to reduce education barriers and improve educational outcomes.” The DfE 

went on to say that “Boarding can be one way of meeting the needs of young people in difficult 

situations to prevent family breakdown or a formal move into the care system. It can also help to raise 

the aspirations of the child and everyone around them.” From these statements it would be reasonable 

to assume that providing boarding chances for children is considered to be a serious intervention 

option. 

 

Buttle UK is a grant-making organisation that supports children and young people in need in a variety 

of ways. Their ‘Schools Fees Programme’ has supported vulnerable children with their education for 

over 50 years. The programme provides grants towards fees at boarding schools for children living in 

the family home where it is difficult for them to be cared for on a full time basis. This is most often 

where a single parent has severe physical and/or mental ill health. Some of the children Buttle UK 

already support are involved with Social Care and are defined as children in need and/or have a child 

protection plan. Children in need that are not in care tend to have significantly poorer educational 

outcomes than looked after children and children suggesting that a stable care/living environment is 

important (Sebba et al., 2015). Boarding school is thought to provide a potentially more stable 

environment for those children whose lives are impacted by traumatic, unpredictable and challenging 

home circumstances. 

 

Boarding Chances for Children will provide for up to 50 places for children in need (CiN) or children on 

a child protection plan (CPP) through Buttle UK. Our evaluation considers the provision of Boarding 

Chances for Children and whether it is possible to establish evidence of promise for improving 

academic and non-academic outcomes for CiN and CPP together with the feasibility and scalability of 

the project. 
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Research questions 

Evidence of promise 

 Is there evidence of impact on attainment and non-attainment outcomes? (e.g. academic self-

concept, distress, self-regulation etc.) 

 Is there evidence to support the theory of change?  

Feasibility 

 Is the intervention acceptable to social care workers, schools and families? 

 Is there a sufficiently large target population to enable recruitment and roll out? 

Scalability 

 Is the intervention affordable? 

 Is the intervention sufficiently clearly defined and replicable? (E.g. is there a way we could trial 

it in the future?) 

 

Methods 

Recruitment 

Children offered a place at Boarding School through this project will be recruited as part of the 

intervention.  All the children will be defined as a Child In Need with their local authority or they will be 

on a Child Protection Plan with their local authority.  They will be referred direct to Buttle UK.  Children 

will be recruited in to the project through four main pathways. First, is through a local authority 

referral.  Second, through a primary school referral. Third is through an agency or charity working with 

the family of a child.  Fourth, is a direct referral through a family making contact with Buttle UK. In the 

case of where a family approaches Buttle UK, either the primary school or local authority, or 

supporting agency would also be required to complete a referral form and verify the CiN or CPP status 

of the child.  In the case of a parent, primary school, agency or charity referral, because of their status 

with the local authority, the authority will also be informed of the referral.  

Only children in Year 6 that have been registered as CiN or on a Child protection Plan
1
 (CPP) during 

the 12 months prior to July 2017 will be eligible for the project. 

Schools and Local Authorities, as the sources of referral, shall be sent information from Buttle UK 

providing details about the project. This will, in the first instance, be sent by email and an attached 

information pack. Where a primary school or local authority agree to participate and make a referral 

they will be required to sign a memorandum of understanding (MoU). Schools and local authorities will 

identify children that they believe meet the criteria of being registered as CiN/CPP in the given time 

frame and believe that they might benefit from the boarding school chance.  

                                                      
1
 A child in need is a child who has been assessed to be in need of social care services. A  child protection plan is the plan put 

together at a child protection case conference detailing the ways in which the child is to be kept safe, how theirhealth and 
development is to be promoted and any ways in which professionals can support the child’s family in promoting the child’s 

welfare if this in the child’s best interests. 
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When a child is referred a representative of Buttle UK will meet with the child and their family and 

conduct an assessment. Informed signed consent for being involved in the study will be sought from 

the child and the parent/guardian. Consent will also be sought in the MoU from the primary school, 

local authorities and boarding schools for the sharing of data with Buttle UK and with the evaluation 

team for the purposes of the project.   

 

Data collection 

Evidence of promise 

We will utilise a range of methods to evaluate the project and answer the research questions based 

around the Theory of Change (ToC: see appendix 1). We will use quantitative data gathered through 

self–report questionnaires measuring non-attainment outcomes and, a combination of Key Stage 2 

test scores and a standardised maths test score in Year 7 and Year 8 for measuring academic 

attainment outcomes. All data will be collected at multiples time points using online surveys and in the 

company of an adult. The surveys and tests will always be completed during time at school and the 

school will provide a member of staff to be present during data collection. 

Baseline tests for non-academic outcomes will be administered between May-July 2017 at the point 

the child concludes Year 6. Repeated measures for non-academic outcomes will be administered to 

the each of the children between May – July as Year 7 and Year 8 come to an end. At this same time 

point the maths progress tests will also be administered. Our primary outcome for our main report will 

be maths progress and the secondary outcomes will be our non-academic outcomes. The evaluation 

team will be reporting on 31
st
 March 2020. 

Stage two of this evaluation will use GCSE data as our primary outcome of the project compared with 

a matched control from the National Pupil Database. The matched control group will be created during 

phase one of the project based on the following criteria:  

 Year 6 pupil 

 Registered as child in need/CPP during the 12 months prior to 01/06/2017.  

In April-May 2023 all children will complete a final set of non-academic outcome measures. All data 

will be analysed and reported in our follow-up report on 31
st
 March 2023.   

For our primary outcomes we will model pupil attainment in the first two years of the study using the 

Progress Test in Mathematics Secondary (http://www.gl-assessment.co.uk/sites/gl-

assessment.co.uk/files/images/digital-demos/PTM-Demo/AssessmentRenderer.html). To consider 

non-attainment outcomes the evaluation will collect data that include the Strengths and Difficulties 

Questionnaire (child version) (Goodman & Bailey, 1998), the Self-Regulation (Academic) 

Questionnaire (Ryan & Connell, 1989), and the Academic Self-Concept Questionnaire (maths) 

(Marsh, 1990) using a repeated measures design. Secondly, for one of our secondary outcomes, in 

the final year of the study, we will model the probability of attaining 5 GCSEs grades A*- C (or 

equivalent with the new national exam score methodology which will be rolled out during the life of the 

project) for the 50 pupils against a pre-matched sample derived from a Bayesian Propensity Score 

Matching procedure for appropriate comparisons to be made, while minimising the bias inherent in 

observational studies. Repeated measures designs are by their nature multilevel, where two or more 

occasions/ measurements are clustered within individuals. Individual growth curves can more 

effectively be estimated with a larger number of occasions. Where appropriate, additional levels of 

http://www.gl-assessment.co.uk/sites/gl-assessment.co.uk/files/images/digital-demos/PTM-Demo/AssessmentRenderer.html
http://www.gl-assessment.co.uk/sites/gl-assessment.co.uk/files/images/digital-demos/PTM-Demo/AssessmentRenderer.html
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variation can be added –multiple outcomes, classes and/or schools. We will use a two stage process 

where we first fit a multilevel logistic regression model simulate propensity scores including the 

indicator that children have been referred to social services, free school meal entitlement, baseline 

attainment level from Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 and geographical area that the pupil resides in.  

This process will generate a distribution of propensity score samples (>=1000) per pupil. Next, we will 

use the R package 'MatchIt' in a loop to generate matches across the distribution, using ‘near 

neighbour’ matching with standard caliper of 0.2, and fit the model of interest (which will be discussed 

in more detail below), estimating the average treatment effects for all matched datasets. We will 

conduct further sensitivity analyses by testing how the effect size varies in response to changes in the 

matching strategy. 

Results will be modelled on the basis of intention to treat (ITT). Our analysis will proceed on the basis 

of starting with multilevel variance component models (varying intercepts which assume the same 

growth curves for all participating pupils) for occasions in individuals, for the two outcomes separately 

before building complexity by adding covariates for prior attainment at KS1 and at KS2 to adjust for 

prior ability, varying slopes which allows pupils to vary in terms of their overall improvement, and 

lastly, estimating both outcomes together in a multiple outcomes model which may allow each 

outcome to borrow strength from the other to reduce the parameter standard errors within the model, 

so that we can make clearer inferences on the impact of the project. These multivariate multilevel 

models will be reported as part of the sensitivity analyses conducted. Given the limited sample size of 

the pilot, any subgroup analysis will not be possible as the number of pupils will be too small to 

produce anything but extremely noisy estimates. 

These measures will enable us to understand the theoretically derived causal relation between 

changes in behaviour and character with academic improvement and changes to the school and living 

environment. An initial theory of change is tentatively proposed and is appended to the protocol. 

All models will be estimated via Bayesian inference. While Bayesian statistics is far too large a 

literature to describe here, it is based on personal rather than long-run interpretations of probability. 

Problems are divided into immediately available quantities and those needing to be described 

probabilistically. We describe our prior information via a full probability distribution and then 

sequentially update this knowledge with new data describing the resulting posterior quantities via 

quantiles or intervals rather than point estimates (see Browne, 2015; Gill, 2015). Using Bayesian 

inference provides several advantages for this evaluation – parameters are treated as random– an 

assumption far more suitable to social science applications where we would expect treatment effects 

not to be permanently fixed; more interpretable parameter estimates along with clear statements of 

uncertainty; more accurate estimates of variance parameters – particularly when the numbers of 

groups are small; missing data is handled seamlessly within the model; and finally results which set up 

further investigation via the sequential learning mechanism discussed above. 

As we have little prior information from previous trials, we deliberately use diffuse priors to represent 

our ignorance on the size and variance of the treatment effects, using diffuse priors (improper uniform 

priors on the data level effects (β’s), inverse gamma priors on the scalar variances and inverse wishart 

priors on variance matrices). Therefore, we deliberately use less prior information than we have 

available to allow the new data to dominate the overall results – this will be discussed further in the 

detailed statistical plan. We use the software R2MLwiN which passes data from R through to MLwiN’s 

algorithms and returns the results to R. Post-estimation processing and analysis will be carried out in 

R. As an additional check on the results we will also fit the analytical models classically using 

R2MLwiN/lme4 to provide consistency for the University of Durham’s meta analyses, and in STAN. 

Primary analyses will be conducted without imputation, but sensitivity analyses performed using 
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multiple imputation or where possible, missing data will be handled within the model where it is treated 

as another random parameter and estimated conditional on the observed data.  

 

Feasibility 

To evaluate the BCC project and answer the research questions concerning feasibility we consider the 

acceptability of the intervention. We will collect and analyse the quantitative data collected by Buttle 

UK regarding the referral source, background information about the child and family and the 

circumstances leading to their CiN/CPP status. This data is collected by Buttle UK and supplied to the 

evaluation team through secure transfer of data. The data is gathered by meeting with the families, 

recording discussions about the process of matching children with boarding schools and information 

contained in referral forms. 

Analysis of the quantitative data regarding the frequency and source of referral will provide a 

descriptive account of the pathway preferences for accessing the Boarding Chances for Children 

project by primary schools or Local Authority social services departments.  

A significant proportion of the evaluation conducted during first two years will involve a series of ten in-

depth case studies. The case studies are designed to create a qualitatively rich account of the child’s 

experience of boarding schools that can highlight both effectiveness and acceptability.  

To select the ten cases will use a stratified random sampling process to ensure that cases represent a 

mix of referral source (social care: primary school), child care status (CiN: CPP), boarding school 

(state: private), baseline achievement (high: low).  

To construct and analyse our case studies we will use the Hermeneutic Single Case Efficacy Design 

(HSCED) (Elliott, 2001; 2002). The HSCED approach to case study research was developed for use in 

psychotherapy case study research. However, the approach has been developed for use in many 

other areas. We believe this to be an excellent approach for educational research as the approach is 

systematic, replicable yet adaptive. HSCED is naturalistic and allows for assessing efficacy and has 

been used in psychotherapy for making initial claims about causal relationships. There are three main 

features that ensure inferences made are convincing, these are (a) a rich case record is constructed 

drawing on multiple sources of quantitative and qualitative data, (b) there is at least one or more 

example of supportive evidence (affirmative case) linking the intervention (boarding school) to 

outcomes (academic and non-academic changes), (c) an in-depth investigation of other factors 

(skeptic case)  indicating the possible causes of changes that cannot be attributed to the intervention. 

The process for completing the HSCED will be as follows: 

(1) Boarding School place intervention and data collection 

(2) Rich case record development 

(3) Affirmative and skeptic case development 

(4) Adjudication 

(5) Overall conclusions 

This systematic case study method allows for the idiographic complexities in understanding the causal 

relationships in developing new interventions or existing interventions within new populations. It is also 

possible to conduct HSCED using multiple cases in a single HSCED study. We will use the full range 

of data available including quantitative academic and non-academic outcome data (online survey), a 
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qualitative outcome assessment (interviews with child, family and telephone interviews with 

professionals), assessment of the client attributions for change (interviews with child), and information 

about the intervention process (interviews with child, family and telephone interviews professionals). 

From this data are compiled into an integrated rich case record. Through our in-depth exploration of 

cases, we will build a picture of the experiences of not only the child but also all those involved with 

the child’s education and care throughout the life of the project. This will include the relevant family 

members, teachers and social workers. We will triangulate the data from the quantitative outcome 

measures with the rich case histories gathered through this process. 

The next step is to build two cases. First is the affirmative case which is intended to make the case 

that the changes observed have been caused by the boarding chance intervention. The focus is on 

positive evidence that establishes the link between the intervention and change. The skeptic case 

makes a “good-faith attempt to cast doubt on the idea that the client changed over the period of 

therapy and that any possible changes were the result of the therapy” (Stephen et al., 2011, p. 59). 

Once the two cases are constructed the research team then to put them to the test through an 

adjudication process. This can be completed by presenting the cases to another expert member of the 

team and can involve using a structured pro forma to test the two cases (MacLeod & Elliott (2014). 

The adjudication between affirmative and skeptic cases adds a level of stringency to case study.   

Further qualitative research will be also conducted during the second phase. After quantitative 

analysis comparing both academic and non-academic outcomes of children in the boarding school 

intervention and with the matched control, we will select 3 good and 3 poor outcome cases for further 

in-depth qualitative case studies. This will enable us to explore in detail the experiences of good and 

poor outcome cases and create rich case accounts highlighting factors perceived to have contributed 

towards the particular outcome of the case. 

Scalability 

Our third outcome for evaluation is to consider, at a basic level, whether the intervention is affordable 

and replicable. We will calculate a tentative estimate of cost effectiveness of the intervention. Detailed 

cost effectiveness is difficult to calculate without the benefit of a control group under trial conditions. 

Consequently our cost effectiveness analysis will be based on the concept of money saved. Therefore 

we shall make a comparison between the costs of the intervention with the costs of ‘not intervening’ 

using unit cost data estimated by Ward, Holmes and Soper (2008) and Holmes and McDermid (2012). 

These unit costs are published in the Personal Social Services Research Unit (PSSRU) 

(http://www.pssru.ac.uk/project-pages/unit-costs/2015/ . The PSSRU is multi-site research centre that 

generates data on the unit costs of health and social care interventions (Curtis & Burns, 2015). These 

costs are used by researchers and local authorities to calculate the costs of interventions for 

evaluating projects and for commissioning services respectively. Data available from PSSRU can be 

used to calculate the potential costs of services used or planned on a unit basis.  

(1) Cost effectiveness 

The assessment of cost effectiveness may be carried out by making a ‘monies saved’ calculation 

based on a comparison of utilising a boarding chances place and thus preventing a participant from 

becoming a ‘looked after child’ (LAC). This can be completed at two levels: the Boarding Chances for 

Children project level by calculating overall costs of the intervention and comparing this to existing 

data on the unit costs of alternative social care provision. Cost effectiveness can also be calculated at 

the individual case level by analysis of individual good and poor outcome case studies and consider 

http://www.pssru.ac.uk/project-pages/unit-costs/2015/
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these case studies against a range of specific scenarios calculating the unit costs of social care for 

CiN and LAC.   

(a) At the Boarding Chances for Children project level, the focus is on calculating the average 

costs of the intervention per child placed in a boarding school. We will use data that tracks the 

CiN status of participants through the first two years of the intervention to determine the costs 

of ongoing social care provided to the child and/or family. We will use the costs of CiN care 

processes calculated and published by the DfE (2013) Data Pack: Improving permanence for 

Looked After Children. The average costs of the intervention can then be compared with a 

range of care case scenarios for children that either enter care or are CiN status.  

Costs for the intervention will include; boarding school fees, and any additional costs to 

support extracurricular activity if this is taken up and school uniforms etc., costs for initial and 

ongoing CiN care processes, staff costs for Buttle UK as implementer of the placement 

process. 

 

(b) At the individual case study level we will calculate the total cost of a child case that has been 

deemed either a good or poor outcome case. These individual case study scenarios will be 

available after the second stage of the research is complete and will form part of the final 

reporting stage when GCSE results are known. Our cost comparisons will be made by taking 

the individual case study scenarios from good and poor outcome cases from the Boarding 

Chances for Children project and comparing these against the costs from a number of case 

scenarios included in the DfE (2013) Data Pack: Improving permanence for looked after 

children. As stated above the data pack allows for comparisons with children that become 

looked after children and provides costs for different levels and packages of care provided. 

Each case study used in the comparison will be compared with each looked after child 

scenario. As it won’t be possible to absolutely predict the likely or eventual situation that a 

child that entered the Boarding Chances for Children project would have arrived had they not 

entered the study these comparisons will be based on a ‘monies saved’ calculation.  

 

In addition to the comparison of the financial cost of the intervention to becoming a looked 

after child we will also consider the cost effectiveness based on the GCSE and non-academic 

outcomes for children thereby situating a consideration of cost effectiveness within the 

evidence of promise gained through the evaluation. To estimate this we will draw on previous 

data supplied from Buttle UK in reference to impact of grant support on future demand on 

public funds. 

 

It should be noted that whilst the quantitative component have largely been presented as addressing 

the evidence of promise and the qualitative component as largely addressing the feasibility aspects of 

the study there will be a significant process of triangulation of data sources and crossing over of data 

to answer questions from each outcome. This will add rigour to the evaluation and is a key strength of 

the mixed methods approach we have adopted. 

In Appendix 2 we have provided a sample of measures of the non-academic outcomes that will be 

evaluated in the project. 



 
 

 

 

Ethics and registration 

The potential for harm in this research evaluation will be relatively low. Ethical issues with regard to 

consent, privacy and confidentiality of data will be considered in each strand of the research. Ethical 

approval will be sought, prior to the research commencing, in line with the University Of Nottingham 

Code Of Research Conduct and Research Ethics and the ESRC Framework for Research Ethics. This 

includes completing a detailed account of the proposed evaluation of the intervention, along with a 

timeline, research instruments and details of data storage and data management.  

 

All participants will be asked to consent at each stage of the data collection.  

Personnel 

Dr David Murphy (PI) is Associate Professor in the School of Education and a member of the Centre 

for Research in Human Flourishing. Recent projects include an NHS funded evaluation of 

psychological therapies. David has published psychotherapy case studies and has expertise in mixed 

methods research and brings expertise in the field of human development in young people and 

specifically in the non-academic outcomes. He will provide leadership and management to the project 

including field work, data analysis and report writing.  

Dr Michael Adkins is a member of the Centre for Research in Mathematics Education, provides 

expertise in classical and Bayesian multilevel regression modelling as well as wider statistical 

techniques such as multiple imputation, factor analysis and power analysis. He has extensive 

experience with National Pupil Database and will lead the statistical analysis and contribute to the 

report-writing.  

Dr Mary Oliver is Associate Professor and a member of the Learning Sciences Research Institute.  

She has expertise in quantitative analysis, secondary analysis of large data (PISA), and developing, 

using and analysing interviews with children about their experiences of learning in different 

environments. Dr Oliver will contribute to field work interviews with participants, analysing data and 

report-writing. 

Professor Harry Ferguson is Professor of Social Work at the University of Nottingham and Director 

of the Centre for Applied Social Research. Professor Ferguson will be consultant to the field work, 

qualitative data analysis and report writing.  

Professor Jeremy Hodgen is a member of the Centre for Research in Mathematics Education and 

will act as consultant and advisor to the team. Jeremy provides leadership in the Evaluations Team in 

the School of Education. 

A Research Associate will be appointed on a part time contract to conduct interviews and analysis 

and contribute to report writing. 

An administrator (part time) will be appointed to assist the development and delivery of the project, 

including recruiting and maintaining contact with schools. 
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Risks 

Given earlier efforts to evaluate the effectiveness of a boarding school intervention, risks to the 

evaluation are likely to concern enrolment, recruitment and participation in the evaluation before and 

during the boarding school placements. 

The evaluation will make use of both primary and secondary data. With the use of the primary data 

and secondary datasets (quantitative and qualitative), these datasets will be held locally. For this 

purpose, we will have the use of a secured partition on the University of Nottingham’s research 

network drive with access provided to the evaluation team members and specific IT support 

personnel.  Access to the network drives is tied to researchers’ workstations which are situated in 

private locked offices. The terminals are all password-protected and authenticated through the 

University’s centralised Information Access Management system. Remote access, where permissions 

allow for it will only work through remote desktop which has the same password and authentication 

requirements. The research drive partition is regularly backed-up and further stored on tape drives.  

 

Timeline 

 

Date Activity 

21/05/16 – 30/09/16 Evaluation Planning: Set-up meetings x 2 (David + Mary at 1 & David at 
both); Meeting with Buttle UK (David and Mary); Develop documents for 
use in study (David and Mary); Ethical approval (David and Mary); 
Writing and publication of research protocol (David and Mary); Liaison 
with NPD re access to CiN data (David and Michael); 

 

20/09/16 – 31/07/17 Recruitment to the study (carried out by Buttle, UK); Ongoing liaison with 
developer (David and Mary); Transfer data pack for all participants from 
Buttle to UoN (Buttle, UK and David);  

 

01/10/16 – 31/06/17 Complete application to NPD for access to CiN Census to prepare 
matched control (David and Michael); Develop interview schedules 
(David and Mary); Create questionnaire package for online data 
collection (David); Organise access to GL Maths Progress Tests Online 
(David);  

 

01/06/17 – 31/7/18 Prepare data constructing the control group (Michael); Conduct 
interviews with children, families and professionals (Mary, Research 
Associate, David); commence development of rich case records (Mary, 
Research Associate, David interviews child, family March – July 2018); 
Collect and prepare data files for non-academic outcomes (Michael Jun-
Jul 2018)); Collect and prepare data files for academic progress 
outcomes (Michael Jun-Jul 2018);  
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01/09/18 – 01/07/19 Analyse data for non-academic outcomes (David and Michael); Prepare 
and analyse data for academic progress outcomes (Michael and David); 
Conduct further interviews with children, families, professionals (Mary, 
Research Associate, David); 

 

01/01/19- 31/03/20 Adjudicate case studies (Mary, Research Associate, David, Jeremy, 
Harry); Conclude case studies (31/12-19; synthesise analyses; conclude 
quantitative analyses for academic progress and for non-academic 
outcomes; Report writing and submission (by 31/03/20) 

 

01/07/22 – 31/03/23 Prepare and analyse data for academic progress outcomes (Michael 
and David); Identify good and poor outcome case (David, Michael, and 
Mary)Conduct further interviews with children, families, professionals 
(Mary, Research Associate, David) between 09/22 – 11/22); 
Development of rich case records (Mary, Research Associate, David); 
Adjudicate case studies (Mary, Research Associate, David, Jeremy, 
Harry); Conclude case studies (David, Mary, Research Associate); 
Report writing and submission (by 31/03/23);  
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Appendix 2 

SAMPLE OF MEASURES 

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire 

 

For each item, please mark the box for Not True, Somewhat True or Certainly True. It would help us if you answered 

all items as best you can even if you are not absolutely certain or the item seems daft! Please give your answers on 

the basis of how things have been for you over the last six months. 

Your Name................................................................................   Male/Female 

Date of Birth........................................................... 

 

1. I try to be nice to other people. I care about their feelings  □ □ □ 

2. I am restless, I cannot stay still for long     □ □ □ 

3. I get a lot of headaches, stomach-aches or sickness   □ □ □ 

4. I usually share with others (food, games, pens etc.)   □ □ □ 

5. I get very angry and often lose my temper    □ □ □ 

6. I am usually on my own. I generally play alone or keep to myself □ □ □ 

7. I usually do as I am told       □ □ □ 

8. I worry a lot        □ □ □ 

9. I am helpful if someone is hurt, upset or feeling ill   □ □ □ 

10. I am constantly fidgeting or squirming     □ □ □ 

11. I have one good friend or more      □ □ □ 

12. I fight a lot. I can make other people do what I want   □ □ □ 

13. I am often unhappy, down-hearted or tearful    □ □ □ 

14. Other people my age generally like me     □ □ □ 

15. I am easily distracted, I find it difficult to concentrate   □ □ □ 

16. I am nervous in new situations. I easily lose confidence   □ □ □ 

17. I am kind to younger children      □ □ □ 

18. I am often accused of lying or cheating     □ □ □ 

19. Other children or young people pick on me or bully me   □ □ □ 

20. I often volunteer to help others (parents, teachers, children)  □ □ □ 

21. I think before I do things      □ □ □ 

22. I take things that are not mine from home, school or elsewhere  □ □ □ 

23. I get on better with adults than with people my own age   □ □ □ 

24. I have many fears, I am easily scared     □ □ □ 

25. I finish the work I'm doing. My attention is good    □ □ □ 

 

Your signature  ...................................................................  

Today's date ....................................................................... 

Thank you very much for your help 

 

The Self-Regulation Questionnaires 
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Academic Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-A) The Scale (standard version) 

WHY I DO THINGS 

Name:  ____________________________________________________ Age: 

Grade:  ___________________ ( ) Boy or Girl ( ) Teacher: 

 

A. Why do I do my homework? 

1. Because I want the teacher to think I’m a good student. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

2. Because I’ll get in trouble if I don’t. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

3. Because it’s fun. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

4. Because I will feel bad about myself if I don’t do it. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

5. Because I want to understand the subject. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

6. Because that’s what I’m supposed to do. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

7. Because I enjoy doing my homework. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

8. Because it’s important to me to do my homework. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

 

 

B. Why do I work on my classwork? 

9. So that the teacher won’t yell at me. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 
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10. Because I want the teacher to think I’m a good student. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

11. Because I want to learn new things. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

12. Because I’ll be ashamed of myself if it didn’t get done. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

13. Because it’s fun. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

14. Because that’s the rule. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

15. Because I enjoy doing my classwork. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

16. Because it’s important to me to work on my classwork. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

 

C. Why do I try to answer hard questions in class? 

17. Because I want the other students to think I’m smart. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

18. Because I feel ashamed of myself when I don’t try. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

19. Because I enjoy answering hard questions. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

20. Because that’s what I’m supposed to do. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

21. To find out if I’m right or wrong. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

22. Because it’s fun to answer hard questions. 
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Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

23. Because it’s important to me to try to answer hard questions in class. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

24. Because I want the teacher to say nice things about me. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

D. Why do I try to do well in school? 

25. Because that’s what I’m supposed to do. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

26. So my teachers will think I’m a good student 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

27. Because I enjoy doing my school work well. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

28. Because I will get in trouble if I don’t do well. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

29. Because I’ll feel really bad about myself if I don’t do well. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

30. Because it’s important to me to try to do well in school. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

31. Because I will feel really proud of myself if I do well. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 

32. Because I might get a reward if I do well. 

Very true Sort of true Not very true Not at all true 
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Academic Self-Concept (Marsh 1990; 1993) 

Ages: 10-18 (Grades 5-12). 

Scoring Procedures: Responses are in a 6-point Likert scale format, ranging from 1= False to 6= True. Reverse 

coding is necessary. In both the English and Math scales, item 4 is reverse scored. The scores are summed for a 

total score. Higher scores indicate higher competence. 

Circle the response that best shows how true or false each statement is for you. 

Math 

1. Mathematics is not one of 

my best subjects. 

False Mostly 

False 

More False 

than True 

More True 

than False 

Mostly 

True 

True 

2. I have always done well in 

mathematics. 

False Mostly 

False 

More False 

than True 

More True 

than False 

Mostly 

True 

True 

3. I get good marks in 

mathematics. 

False Mostly 

False 

More False 

than True 

More True 

than False 

Mostly 

True 

True 

4. I do badly in mathematics. False Mostly 

False 

More False 

than True 

More True 

than False 

Mostly 

True 

True 

 


