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Glossary of Terms 

Brunei National Vision 2035   

 

The country of Brunei’s five year national 

development plan to stimulate economic growth. It 

comprises of eight strategies to achieve the 

country’s aims of highly educated people, high 

quality of life, and a dynamic, sustainable economy.   

Combined Scores  The sum of the proportion scores from each 

dimension of the Communication Supporting 

Classroom (CsC) Observation Tool (proportion 

scores of the Language Learning Environment + 

proportion scores of the Language Learning 

Opportunities + proportion scores of the Language 

Learning Interaction). 

Malay Islamic Monarchy/ 

Melayu Islam Beraja  

 

The national philosophy adopted by the country of 

Brunei.  It reflects the three most important values 

of the country and its people, namely the 

combination of the Malay and Islamic values (due 

to the highest percentage of the population being 

Malays and Islam as the main religion) and the 

absolute monarchy (long history dating back to the 

14th century). (Hamid, 2000; Ministry of Education, 

2008b; Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 2014)(Hamid, 

2000; Ministry of Education, 2008b; Minnis, 1999; 

Muhammad, 2014)(Hamid, 2000; Ministry of 

Education, 2008b; Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 

2014)(Hamid, 2000; Ministry of Education, 2008b; 

Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 2014)(Hamid, 2000; 

Ministry of Education, 2008b; Minnis, 1999; 

Muhammad, 2014)(Hamid, 2000; Ministry of 

Education, 2008b; Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 

2014)(Hamid, 2000; Ministry of Education, 2008b; 

Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 2014)(Hamid, 2000; 

Ministry of Education, 2008b; Minnis, 1999; 

Muhammad, 2014)(Hamid, 2000; Ministry of 

Education, 2008b; Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 2014) 

Model Inclusive School building 

 

This refers to an additional building within the 

existing school compound.  This building consists 

of classrooms equipped with specialist equipment, 

facilities and teaching resources for supporting the 

learning of children with special educational needs 

in the school.   
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National Education System for 

the 21st Century / Sistem 

Pendidikan Negara Abad ke-21 

(SPN-21) 

 

The national education system of Brunei has 

undergone major educational changes in alignment 

to the Brunei National Vision 2035.  The aim of 

this reformed education system is to meet the social 

and challenges of the 21st century, to equip students 

with 21st century skills, to realise the mission and 

vision of the Ministry of Education.   

Proportion Scores 

 

To account for the different number of items in the 

three dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool, 

proportion scores were calculated.  This was 

conducted by dividing the actual number of 

observations by the total number of possible 

observations in each dimension.  This resulted in a 

minimum score of ‘1’ and a maximum score of ‘0’.  

Regular Classroom Teachers 

 

 

Special Education Unit 

 

Teachers who are responsible for a class or teaching 

a particular subject to the class. In this study these 

teachers refer to those teaching pre-school, year one 

and year two classrooms.  

The main agency under the Ministry of Education 

responsible for the educational provisions of 

children with special educational needs (SEN) in 

Brunei schools.  This unit is responsible for 

planning, coordinating and implementing school-

based education programmes for children with 

SEN, and also in teacher training.   

Special Educational Needs 

Assistance  
 

These teachers are qualified in special education 

(ranging from certificate level to a masters level) 

and are based either in primary or secondary 

schools.  Their role is to assist regular classroom 

teachers in working with special needs children in 

the classrooms and in schools.   

 

Special Educational Needs 

Coordinator 

 

Teachers qualified in special education (ranging 

from a certificate to a masters level) and based in 

the Special Education Unit.  Their role is to support 

and oversee the implementation of school-based 

programmes for children with special educational 

needs, and to collaborate with Special Educational 

Needs Assistance teachers in school.  They are also 

responsible for conducting training to teachers.   

 

Specialised Special Educational Classrooms within the Model Inclusive School 
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Needs Classrooms 

 

building.  These classrooms are usually used by 

Special Educational Needs Assistance teachers to 

teach children with special educational needs in the 

school. 
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Abstract 

Background 

Research has investigated how changes to the classroom layout, activities and 

teachers’ language can facilitate children’s communication development.  Very little is 

known about how children’s communication is supported in Brunei primary schools.  

Furthermore, there is very little research into how best to support teachers to increase the 

communication supportiveness of their classrooms.  

Aims 

 Examine how children’s communication is supported in Brunei primary 

school classrooms using the Communication Supporting Classroom (CsC) 

Observation Tool. 

 Provide an intervention to increase teachers’ use of communication 

supporting strategies.  

 Investigate the use of the CsC Observation Tool within an intervention to 

modify teachers’ classroom practice in supporting children’s 

communication, and its use as an outcome measure.  

 Identify facilitators and challenges in creating communication supporting 

classrooms in Brunei schools through teachers’ perspectives. 

Method  

 Classroom observations in the profiling phase explored patterns of performance on 

the CsC Observation Tool (n = 12).  Observations in the intervention phase examined 

changes in teachers’ classroom practices for Intervention (n = 5) and Control classrooms 

(n = 5) over four months.  Intervention involved working with Special Educational Needs 

Assistance (SENA) teachers in conducting observations and supporting the classroom 

teachers.  Focus group sessions (profiling, n = 4 groups and intervention, n = 1 group) 

explored teachers’ perspectives of the facilitating and challenging factors in developing 

communication supporting classrooms.  SENA teachers were also asked about their 

experience in implementing the intervention.   

Outcomes and results  

The profiling phase indicated children’s communication was supported in the 

participating classrooms, especially in structured language learning environments.  The 

intervention phase demonstrated the effectiveness of the CsC Observation Tool as an 
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outcome measure of changes in teachers’ classroom practice, and progress in achieving 

target items.  Children’s communication was indicated to be supported more in pre-school 

classrooms than year one.  Focus group data identified six facilitating and eleven 

challenging factors.  

Conclusions and implications  

 This study provides evidence for the use of the CsC Observation Tool as a measure 

of classroom practice to develop children’s communication.  The findings support the 

success of the CsC Observation Tool in increasing teachers’ use of evidence-based 

strategies in focused intervention targets, and in their overall classroom practice.  It also 

highlighted the need for increased school support and understanding of factors impacting 

on developing communication supporting classrooms in Brunei schools.  
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Introduction 

The aims of the current study are to explore how children’s communication is 

supported in Brunei primary school classrooms, and to examine the use of the 

Communication Supporting Classroom Observation Tool (Dockrell, Bakopoulou, Law, 

Spencer, & Lindsay, 2015, 2012) as part of a teacher intervention programme.  The study 

has a mixed method design and involves a profiling and intervention phase forming the 

structure of this thesis.  There are ten chapters and an overview is presented below.  

Chapter one entitled ‘Children’s communication and educational attainment’ 

presents the definition of communication and discusses its proposed links with various 

aspects of children’s educational attainment.  It also includes a discussion about 

terminology for children with speech, language and communication needs, and the recent 

debate around this terminology.   

Chapter two on ‘Communication friendly classroom environments’ describes 

communication in classrooms, reviews the literature on communication friendly 

classrooms, and discusses the importance of exploring this aspect through classroom 

observations and teachers’ perspectives.   

Chapter three on ‘Background about Brunei Darussalam’ provides an overview of 

the Brunei educational system, the development of inclusive education and government 

initiatives, and the current state of local speech and language therapy provisions in 

informing this study.   

Chapter four entitled ‘Mixed methods approach to explore communication 

supporting classrooms’ reviews literature of mixed methods research including the 

definition, design, implementation, and issues surrounding this method of enquiry.  The 

application of mixed methods research to explore communication supporting classrooms is 

discussed in the context of the current study.   

Chapter five on ‘Classroom observations’ outlines the method for conducting the 

classroom observations. It includes the research questions and details the pilot study, 

design, participant sample, instrument, and implementation procedures used.   

Chapter six on ‘Communication supporting classrooms’ presents the results from 

the classroom observations and describes the patterns of performance of participating 

Brunei primary classrooms in supporting children’s communication.   

Chapter seven on ‘Focus groups’ presents the method for the focus group sessions 

to examine teachers’ perspectives on communication supporting classrooms in the Brunei 

context. This includes the research questions, design, participants, materials, and 

implementation procedures used.   
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Chapter eight on ‘Teachers’ perspectives’ describes the findings from the focus 

groups.  Teachers’ perspectives of supporting children’s communication in Brunei primary 

classrooms are discussed.  Factors perceived by teachers as impacting on developing 

communication supporting classrooms in Brunei schools are identified. 

Chapter nine entitled ‘Discussion on communication supporting classrooms in the 

Brunei context’ is the discussion chapter.  The findings from the study are discussed in 

relation to each research question, and to existing research.  Methodological issues, the 

implications of the findings, limitations of the study’s design and outcomes, and directions 

for further research are discussed.  

Context of the Problem 

Inclusive education means all children are able to access education irrespective of 

various factors including abilities, gender and location (United Nations Educational, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 1994).  As Brunei’s education system 

practices the inclusive education policy, all children, including those with special 

educational needs, are educated together with their peers in mainstream schools (Koay, 

2007; Wong & Mak, 2005).  Support is provided through trained teachers and the 

availability of appropriate equipment and resources in schools.  Specialist support is also 

provided through trained professionals from the Special Education Unit, Ministry of 

Education.  These professionals include speech and language therapists who provide 

services to children with speech, language and communication needs within the education 

setting.  

Since the inception of the speech and language therapy service at the Special 

Education Unit in 2002, there are currently only two qualified speech and language 

therapists employed by the Ministry of Education.  These therapists are responsible for 

delivering services to all school-aged children in schools across the country.  Due to the 

limited number of speech and language therapists, effective intervention is restricted and at 

present there has been no measure to demonstrate the impact this has on the children and 

on the schools.  If this practice continues, there will be no robust evidence to support the 

effectiveness of the services provided by these therapists to schools, and consequently may 

result in jeopardising the overall efficiency and use of this already limited resource.  

This study explored other methods to support children’s communication skills in 

Brunei primary schools.  The current state of how some primary school classrooms 

support children’s communication was examined through classroom observations.  An 

intervention with teachers was included, and focus groups were conducted to investigate 

teachers’ perspective of this potential form of service delivery.  
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Statement of the Problem   

The speech and language therapy service at the Special Education Unit aims to 

provide services to all children with speech, language and communication needs in all 

schools across Brunei.  Unfortunately, due to the limited number of speech and language 

therapists at the unit, a more comprehensive and effective service is not possible to cater to 

these needs.  If this continues, there will be a potential increase in the number of children 

whose speech, language and communication needs are not supported in schools, along 

with a continuous rise in the number of referrals to the service.  To address this issue, this 

study aims to explore ways in which schools can support children’s communication, 

specifically within the classroom context. 

Purpose and Significance of the Current Study 

This study aims to explore how schools currently support children’s 

communication in the classroom through standardised observations.  It also seeks to refine 

our current understanding of teacher’s knowledge and perception of the importance of 

communication skills through conducting focus groups.  Furthermore, this study adds 

substantial evidence to measure the overall effectiveness of the current practice of the 

speech and language therapy service, specifically at the Special Education Unit in Brunei, 

and provides support in exploring other methods of delivery.     

Research Questions 

1. Is children’s communication supported in Brunei primary school classrooms? 

2. Are there differences between classrooms in Model Inclusive Schools (MIS) and non-

Model Inclusive Schools (non-MIS) in supporting children’s communication?    

3. Is an intervention programme based around the CsC Observation Tool successful in 

increasing teachers’ use of communication supporting behaviours? 

4. What factors facilitate a ‘communication supporting classroom’ in all, i.e. MIS and non-

MIS, Brunei primary schools? 

5. What are the challenges in creating such a classroom environment in Brunei schools?  
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Chapter 1: Children’s Communication and Educational Attainment 

1.1 Introduction 

This chapter defines children’s communication and its proposed association with 

children’s educational attainment.  This is followed by a description of speech, language 

and communication needs including issues surrounding the terminology.   

1.2 What is Communication? 

When describing human communication, ‘speech’, ‘language’, and ‘communication’ 

are frequently used together and interchangeably, despite being separate terms and having 

different meanings (Martin & Miller, 2003; Paul & Norbury, 2012).  Therefore, it is 

important to look and define each of these terms.  

‘Speech’ involves the physical process of producing sounds to communicate words, 

and is often broadly defined as comprising of articulation and phonology (Afasic, 2009; 

Martin, 2000; Thompson, 2003).  The main difference between these two components is 

one involves the physical aspect of producing sounds, while the other comprises the rules 

that govern how sounds are produced to form words and then meaningful utterances 

(Martin & Miller, 2003; Martin, 2000; McCormick, 2003a; Thompson, 2003).  Articulation 

is the process of moving the lips, tongue, palate, teeth and jaw to form the sounds of 

speech (McCormick, 2003a; Thompson, 2003), while phonology involves the organisation 

and formation of words and phrases from these speech sounds (Martin, 2000; Thompson, 

2003).  

‘Language’, refers to how we put these words together to build meaningful 

sentences (Afasic, 2009; McCormick, 2003a; National Council for Curriculum and 

Assessment, 2007; Sage, 2000).  Many definitions of language have been proposed.  

Nonetheless, language can be defined as a complex yet organised system of arbitrary 

signals, sounds, and symbols, governed by rules and used by human beings to 

communicate with each other (Brandone, Salkind, Golinkoff, & Hirsh-Pasek, 2006; Martin 

& Miller, 2003; McCormick, 2003a; Parish-Morris, Golinkoff, & Hirsh-Pasek, 2013).  

Furthermore, language is a general term encompassing the different components of 

understanding (receptive) and use (expressive), either written or spoken forms (Afasic, 

2009; Brandone et al., 2006; Martin, 2000; Parish-Morris et al., 2013; Thompson, 2003).  

Different categorisations of language exist ranging from specific components of 

phonology, syntax, semantics, morphology and pragmatics (Brandone et al., 2006; 

McCormick, 2003a) or phonemes, semantics, grammar, and pragmatics (Parish-Morris et 

al., 2013), to broadly encompassing sounds, meaning, and grammar (Martin & Miller, 
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2003).  Despite the differences, Martin and  Miller (2003) emphasised these categorisations 

co-exist, have the same underlying principles, and are fully interdependent on one another.  

Therefore, language is shown to comprise of sounds (phonology, phonemes, and 

phonetics); meaning of words or phrases (semantics); language structure (grammar which 

has three components: syntax, morphology and phonology); and how language is used in 

social contexts (pragmatics) (Brandone et al., 2006; Martin & Miller, 2003; Parish-Morris et 

al., 2013; Thompson, 2003). 

The term ‘communication’ is thus used to refer to the process of interacting and 

exchanging information, ideas, thoughts and feelings with others (Gross, 2013; Martin & 

Miller, 2003; McCormick, 2003a; Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists, 2014).  

Communication can be verbal or non-verbal.  Thompson (2003) defined verbal 

communication as comprising of speech and language, which McCormick (2003a) argued 

was not necessarily the case.  Human communication is multifaceted, and can take many 

forms including spoken, written and sign language (Edelman, 2004; Martin & Miller, 2003).  

Non-verbal includes body language, eye contact, facial expressions, gestures, touch and 

pointing (Martin & Miller, 2003; Martin, 2000; McCormick, 2003a). Therefore, 

communication is the ability to convey one’s ideas and thoughts using the modalities of 

speech and language, and the non-verbal forms of communication.  Communication is 

commonly used as it encompasses the complex levels and forms of human 

communication, particularly for those where verbal communication may not be an option 

(National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2007).  

Speech, language, and communication are frequently used collectively.  The 

relationship between these terms is reinforced by Paul and Norbury (2012) who state if 

functioning in one area is affected, this will also have an impact on the development and 

competencies in the other areas.  Examples include communication breakdown due to 

failure in conveying information clearly for an individual with speech impairment, or being 

unable to provide feedback expected in a typical interaction resulting from difficulties in 

understanding (Martin & Miller, 2003; Paul & Norbury, 2012).  Furthermore, speech is 

often viewed as a spoken form of language (Martin & Miller, 2003; Martin, 2000), but both 

modalities are used for communication (Brandone et al., 2006; Parish-Morris et al., 2013).  

The highly interactive nature of speech, language, and communication highlights the 

collective and interchangeable use of these terms as it represents the relationship as well as 

the separate needs of each area (Cross, 2011; Freeman & Hartshorne, 2009; Paul & 

Norbury, 2012).  For this thesis, the term communication is used to include all aspects of 

speech and language.   
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1.3 Defining Speech, Language and Communication Needs 

As previously discussed, the terms ‘speech’, ‘language’ and ‘communication’ are 

often used as a collective term to portray the close relationship, and simultaneously 

represent individual needs (Cross, 2011; Freeman & Hartshorne, 2009; Paul & Norbury, 

2012).  Speech, language and communication needs (SLCN) therefore, is a combined term 

generally used to describe individuals who experience a wide range of difficulties in 

communicating with others (Bercow, 2008; Early Support, 2012; McConnellogue, 2011; 

The Communication Trust, 2008).  This means either one or more aspects of 

communication are affected.  Individuals with SLCN are unable to effectively use and 

understand spoken language, use language appropriately in a social context, have problems 

with fluency, and in processing and forming sounds (Bercow, 2008; Freeman & 

Hartshorne, 2009; Hartshorne, 2006a, 2006b; The Communication Trust, 2008, 2011). 

Aside from the different terms used in the literature, there also exists differences in 

perspectives and in categorisation of children with SLCN (Cross, 2011; Dockrell, Ricketts, 

& Lindsay, 2012; Early Support, 2012; Lee, 2008; The Communication Trust, 2008).  An 

ongoing issue, is the inconsistent use of terminology to refer to this group of children 

(Dockrell, Ricketts, et al., 2012; Lee, 2008; Lindsay, 2011; The Communication Trust, 

2008).  Martin and Miller (2003) highlight the traditional use of categorising difficulties in 

speech and language into two, the first of which names the problem (for example 

dysphasia, dysarthria and dyslexia to indicate difficulties with spoken and written language), 

and the second is the identification of the underlying cause (for example as a result of 

cerebral palsy or a hearing impairment).  This reveals differences in perspectives of 

describing children with SLCN.  Besides SLCN, other terms used include ‘speech, language 

and communication difficulties’ (SLCD) (Edelman, 2004; Lindsay, Dockrell, Desforges, 

Law, & Peacey, 2010), communication difficulties, ‘specific language impairment’ (SLI) 

(Slonims & Pasco, 2009), and ‘specific speech and language difficulties’ (Lindsay, 2011).  

Two main perspectives commonly reported in the United Kingdom (UK) are the 

medical and the educational perspective (Cross, 2011; Dockrell & Lindsay, 2001; Lindsay, 

2011; Roulstone, Wren, & Goodlad, 2012).  According to Cross (2011), the medical 

perspective focuses on the diagnoses of children with SLCN, while those in the education 

profession categorises them according to their special educational needs.  The speech and 

language difficulties exhibited by these children are further categorised as either a primary 

need, where the difficulties are not associated with any other neurodevelopmental 

conditions, or a secondary need, where it is a result of conditions including cerebral palsy, 

hearing impairment, and Autism Spectrum Disorder  (ASD) (Edelman, 2004; Lee, 2008; 
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Lindsay et al., 2010; Lindsay & Dockrell, 2004; Martin & Miller, 2003).  Low socio-

economic disadvantage is another factor viewed to contribute to children’s SLCN (Lindsay, 

2011; Lindsay et al., 2010).  This clearly indicates the different approach speech and 

language therapists (SLTs), educational psychologists, and teachers, have in identifying and 

addressing the needs of this group of children (Dockrell & Lindsay, 2001; Lindsay et al., 

2010; Lindsay, Dockrell, Law, & Roulstone, 2012; Lindsay, 2011; Roulstone et al., 2012).  

These differences are illustrated by Roulstone et al.'s, (2012) study which explored 

the interventions available for children with SLCN.  The findings revealed a significant 

issue in the identification and categorisation of children with SLCN. Through interviews of 

educational psychologists and SLTs, they found these differences were driven by the focus 

on the educational needs of children by educational psychologists, and SLTs were more 

diagnostic-based (Dockrell, Lindsay, Letchford, & Mackie, 2006; Lindsay et al., 2010; 

Lindsay, 2011; Roulstone et al., 2012).  This study also highlighted that particularly in 

England, even within the educational system itself, there is confusion about the 

classification of the needs category.  The classification of the categories for children with 

special educational needs (SEN) used by the UK Department for Education is guided by 

the SEN Code of Practice (Dockrell, Ricketts, et al., 2012; Lindsay et al., 2012; Roulstone 

et al., 2012; The Department for Education and Skills, 2001).  SLCN here is used to 

describe children where the speech, language and communication difficulties are the 

primary focus, in the absence of aetiological causes such as sensory impairment, ASD and 

others (Dockrell, Ricketts, et al., 2012; Lindsay et al., 2012; Lindsay, 2011).  Moreover, the 

Code of Practice also lists SLCN and ASD as separate categories but subsumed under the 

main category of Communication and Interaction Needs (Lindsay, 2011; Lindsay et al., 

2012; The Department for Education and Skills, 2001). 

In a broad context SLCN includes all aspects of speech, language, and 

communication difficulties, irrespective of whether it is a primary or a secondary need 

(Bercow, 2008; Dockrell, Ricketts, et al., 2012; Lee, 2008; The Communication Trust, 

2008).  Although the motivation for this is considered as an endeavour to support 

inclusion, (Lindsay, 2011; Lindsay et al., 2010, 2012; The Communication Trust, 2008) 

resulting issues include: a) difficulties in specifying the identification of needs, b) the 

development of the appropriate intervention, and c) implications for data collection and 

comparison (Dockrell, Ricketts, et al., 2012; Lindsay, 2011).  

Recent debate about describing children’s speech and language difficulties has 

highlighted issues with terminology.  Bishop (2014) argues the term SLCN as being too 

broad as it encompasses both speech and language difficulties, and does not identify 

language problems resulting from known aetiological causes and those that are 



   

8 

 

unexplained.  Reilly, Tomblin, et al. (2014) discussed the disadvantages of the term SLI and 

argued the lack of empirical evidence for its continued use to describe unexplained 

language disorders in children.  Both Bishop (2014) and Reilly, Tomblin, et al. (2014) 

considered the pros and cons of labelling children for diagnostic purposes,  and proposed 

alternative terms to describe children’s language difficulties.  Central to this debate 

however, is the recognition of the need for a universally agreed terminology to describe 

children’s language difficulties across a range of professions (Bishop, 2014; Reilly, Tomblin, 

et al., 2014; Reilly, Bishop, & Tomblin, 2014).   

Although there are disadvantages in using SLCN as a general term to describe all 

aspects of speech, language and communication difficulties, there are also benefits.  This 

includes ensuring all children’s needs are addressed to some extent by practitioners in the 

health and education field (Bercow, 2008; Lindsay et al., 2010).  For the current study, 

SLCN is used to refer to difficulties encompassing all aspects of speech, language and 

communication within the educational setting.  This is based on the context of this study 

where children are classified according to their learning needs, described in more detail in 

3.5 (page 52).        

1.4 The Relationship between Children’s Communication and Educational 

Attainment 

The relationship between communication and education has long been established 

(Brice, 2001; Dockrell, Ricketts, et al., 2012).  Numerous studies have highlighted the 

importance of communication competence as a vital element for children’s success in the 

educational context, particularly in the development of reading and writing (Dickinson & 

Porche, 2011; Dockrell et al., 2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012; Dockrell & 

Connelly, 2009; Hartshorne, 2006a, 2006b; National Council for Curriculum and 

Assessment, 2007; National Reading Panel, 2000).  Within classrooms, language has been 

shown to be a medium of instruction and learning (Gascoigne, 2006; Martin & Miller, 

2003; Muter, Hulme, Snowling, & Stevenson, 2004).  Additionally the  National Institute of 

Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) Early Child Care Research Network 

(2000) proposed that stimulating children’s language growth in the early years impacts on 

their later reading, vocabulary and mathematical performance.   

This means communication plays a very significant role in a child’s ability to 

participate socially, interact with their peers and teachers, and in their learning process 

through accessing the curriculum and later educational achievements (Dockrell et al., 2015; 

Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012; Dockrell & Lindsay, 1998; Royal College of Speech and 

Language Therapists, 2005).  The ability to communicate meaningfully may also predict 
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success in language related educational tasks (Magee & Newcomer, 1978).   

 1.4.1 Links between communication and literacy skills in children with language 

impairments 

Bishop and Snowling (2004) carried out a large-scale review of studies investigating 

the relationship between dyslexia and specific language impairment (SLI).  In their review, 

they found a strong connection between oral language problems with reading 

comprehension difficulties and decoding skills.  In many of the studies they reviewed, 

although children with SLI and dyslexia share some similarities in phonological processing 

problems, children with SLI are shown to have specific deficits in semantics, syntax and 

discourse, which impacts on literacy acquisition.  This adds to the body of research that 

phonological processing skills are also associated with literacy development.  

Further support for links between children’s language abilities with later literacy 

skills are from the findings of several longitudinal studies, particularly in individuals with 

language impairments.  Bishop and Adams (1990) carried out a UK based study of a 

sample of children (n = 83) identified as language impaired at age four, and were followed 

up at age eight and a half where their reading and spelling skills were once again reassessed.  

They found children who were able to resolve their language problems at age five and a 

half, were more likely to achieve better reading and spelling outcomes at age eight and a 

half, compared to children who still had persistent language problems (Bishop & Adams, 

1990).  It was also recognised literacy difficulties faced by children in the sample whose 

language problems continued beyond the age of five years, did not occur in isolation and 

was contextually linked to difficulties in their spoken language.  The findings provide 

insight into factors that predict literacy difficulties at two stages of children’s development.  

However, this may be restricted to a similar sample involved in the study, which are 

children under the age of eight identified and referred by professionals as being language 

impaired.  

Similar, and perhaps an extension of the study by Bishop and Adams (1990), was 

another longitudinal study by Catts, Fey, Tomblin, and Zhang (2002), investigating the 

relationship between deficits in language and reading of a group of children with language 

impairments in the United States of America (USA).  This study attempts to address some 

of the issues raised by the previous study as children’s reading outcomes were measured at 

age eight and again at ten years old.  Importantly, this study involved a larger group of 

children identified through epidemiologic methods, rather than through referrals from 

professionals.  Their language, reading and nonverbal cognitive abilities were followed 

through over a four year period and assessed at two different time points (second and 
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fourth grade).  The outcomes also indicated children with persistent language problems had 

poorer reading attainment than those whose language issues had resolved, although the 

performance was still lower than the control group.  However, this relationship between 

children’s language abilities and reading achievement was only examined concurrently in 

the study and does not inform the causal direction between the two areas.   

Both Bishop and Adams's (1990) and Catts et al.'s (2002) studies provide evidence 

of the relationship between early language impairment and later literacy problems for 

children with language impairment.  Overall, the outcomes of these studies indicate a major 

factor affecting children’s reading achievement was the persistence of developmental 

language impairment particularly between the ages of four and ten.  Children who have 

language problems earlier in life but are able to resolve these problems, have a higher 

chance of achieving better reading outcomes than those with ongoing language 

impairments.  Despite the findings and similarities from these two studies, particularly in 

the target population and the aims, methodological differences are apparent.  This was in 

the participant recruitment, criteria in identification of children, children’s family 

background and differences in the educational system and context.  

The studies discussed above have confirmed a connection between language 

abilities and reading outcomes, which impacts on overall educational attainment.  Literacy 

also involves the ability to write, therefore studies examining the link between language and 

writing abilities are also examined for further links between communication and later 

educational attainments (Berninger & Abbott, 2010; Dockrell, Lindsay, Connelly, & 

Mackie, 2007; Dockrell, Ricketts, Charman, & Lindsay, 2014; Mackie, Dockrell, & Lindsay, 

2013).  A longitudinal study investigating the effects of oral language on writing outcomes 

of 64 children identified and referred with a history of SLI, was conducted by Dockrell et 

al. (2007).  This study also evaluated the relationship between oral language, reading and 

writing skills.  The cohort of children that completed the language, reading, writing, and 

cognitive tasks were first assessed at age eight and later reassessed at age ten.  Results of the 

study revealed children with persistent language difficulties at the later age also had poorer 

writing outcomes.  The findings provided support for the existence of the link between 

language and literacy skills particularly in children with SLI.  Although the findings also 

suggests a facilitatory nature of reading and writing skills, in that both skills supports the 

development of the other, it is constrained to children identified with SLI educated largely 

in mainstream schools in the UK. 

Further evidence from the UK for the association between oral language abilities 

and writing in children with SLI was provided by Mackie et al. (2013).  An aim of this study 

was to examine the relationship between oral language, non-verbal ability, phonological 



   

11 

 

short-term memory and three writing constructs of word reading (productivity, complexity 

and accuracy), using a detailed analysis of children’s writing.  This study extended Dockrell 

et al.'s (2007) study, as a control group matched for chronological age with the SLI group 

was involved.  Using a survey on educational provisions for children with developmental 

language difficulties, 46 children were included in the SLI group.  The comparison group 

consisted of 42 children reported to perform at average levels in classroom activities, and 

also attended the same schools as the children in the SLI group.  Both groups were initially 

identified at seven to eight years of age, were followed up two years later, and were 

subjected to a range of assessments, including standardised oral language tests, narrative 

writing sample, non-verbal ability and short-term phonological memory tests.  Children 

with SLI were found to score lower in almost all the measures compared to the control 

group.  In particular, the findings indicated the writing difficulties of children with SLI, 

reflects their spoken language difficulties.  This demonstrates children with SLI also have 

difficulties with writing skills, as well as the other aspects of language (Dockrell et al., 2007; 

Mackie et al., 2013).  These findings may only be applicable to children with English as the 

native language, and based in UK mainstream schools.  The writing skills of this group of 

children were also only assessed at one point in time, and may not take into account other 

cognitive, developmental or environmental factors that may also be influential.  

Dockrell et al. (2014) had a similar interest in finding out more about the effects of 

language on writing outcomes and focused on two groups of children whose language 

abilities were impaired due to different underlying factors.  They compared children 

identified as language impaired (n = 93) and those with ASD (n = 64), where both groups 

were reported to experience difficulties in written text production.  In this longitudinal 

study, both groups of children were identified and assessed at two different times 

throughout the study (initial assessment when children were aged between 6 to 12 years), 

with a gap of two years in between.  Outcomes were measured using a wide battery of tests 

for the different language components including writing.  Interestingly, not all the 

participants completed the writing assessments due to several reasons.  This included a 

refusal to write by participants from both groups.  In the first group, Dockrell et al. (2014)  

reported this as mainly due to the children’s awareness of their difficulties and were not 

able to complete the written tasks.  The ASD group however, was attributed to their 

difficulties in talking about events, which is reflected in their difficulties and hence refusal 

to write.  Overall, the analysis of the written production of participants who completed the 

written task revealed those with ASD did better than the language-impaired group.  These 

findings are particularly useful as it points to different areas of focus for intervention 

purposes.  Although this may be true to some extent, the children in this study were mainly 
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native speakers of English and educated in mainstream schools.  The researchers also 

acknowledged methodological limitations in terms of relating the writing abilities of the 

participants with their learning context (Dockrell et al., 2014).   

 1.4.2 Links between communication and literacy in typically developing children  

The studies illustrated above demonstrated the relationship of language and literacy 

skills, particularly in children with some form of language impairment.  Longitudinal 

studies of typically developing children also suggest links between language skills and 

literacy outcomes.  

Associations between children’s language skills and their educational achievement 

was supported by findings from Roulstone, Law, Rush, Clegg, and Peters's  (2011) study.   

An investigation on how children’s communication environment in their first two years of 

life impacted on their school readiness was conducted using data from a previous large 

scale general population longitudinal study.  Aspects of children’s communication 

environment included: activities and interaction of mother and child, the support perceived 

by and provided to mothers, and the resources available to mothers during this period.  

The primary outcome measure was children’s school entry performance collected by 

teachers at mean age of 54.5 months for 4941 boys and 4688 girls.  Information on 

children’s language development and the mother’s activities, feelings, attitudes and 

environment were obtained from questionnaires completed by the main carer when 

children were aged between 0 and 2 years old.  Results of this study found: a) children’s 

early language development at 2 years of age was strongly associated with their 

performance on the school entry assessment, b) a strong predictor of children’s school 

performance was their communication environment including the range of parent-child 

teaching activities, the amount of resources available, and support received by mothers, and 

c) children’s school entry scores are highly influenced by both children’s early language 

skills and their communication environment.   

Another example is Muter et al.'s (2004) study of a group of children (n = 90) over 

a period of formal education.  This study investigated the significance of early language 

skills on starting school as predictors of reading performance over the two year initial 

period.  Children’s performance was measured using a wide range of standardised tests 

shortly from the start of formal schooling, and repeated twice, at similar times throughout 

the two year period.  Muter et al. (2004) found for reading comprehension, vocabulary and 

grammatical skills play an essential role, while early word recognition is influenced by letter 

and phoneme knowledge, at least to typically developing British children in the early stages 

of formal schooling.  The results highlight the significance of early oral language skills in 
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laying the foundation for developing later literacy skills and accessing the educational 

curriculum (Dickinson, 2011; Muter et al., 2004).  Nevertheless, the study only examined 

the role played by these predictors for early word recognition and reading comprehension 

as part of children’s normal development, and did not explore the potential roles and 

interrelationship in more detail, such as through intervention studies.  

Further support for links between children’s language and educational attainment is 

from an American study by Berninger and Abbott (2010) investigating how listening and 

reading comprehension, and oral and written expression may be linked or differentiated at 

different stages of children’s development in a representative sample of children beginning 

grades 1 (n = 128) and 3 (n = 113).  It also explored how language develops through the 

mouth, ears, hands and eyes.  In this five year longitudinal study, children were individually 

assessed on the four different language components according to their cohorts i.e. cohort 

one, at grades one, three and five, and the second cohort, at grades three, five and seven.  

Berninger and Abbott (2010) found the four language systems involving listening and 

reading comprehension and oral and written expression, each contribute uniquely but at 

the same time are intrinsically linked in its contribution to a functional language system.  

The participant’s performance assessed at different grade levels, also indicate language is a 

continuous developing process.  Consequently, this study contributes to our understanding 

of the different language components and how it is interrelated but also unique in 

influencing language abilities, through comprehension and expression in reading or written 

form.  However, Berninger and Abbott (2010) acknowledged  the findings were not 

comprehensive as other external factors were not explored.  Furthermore, the participants 

were assessed at a specific age with various educational experiences, and also on typically 

developing children in American primary schools, hence the findings may only be 

applicable in this context.  Nevertheless, it contributes to the growing amount of evidence 

indicating that impairments in language may impact on written language skills for all 

children.  

 

This section illustrated the relationship of children’s communication skills with 

their educational outcomes.  The studies discussed are only a representation of the research 

studies investigating the effect of different language components on children’s educational 

attainment.  Overall, the findings suggest the diverse influential role of communication on 

children’s learning outcomes.  Although it contributes to the existing wealth of knowledge 

in this area, further research is still required to obtain a more in depth understanding about 

the relationship between communication and educational skills in children.  
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1.5 Summary 

This chapter has addressed the definition and usage of the terms speech, language, 

and communication.  The terminology to describe children with difficulties in these areas 

was examined, highlighting existing differences in perspectives.  Findings from previous 

research were also explored to support the relationship between children’s communication 

and educational attainment.   
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Chapter 2: Communication Friendly Classroom Environments 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes communication in classrooms and considers the evidence 

for communication friendly environments in classrooms.  The significance of examining 

teachers’ perspectives on various aspects of children‘s communication, and conducting 

classroom observation to investigate classroom practices is also explored.   

2.2 Communication in the Classroom 

 2.2.1 The impact of teacher talk on children’s learning 

Within classrooms, communication occurs between children and with teachers.  

Classrooms are areas where there is a constant flow of information mainly for educational 

but also social reasons (Cullen, 1998; Johnson, 1999).  A broad perspective is that the 

communicative intent is different for both teachers and children.  Where children are 

generally viewed as the learners and receivers of information, teachers communicate mainly 

to teach and deliver the curriculum content, and in setting up classroom practices that 

facilitate children’s learning (Dunn, Cole, & Estrada, 2009; Johnson, 1999; Martin & Miller, 

2003).  However, Johnson (1999) argued in order for teaching to be effective, the 

communication that occurs between teachers and children must be successful, and is 

measured by the amount of knowledge gained by children during the lesson.  The emphasis 

here is teachers should not only focus on delivering the content, but also on teaching 

children the skills to use communication to effectively process this information for learning 

(Cullen, 1998; Kiewra, 2002).  For children, classroom communication is essential for 

learning, as it impacts on their understanding and knowledge development  (Mercer and 

Hodgkinson, 2008). 

Communication is an essential element in the learning process and for successful 

teaching to occur (Goswami & Bryant, 2010; Maclure, Philips, & Wilkinson, 1988).  This is 

facilitated further by classrooms that provide children with the opportunities to talk 

(Gross, 2013; Martin & Miller, 2003).  Being actively involved in the classroom 

communication such as through discussions, allows children to discover areas of existing 

and missing knowledge within themselves, and this is an important part of the learning 

process (Alexander, 2008b; Sage, 2000).  Through this active participation in classroom 

communication, it also provides teachers with the opportunities to measure children’s 

overall learning (Mercer & Howe, 2012).   The complexity and variability of teachers’ 

interaction also facilitates understanding and thinking processes and so contributes to 

children’s learning (Dickinson, 2011; Howe & Mercer, 2010; Johnson, 1999; Mercer & 
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Howe, 2012; Sage, 2000).  This means it is important for teachers to be aware and 

understand the impact of their communication on children’s development for effective 

teaching and learning.   

The pattern of discourse used by teachers to elicit information from children in 

classrooms, is suggested to play a facilitative role in children’s language development 

(Radford, Ireson, & Mahon, 2006; Wells, 1999).  Teachers’ use of the IRF or IRE pattern, 

commonly referred to as ‘triadic dialogue’ consists of; 1) the teacher ‘initiation’ (I), usually 

in the form of questions, 2) the child’s ‘response’ (R), commonly providing the required 

information, and 3) the option for teachers to either provide feedback (F) or evaluation (E) 

to the child’s answer (Radford et al., 2006).  The dialogue sequence is enhanced when 

teachers and children collaborate (also known as collaborative dialogue) to decide on 

topical content for classroom activities.  This form of teacher talk has greater potential for 

language learning as it involves more shared teacher-child interaction and responsibility 

(Alexander, 2008b).  Wells (1999) proposed an inquiry oriented approach to the 

curriculum, which provides opportunities for teacher-children collaboration as it allows 

teachers to meet curricular requirements simultaneously allowing children to choose their 

areas of interest.  This approach to the curriculum provides children with increased 

opportunities to engage in various forms of spoken and written dialogues.  Collaborative 

dialogues between teachers and children in generating the topical content are typically 

evident during activities such as speaking-book and story-writing, but less so during circle-

time activities (Radford et al., 2006).  As such, teachers have the potential to transform 

their classroom practices by engaging in more collaborative dialogues, and by sharing 

responsibilities with children in selecting class activities, thereby facilitating children’s 

learning (Radford et al., 2006; Wells, 1999).  However, in practice, teachers may not 

necessarily have the skills or knowledge to engage in collaborative dialogue in classrooms, 

particularly for children with language impairment.  This highlights the importance of 

specific teacher training in providing instructional input in classrooms (Sadler and 

Mogford-Bevan, 1997).   

The importance of talk as an essential component of children’s thinking, learning 

and active participation in classrooms especially in the initial stages of education is 

recognised by Alexander (2012).  A result of international comparative research, 

perspective of classroom talk, and observational data from classrooms in the United 

Kingdom (UK), an emphasis on children’s ‘oracy’ is believed to be the key to improved 

teaching in UK primary schools (Alexander, 2008a).  Oracy is the process of how schools 

develop children’s ability to use listening and speaking skills to express and communicate 

their thoughts with others on a more cognitive level (Alexander, 2012).  This belief is 
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drawn from the findings of a comparative study investigating the relationship between 

culture and pedagogy in French, Russian, Indian, American and English classrooms 

(Alexander, 2001, 2008a).  Differences in the value and purpose of educational talk within 

the curriculum was observed across countries where an emphasis on children’s oracy 

contributed to their learning and understanding (Alexander, 2001, 2008a, 2008b).  In UK 

classrooms, the purpose of classroom talk was primarily social and for competence in 

literacy, while French and Russian classrooms used talk for children’s cognitive 

development (Alexander, 2001, 2008b).  Teachers therefore have a significant role in 

transforming classroom talk to develop children’s thinking, and facilitate their learning and 

understanding (Alexander, 2008a, 2012).   

Huttenlocher, Vasilyeva, Cymerman, and Levine (2002) conducted a longitudinal 

study involving 40 pre-school classrooms in the United States of America (USA), over 

seven months, observing teachers’ communication and measuring the impact of variations 

in syntactic complexity in teachers’ language on children’s comprehension. They found 

evidence of improvement in children’s syntactic comprehension as a result of teachers’ 

complex use of syntax, after exposure throughout the school year.  This indicates children 

learnt to understand longer sentences as a result of the teachers’ continuous use.  However, 

the study only examined the average class scores at the beginning and end of the school 

year, and did not focus on the educational achievement of individual children.  

Furthermore, gains in children’s educational achievement are associated with 

teachers’ language use.  Another USA based longitudinal study followed 57 children from 

low income families over four years (Dickinson and Porche 2011).  Children who were 

exposed to different types of teacher language at pre-school were given a battery of 

language and literacy tests when in kindergarten (mean age 5 years 6 months) and then 

followed up with the same tests in, fourth-grade (mean age 9 years 7 months).  When 

teachers talked less, used different types of language to extend, analyse, correct and to get 

children’s attention, and used more sophisticated words in pre-school, there were 

significant gains in children’s emergent literacy, comprehension, word recognition and 

vocabulary when they were older.  

 Further evidence of the impact of teachers’ talk on children’s learning comes from 

a longitudinal, observational study in the USA by Gonzalez et al. (2014) examining the 

impact of teacher talk during shared book reading on children’s vocabulary.  Over a period 

of 18 weeks, 17 small groups of five to seven pre-school aged children involved in the 

intervention were video recorded during shared book reading sessions guided by a teacher.  

The results found the duration, frequency and placement of teacher talk (discussing and 

questioning the meaning and concept of words used in the book reading session) after the 
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book reading activity resulted in gains in children’s expressive vocabulary, and receptive 

vocabulary improved as a result of the duration of teacher talk.  However, the researchers 

acknowledged the focus of the study was on teacher talk and did not examine to what 

extent interactional factors from children’s participation contributed to gains in children’s 

vocabulary.  Moreover, these findings only examined book-reading activities in the English 

language, and focused on science and social studies themes.  

 2.2.2 Children’s peer talk in the classroom 

The quality of communication among children in the classrooms also impacts on 

children’s learning outcomes.  In particular, children’s talk when participating in 

collaborative work effects their individual learning performance (Mercer, Wegerif, & 

Dawes, 1999; Wegerif, Mercer, & Dawes, 1999).  Specially designed teaching programmes 

aimed to elicit more constructive talk among children were taught to teachers who then 

disseminated these skills to 60 children aged between 9 and 10 years old in the UK.  The 

children’s conversations when participating in collaborative activities were analysed to 

determine the use of these skills.  Use of the skills was associated with improvements in 

children’s individual performance on a standardised non-verbal assessment.  

The benefits of language used in collaborative work by children was also found in 

another study by Rojas-Drummond, Mercer, and Dabrowski (2001).  This study measured 

the impact of two different teaching methods (directive and an interactive approach) in two 

Mexican schools, for 80 children aged 5 to 6 years.  Observational data was collected and 

analysed to determine differences in teacher-children interaction for both approaches.  

Teachers who adopted the interactive approach were found to frequently support and 

guide children to work collaboratively in solving issues that facilitate learning.  However 

the study only compared two teaching methods and the generalisability of the findings to 

other methods may need to be explored further.  An earlier study by Mercer (1996) 

examined observational data from primary school children involved in collaborative work 

during computer based activities.  This study identified the need to develop classroom 

practice through improving the types of talk used among children based on collaborative 

work.  This includes encouraging children to use talk for solving problems, and building 

shared knowledge and understanding during joint activities.  It also highlighted the 

importance of children’s understanding and acceptance of the rationale for this type of 

class activities, and the type of talk used.  The findings from these studies provide further 

evidence for the importance of teachers developing the quality of children’s talk.  Most 

research so far only focuses on joint work activities and so further study is needed to look 

at the type of children’s talk in other contexts.  
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Mercer and  Howe (2012) carried out a review on the empirical research of talk and 

learning to explore the educational functions of classroom communication.  They argued 

the type of interaction between teachers and children shapes the children’s way of thinking, 

understanding and learning process.  In particular the culture of the classroom rules that 

contribute to the learning process, such as the amount of interaction allowed for children 

and the type of questions by teachers.  This has the potential to either expand or limit the 

quality of talk in classrooms that will benefit both parties.  This was also examined by 

Wegerif (2011) in his paper that discusses a theory of thinking and how children learn to 

think that had implications for education.  He proposed a dialogic approach to thinking, 

which involves teaching children skills to question their own and other’s perspectives in 

developing understanding and insight.  An example was through establishing classroom 

rules that encourage children to constructively explore ideas for learning.   Wegerif (2011) 

stressed the importance of exploring these classroom rules and suggested ways of 

improving it to support children’s learning process.  To change teachers’ classroom 

practice particularly in using language that facilitates learning, is an area that still requires 

more research but potentially impacts on classroom-based intervention outcomes 

(Dickinson, 2011; Howe & Mercer, 2010).   

 2.2.3 Children’s role in their learning process 

Although teachers play a significant role in classroom communication, children also 

play a part in their learning outcome.  Successful communication in classrooms not only 

depends on effective teaching by teachers, but is also a result of children being effective 

communicators (Frymier, 2005; Kiewra, 2002).  Kiewra (2002) highlighted poor learning 

outcomes are a result of teachers’ focus on teaching the content of the curriculum instead 

of teaching the skills on how to learn and understand the content.  He stressed the 

importance for teachers to present information effectively, which in turn motivates 

children to become more successful learners.  This is supported by findings from a 

preliminary investigation by Frymier (2005) on the relationship between students’ 

communication and learning, conducted using self-rating measures of a group of University 

students in the USA.  The results show better learning outcomes were achieved by students 

reported to be more involved, responsive, assertive in classroom communication, and had 

more out of the class interaction with their teachers.  Although these findings were from a 

sample of population that was older and aware of the impact of the classroom 

communication on their learning, the emphasis here is children should be equipped with 

the skills to process and use the information they receive to facilitate their learning.  This 



   

20 

 

supports Alexander's (2008a, 2008b, 2012) emphasis for oracy skills in developing 

children’s learning within classrooms.      

2.3 Communication Friendly Environment 

 2.3.1 The terminology 

The term communication friendly has been widely used in studies examining 

children’s educational environments, such as classrooms, schools and other learning 

settings (Alper & McGregor, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012; 

Gràcia, Vega, & Galván-Bovaira, 2015; Lindsay, Dockrell, Law, & Roulstone, 2011; 

National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2007; Wilson, McNeill, & Gillon, 2015).  

As previously discussed, communication is often used in a broad context, to embrace the 

multifaceted levels encompassing speech and language, either verbal or non-verbal, and 

either in the spoken or written form (Edelman, 2004; Martin & Miller, 2003; Martin, 2000; 

McCormick, 2003).  In particular, the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment 

(2007), stated the use of this term was important for individuals where other forms of 

communication is the only alternative.  Therefore, communication comprises of the ability 

to convey one’s thoughts and feelings and to understand others (Gross, 2013; Thompson, 

2003), where a breakdown would constitute a communication disability (Dodd, 1995).  

Fundamentally, a communication friendly environment suggests a place where 

communication is easily accessible to all individuals of all levels.  The National Council for 

Curriculum and Assessment (2007) used the ‘communication friendly’ term, especially in 

the school setting to describe classrooms that value communication skills as a highly 

significant and essential skill in the development of children’s learning.  This emphasises 

the importance of classrooms that facilitate and motivate children to interact with one 

another to achieve successful participation and communication outcomes (Alper & 

McGregor, 2015; National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2007).  This is 

especially significant as a classroom that enhances spoken language skills of children with 

diverse communicative abilities, also has the potential to facilitate their educational success 

(Brice, 2001; Cooper & Galvin, 1983; McCormick, 2003b). The terms communication 

friendly and communication supportive environments are used interchangeably in the 

literature (Cross, 2011; Gross, 2011; Lee, 2008).  

‘Language-rich environment’ is another commonly used term to represent the same 

concept.  Auten (1985) used this term to define an environment that teachers can create in 

the classrooms to promote continuous vocabulary growth.  This is supported by Justice 

(2004), who defined this concept as a classroom or a learning space where children are 

provided with high quality language content and interaction opportunities between peers 
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and adults.  In the UK, the importance of children’s communication and language 

development particularly in the early years of education is recognised, and as such 

opportunities for a language-rich learning environment are emphasised (Department for 

Education, 2014).  Additionally, Gross (2013) and Jarman (2008) also used language-rich 

environments to refer to learning spaces within schools that facilitate and stimulate 

listening and talking among peers and adults, and recognises the significance it plays in 

children’s early language development.  Similarly, Kalmar (2008), described a space where 

children are encouraged to interact in order to practice and develop their language skills as 

a ‘talk-rich environment’ (p. 89).  

Although, different terminologies are used to represent the communication friendly 

environment concept, they all have the ultimate goal of creating a place where children’s 

language and communication skills are enhanced to the fullest potential to achieve 

educational and social success, where possible (Brice, 2001; Cooper & Galvin, 1983; 

Dockrell et al., 2012; Gross, 2013; Justice, 2004; Lindsay et al., 2011; Martin, 2000; 

McCormick, 2003b).  Additionally, the ‘environment’ especially when relating to school-

aged children, refers to the school or classroom setting.  This is because children of this age 

spend a considerable amount of time in schools, therefore it is imperative classroom 

environments be communication friendly (Cross, 2011; Dickinson & Sprague, 2001; 

Hartshorne, 2006a; Justice, 2004; Lee, 2008; Pence, Justice, & Wiggins, 2008).  Moreover, 

Gascoigne (2006) highlighted children with speech, language and communication needs 

(SLCN) also benefit from being in mainstream schools.  To this end, there is much support 

for communication friendly classrooms, not just for children with diverse communication 

needs but also to benefit all children within the class.  The classroom environment, 

therefore, is one of the best places to start developing language and communication skills, 

as it comprises of an interconnected network of sociocultural and administrative aspects, 

teachers’ values and skills, and children’s needs and strengths (Justice, 2004; Sommer, 

1977).  

In the context of the current study, both the terms communication friendly and 

communication supporting will be used interchangeably throughout this thesis.  

 2.3.2 Theoretical perspective 

 Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al. (2012) viewed communication friendly environments 

as essential to supporting children to acquire language through interaction with their peers 

and adults in their environment.  This is consistent with the social-interactionist 

perspective to children’s language development, where a combination of both within-child 

factors and frequent, external verbal interactions support language progress (Chapman, 
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2000; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012).  The social-interactionist perspective focuses on 

the importance of interpersonal interactions as an initial medium for children to learn 

language and structure thought (Hernandez, 2009).  Brandone et al. (2006) and Justice 

(2004) emphasised that children learn language through communicating with others instead 

of being taught explicitly, and there is evidence for the impact of environmental interaction 

input on children’s language growth. 

Children’s vocabulary growth and syntactic skills are related to the amount and 

quality of the language input they receive, where larger and more complex linguistic input 

resulted in more advanced vocabulary and syntactic skills (Dickinson, 2011; Huttenlocher, 

1998; Huttenlocher et al., 2002).  Adults who are trained and skilled in language facilitation 

strategies within educational settings were suggested to result in more language output 

from children (Girolametto & Weitzman, 2002).  The NICHD (2000) demonstrate the 

importance of the adult’s role in creating an environment that facilitates children’s language 

growth.  Creating communication friendly classrooms is crucial due to the substantial 

amount of time children spend in schools as a main learning context (Cross, 2011; 

Dickinson & Sprague, 2001; Justice, 2004).   

 2.3.3 Importance of a communication friendly environment 

The role of the environment in children’s learning is influential, particularly in the 

way children adapt their intellectual skills with ongoing challenges and situational contexts 

(Roskos & Neuman, 2001).  The environment for school-aged children, as was previously 

discussed, consists of mainly within school settings.  Hence classrooms are viewed as an 

environment that has the potential to influence various aspects of children’s development 

including educational and communication outcomes (Connor et al., 2011, 2014; McLean, 

Sparapani, Toste, & Connor, 2016).   There are many benefits as a result of schools and 

classrooms implementing the communication friendly approach.  Some of them are 

discussed and highlighted here.  

In schools, language is of utmost importance as it is the main medium of 

instruction for both teaching and learning, and for children to access the curriculum (Lee, 

2008; Leyden, Stackhouse, & Szczerbinski, 2011; Martin & Miller, 2003).  In almost every 

aspect of the school day, language and communication are key tools utilised by both 

teachers and children, and because of this it is important for classrooms to be set up in 

such a way to enhance and encourage these skills (Auten, 1985; Cooper & Galvin, 1983; 

Kalmar, 2008).  Among the reported benefits of creating a classroom environment that 

supports communication, are children achieve better educationally, and socially (Gross, 

2013; Hartshorne, 2006b).  Clegg and Vance (2015) also highlighted the extensive benefits 
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of communication friendly environments for children with various communicative abilities 

and experiences, including those with SLCN and children whose language use is context-

driven.  Specifically, a classroom environment that children consider as a safe place to 

actively experiment with what they have learnt, and simultaneously enriches them with 

language experience, is essential for continuous communication growth (Auten, 1985; 

Justice, 2004; Kalmar, 2008; Martin, 2000).  As the process of language learning involves 

receptive and expressive language, listening, speaking, reading, and writing, children who 

have been exposed to an environment that enhances all these skills tend to be more 

inclined towards better social and literacy skills (Dickinson & Sprague, 2001; National 

Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2007; National Literacy Trust, 2009).  

Particularly for children with SLCN, it is essential that the classroom’s teaching and 

learning environment is adapted and matched to their communicative abilities.  This is 

crucial for effective interactions between teachers and children, as well as among their 

peers resulting in better educational and social gains (Brice, 2001; McCormick, 2003b).  

Moreover, it is important to note that a communication friendly environment should be 

one that is conducive for learning to all learners but at the same time should also support 

individual needs (Crosskey & Vance, 2011; Martin, 2000).  Effectively, adopting the 

communication friendly environment approach has the added potential of preparing 

children for the increase in language demands as they progress through school, and also in 

filtering out those who may require specialist help (Dockrell et al., 2015; Dockrell, 

Bakopoulou, et al., 2012; Lindsay et al., 2011).  

Evidence from the UK highlighting the importance and use of the term 

communication friendly was from Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) study.  They 

reported on the increased demand of speech and language therapy services in schools, with 

increasing referrals for children with SLCN.  In order to accommodate and support the 

needs of these children, schools have moved towards ensuring that the classroom 

environments are more communication friendly.  This environment is defined as one that 

enriches the language learning of children, especially their listening and speaking skills 

(Dockrell et al., 2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012).  A major outcome of this study 

was the development of the ‘Communication Supporting Classroom (CsC) Observation 

Tool’.  This observational tool was a result of extensive literature review on the existing 

research that has reported on the key elements and practices in creating an environment 

that supports language development in children.  This resulted in three main areas of focus, 

the Language Learning Environment (LLE), Language Learning Opportunities (LLO) and 

the Language Learning Interaction (LLI) dimensions.   



   

24 

 

The CsC Observation Tool was used in 101 classrooms in 39 schools across the 

UK, as part of a feasibility study to explore the elements, resources and practices of 

classrooms in supporting children’s communication skills.  Three categories of classrooms 

were observed comprising of reception (n = 38), year one (n = 35) and year two (n = 28) 

classrooms.  The results showed classrooms across all year levels scored significantly higher 

in the LLE dimension compared to the other two dimensions.  Scores in the LLI 

dimension were also found to be significantly higher than the LLO dimension.  This 

indicates classrooms were largely providing children with a structured language learning 

environment (including labelling of areas and resources, teacher strategies for transition or 

noise management, and use of teaching materials) but did not provide sufficient 

opportunities for developing children’s language.  Although classrooms were observed to 

significantly provide more opportunities for small group work than other language learning 

opportunities (interactive book reading, structured conversations with adults and peers, and 

inclusion of all children in small group tasks) these language learning opportunities were 

observed less frequently than items in the LLE and LLI dimensions.  In the LLE 

dimension, year two classrooms scored significantly lower than reception suggesting 

structured language learning environments for children was not sustained in the older 

classrooms.   

The finding that classrooms were not providing children with sufficient 

opportunities for language learning is similar to Sigafoos, Roberts, Kerr, Couzens, and 

Baglioni's (1994) study.  Only a small percentage (13.86%) of the classrooms they observed 

provided opportunities for communication (naming, requesting, answering and imitating) 

for children with developmental disabilities.  These findings suggest teachers need to 

modify their classroom practice to allow for more communication opportunities.  

However, a major challenge identified by Dickinson (2011) was in changing teacher 

practices particularly in the area of language, which potentially impacts on the move 

towards creating communication friendly learning environments.  

An implication of Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) study is that the CsC 

Observation Tool can be used to measure existing classroom practices.  It also has the 

potential to be used as part of training and intervention to guide teachers towards creating 

communication friendly classrooms.  This was conducted as part of the CsC Observation 

Tool development where it was used to measure the impact of a communication 

intervention in 28 intervention and 15 comparison classrooms over a period of two to 

three months.  Although the aim was not to evaluate the intervention programme, it 

suggested the usefulness of the CsC Observation Tool to examine changes in how 

children’s communication is supported in classrooms.  However it mainly examines the 
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role of the teacher and not the children in the communication process.  Moreover, the CsC 

Observation Tool is limited as it does not measure teachers’ attempts at involving children 

in activities, nor the occurrence of interaction between teachers and children (Gràcia et al., 

2015).   

To address these limitations, an extension of Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) 

study was conducted by Gràcia et al. (2015) through the development of the Assessment 

scale of oral language teaching (EVALOE) tool.  The aim was to examine the approach to 

teaching spoken language in Spanish primary schools using the EVALOE.  This tool 

comprises of two parts, a classroom observation scale and a semi-structured interview with 

the teacher after observation.  This was deemed as a valuable addition in measuring 

communication-facilitating practices in classrooms, which was absent in the CsC 

Observation Tool.  Additionally, the EVALOE was also designed to simultaneously 

examine the communicative behaviour of teachers and children.  The EVALOE was field 

tested on 39 state and private primary schools involving 39 professionals (speech 

therapists, educational psychologists and teachers) and two university students.  A total of 

80 classroom observations and 47 interviews were conducted.  The field test indicated the 

EVALOE provided teachers with guidelines to observe children’s communication abilities 

and strategies in creating communication friendly classrooms.  The EVALOE also 

provided opportunities for teachers to discuss areas for improvement during the interview, 

based on the observation scores.  Further work on the use of EVALOE is warranted to 

test the feasibility outside of the Spanish school system.  

2.3.3.1 Training teachers to support communication friendly classrooms 

The challenge of modifying teacher practices was the focus of a study by Crosskey 

and Vance (2011) who explored the impact of a teacher training programme on teaching 

practice in a mainstream UK primary school.  Their study investigated the effectiveness of 

training teachers on supporting children’s listening, and this was measured through 

children’s perception.  Questionnaires were completed by 27 children (aged seven to ten 

years) pre and post training.   The findings suggested children were aware teachers were 

using more focused strategies to support their listening skills during class activities, 

indicating teachers were striving to change their practice in supporting children’s listening.  

It also indicated through training, teachers are more equipped with the knowledge and 

skills to provide a much better language environment for children.  While the study mainly 

concentrated on teachers and did not examine the impact of the perceived change in 

teachers’ practice on children’s learning outcomes, children were found to be more aware 

of specific listening skills. 
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 McDonald et al. (2015) modified teacher practices in order to support children’s 

communication skills.  Their study examined the impact of training on teachers’ interaction 

behaviour, and explored their views and experiences of being involved.  Six early childhood 

educators completed three group training sessions targeting language strategies, 

communication-facilitating and conversation-hindering behaviours.  The study compared 

the participants’ interaction behaviours with a group of children pre and post training.  

Teachers significantly increased in the use of two communication-facilitating strategies 

(commenting as a cue for a turn and encouraging interaction through facial expression), 

and showed a significant decrease in a conversation-hindering behaviour (closed 

ended/rhetorical/insincere questions).  Overall findings indicated not all the teachers 

modified their interaction behaviours as a result of training, and communication-facilitating 

strategies showed the most consistent change.  This was explored by McDonald et al. 

(2015) further through semi-structured interviews with a different group of early childhood 

educators who also underwent similar training.  Data from the interview highlighted several 

factors that resulted in teachers employing more communication-supporting strategies.  

This included the training giving more focus to these strategies through repetition and 

practice.  These findings, although limited to the use in early childhood settings, 

highlighted the importance of considering factors that influence the effectiveness of a 

teacher training programme.   

Further evidence from the UK investigating the impact of teacher practices on 

children’s communication was provided by Bain, James, and Harrison (2015).  They 

explored a teacher’s perspective of their role in supporting children’s communication in the 

early years setting.  The use of an ethnographic approach involved gathering observational 

data, reflective notes, recorded conversations and a semi-structured interview of a teacher 

working in an early year’s unit in a rural primary school.  Two prominent themes from the 

teachers’ perspectives were identified.  The first theme was the teachers’ knowledge and 

understanding of communication-facilitating strategies, and the second theme involved 

positive perception towards parental involvement.  Although these findings are constrained 

to the perception of an individual teacher working in the early years setting, it reflects the 

importance placed on these two areas in supporting children’s communication.   

2.3.3.2 Collaboration between teachers and speech and language therapists 

The studies discussed have emphasised the importance of changing teacher practice 

in supporting children’s communication skills.  However, the establishment of 

communication friendly classrooms is also influenced by the support teachers receive from 

other professionals.  Wilson et al., (2015) explored the perception and knowledge of trainee 
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speech and language therapists (SLT) and teachers in areas of language, school curriculum, 

collaboration and service delivery.  An online survey was implemented to gather this 

information from the participants who were all in their final year at several New Zealand 

universities.  A limitation of this study was although it aimed to examine the perception on 

collaboration, only 5% and 46% of the trainee teachers and SLTs respectively had previous 

experience collaborating with each other.  Significant differences were found where the 

SLT group displayed greater knowledge of spoken language and speech to print concept, 

while the teacher group were more knowledgeable in the area of literacy curriculum.  

Furthermore, both groups viewed the teaching and assessment of reading and spelling was 

the responsibility of teachers, and SLTs should provide intervention within classrooms.  

The findings indicated the need for more shared knowledge of curriculum content for the 

trainee SLTs and better understanding of collaborative approaches for the teacher trainees.  

The impact of improving these two areas will therefore need to be examined in relation to 

children’s learning outcomes and in creating communication friendly classrooms. 

The need to improve shared understanding and knowledge of collaboration 

methods and curriculum content for SLT and teachers was further supported by Glover, 

McCormack, and Smith-Tamaray (2015).  This Australian study aimed to explore the two 

groups’ needs and service delivery preferences in supporting children with SLCN in 

mainstream, primary schools.  Fourteen teachers and two SLTs completed an online 

questionnaire and a subsample (two SLTs, one teacher and one learning support officer) 

was further involved in a focus group.  The data from the questionnaires and focus group 

highlighted three levels of need (individual, inter professional, and organisational levels) 

perceived to be essential in creating school environments that support children’s 

communication.  At the individual level, SLTs wanted a better understanding of the school 

curriculum, and teachers expressed the need for teaching strategies to support the learning 

of children with SLCN.  The inter professional level included both groups expressing 

interest in more collaborative opportunities but also identified barriers to this such as time 

constraints, limited resources and support.  At the organisational level, participants 

highlighted issues that needed to be addressed such as insufficient services to support 

children with SLCN in schools and funding-related issues.  Though these findings were 

based on a small participant sample and replication on a larger sample is needed to improve 

generalisability, it lends further support to the importance of knowledge and training.   

 

The importance of establishing communication friendly classrooms is illustrated by 

the studies in this section.  The development of tools to measure how classrooms support 

communication is discussed, alongside the various factors impacting on practices to 
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develop children’s communication.  This includes support from teachers and SLTs, 

opportunities for training in relevant fields, and shared knowledge of educational 

curriculum and teaching strategies.  Additionally the studies also highlighted factors viewed 

as barriers for schools in creating communication friendly classrooms.   

 2.3.4 Features of a communication friendly environment 

An environment that attracts the interest of children, and stimulates their desire to 

communicate, will most likely facilitate their language learning and social interaction skills 

(McCormick, 2003c; National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2007).  The 

challenge, therefore, is to identify aspects of the environment and existing practices leading 

to such an environment.  In the development of the CsC Observation Tool (Dockrell et al., 

2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012) a major part of the project was to research the 

existing evidence on what features of the learning environment support language and 

communication development.  This observational tool was a result of extensive literature 

review on the existing research reporting on the key elements and practices in creating an 

environment that supports language development in children. Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al. 

(2012) identified three reoccurring themes throughout the literature review resulting in 

three main dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool previously mentioned, namely the 

LLE (the physical layout of the classroom/ learning space), LLO (the activities and tasks 

that are available throughout the day), and the LLI (the interaction between adults and 

peers in the classroom/ learning space).  The EVALOE tool developed by Gràcia et al. 

(2015) also identified three areas to measure communication friendly classrooms.  They are 

the: a) communication management, including strategies for communication among 

children and with the teacher, and the social and physical learning setting, b) the 

instructional design including teacher practices to share language aims, asses previously 

shared knowledge, and to learn the session’s linguistic content, and c) communicative 

functions and strategies implemented by both children and teachers in developing 

children’s communication skills.   

Another study that identified aspects of the classroom environment was conducted 

by McLean et al. (2016).  Although this USA based study did not focus on measuring the 

communication friendliness of classrooms, it does highlight similar classroom qualities that 

influence children’s overall development, including communication skills.  This longitudinal 

study involved observations of 49 classrooms, from 18 primary schools and measured the 

classroom quality using the Quality of the Classroom Learning Environment (Q-CLE) 

instrument (Connor et al., 2011, 2014).  The Q-CLE observational tool measured three 

aspects of the classroom encompassing: a) the instructional quality provided by the teacher 
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including strategies teachers use to address the whole classroom and needs of individual 

students, b) how classrooms are organised and orientated by the teacher through physical 

and instructional methods and, c) how teachers manage the classrooms including their 

interactional skills, and how they respond to children.  Children’s (n = 533, aged between 

six to seven years) literacy skills were assessed at three time points throughout the academic 

year and the outcomes indicated that ‘high quality classrooms’ (classrooms that scored high 

on the Q-CLE) resulted in better children’s performance on measures of reading 

comprehension and expressive vocabulary.  

McLean et al.'s (2016) findings lend support to Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s 

(2012) and Gràcia et al. (2015) study of aspects of the classroom impacting on children’s 

learning and communication outcomes.  Although there are differences in the areas of 

focus, the classroom features mainly viewed to contribute to children’s development 

includes the physical environment, the management and quality of the classroom 

interaction and instructions, and the activities and opportunities available for children 

within the classroom context.  Additionally Alper and McGregor (2015) proposed the 

concept that children should also be empowered with knowledge of strategies and 

understanding of the purpose for improvement (sense of agency), as this will have a 

positive impact on their communication skills.  This indicates that creating communication 

friendly classrooms involve a multifaceted procedure that reflects the complex nature of 

the communication process (Justice, 2004).  In addition, teachers also need to ensure that 

classrooms are communication friendly at the social, physical and didactic level to address 

the wide range of children’s communicative ability in the classroom context (Alper & 

McGregor, 2015; Clegg & Vance, 2015).  However, some aspects of a communication 

friendly environment are easier to implement than others, as demonstrated by Dickinson 

and Caswell (2007).  They investigated the outcomes of an in-service intervention for a 

group of teachers trained in a Literacy Environment Enrichment Program.  Teachers 

appeared to find physical modifications easier compared to making changes to their 

interaction styles and in enhancing opportunities for language.  This is supported by similar 

findings of previous studies, which implies a need for more training and support to equip 

teachers with the skills in creating a communication friendly environment (Dockrell et al., 

2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012; Sigafoos et al., 1994). 

However, as the current study implemented the CsC Observation Tool as the main 

observational instrument, the three dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool (LLE, LLO 

and LLO dimensions) will be used as a framework.  The next section explores what 

literature has found about each dimension in turn, within a learning or classroom 

environment.  
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2.3.4.1 Physical layout 

An essential factor in creating a classroom for language and communication 

enrichment, is the environmental arrangement (McCormick, 2003c).  This includes the way 

physical space is organised and utilised to facilitate language and communication (Jarman, 

2008; McCormick, 2003c).  The actual use of space and how furniture is laid out in the 

classroom is considered part of the non-verbal communication system, and can be used by 

teachers as tools to stimulate interaction (Adelman & Walker, 1974; Sommer, 1977).  

Importantly, the environment has to be arranged in such a way children are encouraged to 

interact with their surroundings, and also create more opportunities for verbal and non-

verbal interaction among those present in them (McCormick, 2003c; Sommer, 1977).  

The significance of the physical classroom set up for communication development 

has been reported particularly in terms of the organisation of space, type, and access to 

materials (Duncanson, Volpe, and Achilles, 2009; Jarman, 2008; Justice, 2004; McCormick, 

2003c).  This is essential, especially for children with SLCN where support for their 

learning and communication is largely based on the actual physical arrangement of access 

to the resources, to the teacher and among their peers (Martin, 2000).  Therefore, a feature 

of communication friendly classrooms involves the appropriate utilisation of the actual 

physical space.  This includes the furniture arrangement which define seating positions, 

specific learning areas, and controls traffic flow within the classrooms (Cooper & Galvin, 

1983; Hazelkorn, Bucholz, Goodman, Duffy, & Brady, 2011; Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesh, 

Myers, & Sugai, 2008).  Specifically, Roskos and Neuman (2001) claimed in order to ensure 

quality interactions and activities take place, it is important there is adequate space within 

the classrooms for both teachers and children.  This is further supported by Duncanson et 

al. (2009), whose findings reported the importance of ensuring classroom space is 

organised and used in such a way it is conducive to and supports learning.  Moreover, 

Gross (2013), Jarman (2008) and Justice (2004), also stressed the importance of the 

availability and maximum use of spaces within the classrooms, or schools, that stimulate 

children’s desire to interact and thus facilitate enriched language learning opportunities.    

Equally, the actual selection of the types, quantity and accessibility of resources and 

materials play a major role in contributing to the communication friendliness of a 

classroom (Duncanson et al., 2009; Justice, 2004; Kalmar, 2008; McCormick, 2003c).   

Consideration of the quality of the resources, such as toys, books, and other materials, is 

vital, as it must interest children and invite conversations to take place (Duncanson et al., 

2009; Justice, 2004; Kalmar, 2008).  In addition, the placement of these materials around 

the classroom, and how easily accessible it is to children to result in language use, is 
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another major component of a communication friendly classroom (Justice, 2004; 

McCormick, 2003c).  This is important, as McCormick (2003c) and Roskos and Neuman 

(2001) argued in some settings toys, books and other materials are arranged in such a way 

children can have access to it without having to use as much language as possible.  

Communication friendly classrooms should also be equipped with visual materials that 

support children’s learning, and appropriately sized furniture adaptable for various 

purposes (Adelman & Walker, 1974; Alper & McGregor, 2015).   

Other factors have been reported as influential features for learning in a classroom 

environment, such as the lighting, amount of noise, movement, and use of colour (Jarman, 

2008; Tanner, 2009; The Communication Trust, n.d.).  Evidence to support this is from the 

findings of Tanner’s (2009) study, which looked at movements and patterns of circulation, 

patterns of day lighting, and patterns of view, examining their influence on educational 

achievement.  The results suggested all three aspects impacted on students’ achievement, in 

different subjects, thus adding evidence of the influence the physical environment have on 

children’s achievement.   

This section highlights the importance of physical environment in the context of 

learning and language development.  However, it is important to note although it is 

associated with the educational process and achievement outcome, it is only one of the 

many contributing factors to a communication friendly classroom environment (Alper & 

McGregor, 2015; Martin, 2000; Sommer, 1977; Tanner, 2009). 

2.3.4.2 Interaction between children and adults   

Aside from the physical layout of the environment, another important factor that 

constitutes a communication friendly classroom is the quality and nature of the interactions 

between children with each other and with the adults in their surroundings (Gross, 2013; 

Justice, 2004; McCormick, 2003c; Roskos & Neuman, 2001).  Brice (2001), Cooper and 

Galvin (1983) and McCormick (2003b) stress the importance of effective interactions 

between teachers and children, as this impacts on children’s overall achievement and social 

integration with their peers.  In addition, Justice (2004) highlighted it as vital for 

communication friendly classrooms to be enriched with effective and quality adult-child 

interaction.  Thus the role of the teacher is crucial in facilitating the process of language 

learning (Justice, 2004; McCormick, 2003c).  

The adult’s ability to adapt and enhance the quality of the interactions in the 

classrooms is an invaluable feature in the process of a communication friendly 

environment (Gross, 2013).  Likewise, interactions among peers has also been found to 

contribute to the language learning environment (Adelman & Walker, 1974; Cooper & 
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Galvin, 1983).  Findings from studies such as those conducted by Girolametto, Weitzman, 

and Greenberg (2003) and Pence et al. (2008) lends support to this. Girolametto et al., 

(2003) explored the outcomes of a training package to facilitate language to child-care 

providers in day care centres.  These caregivers were randomly assigned to a control group 

and an experimental group.  In the latter group, the caregivers were trained on the 

strategies to respond, engage, model and encourage interactions between adults and peers.  

A speech and language therapist provided this 14-week program, and included eight group 

sessions and six individual sessions.  A pre-test and post-test design was used to measure 

the outcomes through observations in an adult-directed and a child-directed context.  The 

outcome indicated the caregivers from the experimental group were more responsive to 

children’s interaction, knew the ways to encourage interaction among the children, and 

practised the language stimulation strategies they have learnt.  In doing so, they were more 

able to provide the children with an effective language learning environment (Girolametto 

et al., 2003).   

However the findings from Girolametto et al.'s (2003) study is limited as it only 

focused on a child-day care setting for typically developing children aged between 18 to 72 

months.  Furthermore, classroom sizes in a day care centre do not represent those in a 

typical classroom in schools: the maximum size was eight children per group.  Additionally, 

the childcare providers were intensively trained with a specific context, activities and toys 

for the purpose of the study.  Therefore, although these findings highlight the benefits of 

such in-service training, the extent to which it can be generalised to a regular classroom 

consisting of children with diverse learning needs across the primary school years, is 

unclear. 

These issues were partly addressed by Pence et al. (2008) who also focused on 

children in the similar age range as Girolametto et al.'s (2003) study.  Pence et al. (2008) 

aimed to explore ways to enrich the quality and quantity of children’s language 

environment through interactions, particularly children identified as at-risk in pre-school.  

Teachers were randomly assigned to a control group or to a group which provided them 

with training on implementing a language-rich curriculum.  Teachers in the experimental 

group were trained on modification strategies for each activity and instructional contexts of 

the curriculum.  This consisted of a 15-hour training conducted over a period of three days.  

These teachers were also given a ‘refresher’ course where they viewed video recordings of 

themselves.  The control group attended a similar period of training on more neutral 

topics, but without the added ‘refresher’ course.  The outcomes were measured through 

observations conducted at three time points over the academic year and a teacher-

questionnaire.  The findings showed teachers were more inclined to using activity-based 



   

33 

 

modifications compared to instructional strategies.  This indicated, in order to ensure 

teachers practised more interactional stimulating strategies, more support is required from 

others, such as speech and language therapists.   

Although the findings of Pence et al.'s (2008) study attempted to address how in-

service training can benefit preschool programmes conducted in the regular schools, 

generalising it to the school curriculum as a whole requires careful consideration.  This is 

because Pence et al.’s (2008) study used a language rich curriculum, and a checklist to 

measure the outcome of this particular curriculum developed specifically for this research.  

Additionally, the teachers were also provided with intensive training to deliver in 

accordance with the curriculum targets.  It is unclear to what extent this curriculum 

resembles or differs to existing curriculums in the preschool programs in schools.  

Furthermore, the children in their study were those identified as at risk for later educational 

difficulties, and their classrooms were already affiliated to other programs designed to 

provide them with the necessary intervention.  This may also have had an effect on the 

study’s outcomes.  

The studies above mostly focused on interaction with preschool aged children, 

from the ages of 18 months to six years old.  These studies also examined more on teacher 

outcomes and not so much on how or what effect these changes had on children.  A study 

that addressed the effect of teacher training on a group of older children (aged between 

seven years to ten years old) was conducted by Crosskey and Vance (2011), and this has 

already been presented in section 2.3.3.1 (page 25).  This study’s findings highlighted the 

advantages of a particular training package to both teachers and children in mainstream, 

primary schools.  However, it only focuses on one aspect of the curriculum, which is 

improving the ways teachers support children’s listening skills.  The extent of the 

applicability of these findings to children of different age ranges than that in the study, is a 

question of interest and warrants further investigation.  

The role of children and teacher interaction in creating a conducive environment 

for language learning, and in later educational attainment has been acknowledged as a 

significant factor, particularly in creating a communication friendly setting (Brice, 2001; 

Cooper & Galvin, 1983; Gross, 2013; Justice, 2004; McCormick, 2003b, 2003c; Roskos & 

Neuman, 2001).  Overall, the studies above lend support to the impact of children and 

teacher interactions on the quality of language input in a communication friendly classroom 

environment.  Not only does it enhance the language acquisition of children, but it also has 

the potential to involve them socially and educationally (Brice, 2001; Cooper & Galvin, 

1983; McCormick, 2003b).  Nonetheless, it is important to note these studies were 
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conducted in schools in the UK and USA and, and involved children whose primary 

language was mainly English.  

2.3.4.3 Opportunities for language and communication   

Another important feature of a communication friendly environment is the 

availability of opportunities to support language learning.  Similarly, this factor does not 

exist as a separate entity, and is intrinsically linked with the other two factors previously 

discussed.  Subsequently, in setting up a communication friendly environment, it is crucial 

to ensure opportunities are available throughout the day to facilitate children’s language 

development (Gross, 2013; National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2007).  The 

amount and type of opportunities provided in the classroom, is to some extent, dependent 

on how the curriculum is planned and structured for teaching oral language (McCormick, 

2003c; National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 2007).  Justice (2004) emphasised 

the importance of initially identifying particular objectives together with the corresponding 

activities to enable a more focused approach to language development.  In addition to set 

activities and routines, language learning is also facilitated by an adult who is able to create 

opportunities where possible (Jarman, 2008; Roskos & Neuman, 2001).  Explicitly, 

activities and tasks that are linguistically stimulating and challenging are more likely to 

produce effective communication among children (Gross, 2013; Kalmar, 2008; Roskos & 

Neuman, 2001).  From this, it can be seen not only do the choice of the activities have an 

effect on children’s learning, but how teachers support and respond during this time is also 

crucial. 

In creating opportunities for language learning, the activity settings recognises the 

relationship between people, place and occasion, and how they are linked with one another 

(Roskos & Neuman, 2001; Smith & Dickinson, 1994).  Smith and Dickinson (1994) 

suggests book reading, small-group times, free play, meal times, or any other occasions 

where there are opportunities for children to interact constructively with adults, as 

examples of effective activity settings.  Four main dimensions were examined in relation to 

preschools in low socioeconomic areas: the classroom circumstances (including class size, 

student-teacher ratio, length of classroom day, and English proficiency of children), teacher 

specific variables (measures of teachers reported and observed pedagogical orientations), 

activity settings (observations, reports and audio recording of tasks), and interactional 

precursors (information gathered from audio recordings of teacher-student interaction).  

An interesting outcome of the study was teachers’ practice of activities such as book 

readings and role-playing, contributed positively in facilitating the overall language 

environment of the classroom.   
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Given that activities such as book reading can facilitate the language environment 

of children, an earlier study to examine how this particular activity impacts on children was 

conducted by Dickinson, De Temple, Hirschler, and Smith (1992).  In this study, they 

looked at a group of mothers and children (n = 25) from a low-income background and 

who were native English speakers, and examined the patterns of relationships of book 

reading in two different settings (home and school).  Data was collected from interviews 

and audio recordings of book reading at home (mother and child), and at school (teacher 

and child), when children were aged three years, and again when they turned four.  An 

indication of this longitudinal study was the experience of book reading in both these 

settings could be further enhanced and enriched by a partnership between both mothers 

and teachers.  Simultaneously, this study also adds to the potential benefits of book reading 

activity to the language learning experience of children.  However, this study used a sample 

of children from a specific background already highlighted as being at risk for later 

educational problems.  Involving mothers or other family members in research may not be 

an easy task and may not be feasible in everyday circumstances.  Additionally, it also 

focuses on one aspect of language learning in two different contexts, and how it impacts 

on the larger picture of literacy development is unclear.  

Teachers undeniably play a significant role in the process of children’s language 

learning, and especially in creating a communication friendly environment (Gross, 2013; 

Justice, 2004; McCormick, 2003c).  The role of teachers in certain activity settings was the 

subject of interest in Kontos's (1999) study.  In this study, the involvement of teachers 

during free play particularly their talk, the roles, and the activity settings were examined.  

Audio recordings of interactions between teachers and children within the classrooms were 

transcribed and analysed.  The results showed teachers spent the majority of their time 

assisting children in getting involved in play as well as facilitating them during this activity.  

However, although teachers were able to adapt their roles in certain activity settings, 

training is still needed to equip them with strategies to further enhance the language 

experience of children (Kontos, 1999).  Here Kontos (1999) has attempted to show that 

teachers have the potential to enrich the language input and experience of children during 

certain activities, particularly during free play.  This finding however may be constrained to 

children below the age of four, in addition to the classrooms involved not representing a 

typical full day classroom schedule.  Furthermore, all the teachers involved were trained in 

providing early childhood care to children of families from low socio-economic income. 

The significance of creating opportunities for children to learn language was 

discussed.  These studies are among the numerous researches conducted to demonstrate 

the benefits of providing children with language-enriched activities within their 
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environment.  However, it is only one feature in creating a communication friendly 

environment highlighting the complexity of children’s language learning process.  

Furthermore, how comprehensive and applicable these findings are when applied to a 

different population other than schools in the USA and UK is something that needs to be 

explored further. 

2.4 Exploring Teachers’ Perspectives 

Research to examine teachers’ perspectives is essential as teachers play a key role in 

implementing any educational reforms and school based interventions (Dockrell & 

Lindsay, 2001; Flores & Alonso, 1995).  This is especially vital in ensuring schools are able 

to accommodate specific groups of children, such as those with special needs.  Numerous 

studies have been conducted into teachers’ perspectives exploring their existing knowledge, 

understanding, current skills and teaching practice, and views for evaluation and success of 

intervention programs (Forlin, 2001; Marshall, Ralph, & Palmer, 2002).  The overall aim of 

these studies is to determine if there are any discrepancies with what teachers are expected 

to know and practise, with their existing knowledge and skills. It also informs on the 

success or challenges when conducting intervention for children with special needs.   

 2.4.1 Teachers’ perspectives of the inclusion of children with speech, language 

and communication needs 

Exploring teachers’ perspectives as a result of the move towards inclusion was the 

focus of a study by Dockrell and Lindsay (2001).  This study investigated class teachers’ 

and Special Educational Needs Co-ordinators’ (SENCO) views and understanding of 

children with specific speech and language difficulties (SSLD) in various primary education 

settings in the UK.  The perspectives of teachers to 69 children identified with SSLD were 

collected through a semi-structured interview and three standardised scales.  The findings 

highlighted the insufficient knowledge and skills of the teachers in supporting children with 

SSLD, and the need for support and further training.  The importance for these to be 

accessible to teachers was emphasised by Dockrell and Lindsay (2001), as it facilitates the 

implementation of appropriate educational provision for children with SSLD.  However, 

these findings are limited to teachers of children with SSLD in year three and did not 

examine differences in the responses of class teachers and SENCOs.   

Further evidence for the lack of sufficient teacher training was reported by Marshall 

et al. (2002) who investigated how teachers regarded the inclusion of children with speech 

and language difficulties in mainstream classrooms.  This was as a measure to determine 

the success of inclusion.  Questionnaires were distributed and completed by 149 UK 
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teacher trainees studying for a Post Graduate Certificate in Education.  Their previous 

experience with this group of children was unclear, and differences between primary and 

secondary teachers were not examined.  Nevertheless, findings indicated issues with 

teachers’ insufficient training, time and resources as barriers for successful inclusion, and 

highlighting the importance of including these issues in pre-service teacher courses.  These 

two studies informed on the issues teachers faced in supporting and accepting children 

with speech and language difficulties in mainstream primary education in the UK.   

Teachers’ perspectives on the inclusion of children with special needs in Australian 

primary schools was also investigated by Forlin (2001).  This study aimed to identify 

potential stressors for teachers in classrooms that have a child with moderate to severe 

intellectual disability.  A total of 571 primary school teachers (classroom teachers, teaching 

principals and key teachers) completed the Teacher Stress and Coping questionnaire.  The 

stressful factors identified included limited competence in supporting children with 

moderate to severe intellectual disability, and the children’s behaviour.  This emphasises the 

importance of sufficient teacher training to reduce the stress potential of these factors.  

However a limitation of this study was the level of involvement of the different groups of 

teachers with the child in the classroom was not specified.   

 2.4.2 Teachers’ perspectives of school-based intervention programmes 

Additionally, studies to explore teachers’ views on services and intervention 

programmes impacting on teaching practice were also conducted.  This was for evaluation 

and improvement purposes to achieve the intended change.  This also includes examining 

teacher’s knowledge and skills to support children’s learning needs in schools.  Letts and 

Hall (2003) investigated early years practitioners’ knowledge in the UK about children’s 

speech and language development and impairment through the use of questionnaires.  

Findings from the completed questionnaire data (n = 829) highlighted the need for 

comprehensive training on topics including children’s speech and sound development and 

symbolic play, and in identifying speech and language problems.  To explore this further, 

Mroz and Letts (2008) conducted interviews on a representative sample of these 

questionnaire respondents (n = 50) investigating their experiences of children with SLCN.  

They found many of the participants (30/50) were able to identify children with complex 

SLCN, participants knew strategies to support children with SLCN one-to-one (22/50) and 

in collaboration (25/50), but only a small number of participants (15/30) solely identified 

children with SLCN.  The findings from these two studies indicated teachers are aware of 

children’s SLCN, are able to identify and support their learning to some extent, but still 

require more training in specific areas of speech and language.  
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Dunn et al. (2009) investigated the criteria teachers in the USA and Canada used 

when referring children for special education services.  General education teachers (n = 97) 

teaching grades 1 to 6 and combined elementary grade level completed a survey to identify 

the criteria ranked highest for referral.  Differences in the criteria by teachers from rural, 

suburban and inner city schools were found however this was not examined and was 

acknowledged by Dunn et al. (2009).  Although differences in the criteria for teachers’ of 

different grade levels were also not examined, the results indicated teachers focused on 

factors impacting on children’s educational success, which were inattention and aptitude.  

This reflects general education teachers’ focus on educational outcomes as an important 

criteria when referring children for services, however this may not match the views of the 

service provider.   

Examining the perspectives of teachers and service providers is imperative as it 

informs on improvements in the service provision.  In an attempt to address this need, 

Feiler and Watson (2011) conducted a two year UK based longitudinal study exploring  the 

perspectives of teachers, speech therapists and teaching assistants on involving children 

with severe learning and communication difficulties in the decision making process.  The 

outcomes of the interviews for the different groups of professionals resulted in variability 

in the opinions on this group of children’s involvement.  Overall all the participants 

identified the need for further training to develop their existing skills.  Although these 

findings provide further support for teacher training, it is constrained to teachers’ 

perspectives from two British special primary schools.    

School-based intervention programmes also examine teachers’ experience of the 

implementation process, as this informs on the success and recommendations for 

improvements.  Leyden et al. (2011) explored the experience of four head teachers and 

four coordinators of a ‘Whole school approach’ programme for children with SLCN from 

participating UK primary schools.  Separate semi-structured interviews were conducted for 

the two groups and the overall findings showed school experiences differed as a result of 

school circumstances, such as the population of children with SLCN and experience of the 

school staff.  Although the findings reported on the success of the intervention approach 

and identified areas for improvement, the sample only included schools committed to the 

intervention and had shown positive outcomes.  

Baxendale, Lockton, Adams, and Gaile (2013) explored the views of parents and 

teachers of eight children involved in the ‘Social Communication Intervention Project’ 

(SCIP), and to identify the perceived changes in children’s communication.  Parents and 

teachers of children identified with pragmatic language impairment took part in semi-

structured interviews within two months of the children completing the SCIP.  The results 
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revealed significant information specific to this intervention approach including differences 

in the values parents and teachers viewed as success for children’s outcomes.  Although 

these findings provide valuable information on the effectiveness of SCIP, the sample was 

relatively small and involved variability in children’s ages and intervention objectives.   

 

Overall, the described studies in this section highlighted the benefits of exploring 

teachers’ perspectives in light of educational reforms towards inclusion, and in evaluating 

school based interventions.  The findings have indicated gaps in teachers’ knowledge and 

skills, identified training and support needs, and informed on facilitating and challenging 

factors.  By taking into account teachers’ views on any changes in the education system, 

and the effectiveness of intervention programmes, it would identify any potential resistance 

from teachers and facilitate success by removing these barriers (Flores & Alonso, 1995).  

2.5 Conducting Classroom Observations 

As the current study employs the use of observational methods, it is also important 

to discuss the literature around classroom observations.  Classrooms are complex 

environments where the intrinsically-linked processes of teaching and learning occur at 

such a rapid pace (Jesse, 2001; Zaare, 2013).  This suggests an important outcome of such 

an environment is the impact on children’s learning, which reflects how effective teachers 

are in delivering the curriculum content (Strong, Gargani, & Hacifazlioglu, 2011).  A 

measure to determine this would be through classroom observations, which Williams 

(1989) emphasised as a basic component of teacher training.  Classroom observations 

provide an insight to the quality of children’s learning experience and how much this is 

influenced by teachers’ ability to bring together their knowledge and skills (Farrell, 2011; 

Van Tassel-Baska, Quek, & Feng, 2006; Williams, 1989).  It is a widely used method to 

capture teaching practice and examine other aspects of the learning environment within the 

classroom that impacts on children’s outcome, within a given amount of time (Smolkowski 

& Gunn, 2012; Van Tassel-Baska et al., 2006).  Classroom observations have played a large 

role particularly in teacher evaluation, as it informs on teaching practice impacting on 

children’s learning outcomes (Estacion, McMahon, Quint, Melamud, & Stephens, 2004; 

McLean et al., 2016).  Observations have also been used for professional development 

(Farrell, 2011)  particularly as it provides credible evidence for teachers to adopt more 

effective strategies enhancing children’s learning (Cordingley, 2004).   

The use of systematic classroom observations based on an interactive coding 

system are viewed to facilitate researchers in examining real-time classroom and teaching 

practices as it is straightforward, transparent, highly objective and limits judgemental 
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perspectives (Garrett & Steinberg, 2015; Strong et al., 2011; Zaare, 2013).  Although 

observational studies have been identified as being resource-intensive with regard to 

procedural issues for coding, it is still regarded as a valuable tool in exploring effective 

educational processes (Connor et al., 2014; Estacion et al., 2004).  There are a number of 

research-based observational protocols developed and designed to measure various aspects 

and inform on the most effective classroom practice (Connor et al., 2014; McLean et al., 

2016).  As the current study aims to examine children’s communication, examples of 

previous research in this area are discussed.   

The study by Sigafoos et al. (1994) investigating the frequency and types of 

communicative opportunities teachers provided to children with developmental disabilities 

in four Australian special schools, was briefly presented in section 2.3.3 (page 24).  

Observations were carried out in seven classrooms consisting of children with a wide range 

of communicative abilities.  Teachers were recorded for the occurrence and type of 

communicative opportunities provided, and the first response from children upon given 

the opportunity was also documented.  The results showed only 13.86% of the total 

observation intervals across the seven classrooms provided opportunities for 

communication, and more than half of these opportunities consisted of object or event 

naming.  Teachers were also found to provide more opportunities for children with higher 

communicative ability.  Although this has implications on improving teaching practice for 

children with developmental disabilities, particularly in the provision for various forms of 

communication, it is also restricted to teachers’ initiation of communication.  

Classroom observations have also been used to evaluate intervention effectiveness 

on children’s communication.  An example of this was the study by Pasco, Gordon, 

Howlin, & Charman (2008) who developed the Classroom Observation Schedule to 

Measure Intentional Communication (COSMIC) to provide valid outcome measures of 

social-communication skills.  The sample included 91 children (aged between 4 to 11 years 

old) diagnosed with low-functioning Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) in special 

educational classrooms in the UK, where 83 of them were involved in a previous 

communication-focused intervention.  Observations were based on video recordings of the 

children during two settings, namely snack time and other classroom activities (duration of 

15 minutes each).  The study examined and compared concurrent and predictive validity of 

items in the COSMIC with items of the Autism Diagnostic Observation Schedule (ADOS-

G, Lord et al., 2000) another observational instrument used to assist in the diagnosis of 

ASD.  Concurrent validity of the COSMIC items for initiated speech/vocalisations, 

echolalia, gesture and pointing were found to be significantly associated to the ADOS-G 

items that measured similar aspects.  Predictive validity was measured for a sub-sample of 
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children (n = 28) who were not involved in the previous intervention study.  The findings 

suggested COSMIC items of initiated speech/vocalisations and commenting predicted later 

language and communication competence.  Although these findings informed on the 

validity of the COSMIC to measure intentional communication, it is limited to children 

with ASD who were largely non-verbal in the special educational settings.   

To address this limitation, revisions to the COSMIC was conducted by Clifford, 

Hudry, Brown, Pasco, and Charman (2010) to evaluate the validity of the tool in measuring 

the social and communication skills of children with more varied functioning and language 

ability.  This follow up study included 41 children with ASD (age range 4 to 6 years) from a 

range of educational settings.  Similar to the previous study, observations were based on 

video recordings of the children, but for different settings (snack time was omitted for this 

study) and time duration (5 minutes for teacher-led activities and 10 minutes for free play).  

The coding structure was also revised to reflect the potentially higher functioning and 

language abilities of the participants.  An examination and comparison of items between 

items in the modified COSMIC (M-COSMIC) and the ADOS-G indicated significant 

associations for the M-COSMIC items of initiated vocalisations/single words and 

show/give.  However, overall there was high variability in the associations between items 

of the M-COSMIC and ADOS-G.  Furthermore, differences were found for rates of 

compliance behaviour, responding, gaze and following pointing gestures between teacher-

led activities and free play.  These findings indicate the potential validity of M-COSMIC as 

a measure of social and communication skills of children with a range of functioning and 

language ability levels.  However these findings are only confined to children with ASD 

and it does not examine the teacher’s role in the communication process.  

The studies illustrated above have provided evidence for the use of observational 

methods to investigate children’s communication outcomes in classrooms.  Classroom 

observations are also widely used as a measure to evaluate teachers’ performance and to 

inform on best teaching practices (Garrett & Steinberg, 2015; Van Tassel-Baska et al., 

2006).  An example of a study examining children-teacher interaction was implemented by 

Smolkowski and Gunn (2012).  Although this study did not focus solely on children’s 

communication outcomes, it does examine the impact of teachers’ interaction on children’s 

overall outcome.  Specifically it reported on the validity and reliability of the Classroom 

Observations of Student-Teacher Interaction (COSTI) tool as a measure to determine the 

impact of student-teacher interaction during children’s beginning reading instruction.  The 

teaching practices included in the study were teacher demonstration and corrective 

feedback, student errors and independent student practice.  Kindergarten teachers (n = 54) 

from 24 elementary schools in the USA were involved in the study, which investigated the 
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COSTI’s reliability and validity within a school-randomised trial reading curriculum.  As 

such, 26 teachers were in the reading trial and the remaining implemented the common 

literacy curriculum.  Observations were carried out three times during an entire literacy 

session throughout the academic year where teachers had the option to participate in either 

one or two years of the study.  Findings reported the reliability of the COSTI across the 

teaching practices was consistently high (achieving substantial to almost perfect 

agreement), and stability value and the observed means for the student independent 

practice indicated its consistency and reliability throughout the academic year.  

Furthermore, the rate of students’ independent practice was observed to be the significant 

predictor of students’ outcomes.  These findings provide evidence of the impact of 

interaction on children’s outcomes.  However, variability in the children’s socio-economic 

status, school locations and ethnic background, were not examined in relation to their 

outcomes.   

Further evidence from the USA was provided by McKie, Manswell Butty, and 

Green (2012) who investigated an early childhood program for children aged between three 

to four years old.  The study aimed to provide support for the use of classroom 

observations in improving the quality of children’s education programmes. Through the 

use of two observation tools to measure children’s language and literacy, and the quality of 

the classroom environment, McKie et al. (2012) examined 755 children from 49 classrooms 

within a period of two years.  Although the findings showed the average percentage scores 

of children’s language and literacy remained at the basic range, there was a slight increase in 

the second year.  This included improvement in areas such as oral language facilitation, 

recognising diversity and approaches to reading and assessments.  For the classroom 

quality, improvements were also observed in areas such as language reasoning, interaction, 

classroom arrangement, and activities.  The observations also informed on areas for 

improvement in supporting children’s communication including appropriate listening and 

talking, introducing concepts based on children’s interest and linking verbal 

communication with written language.  These findings had implications on using classroom 

observations as part of an evaluation for an early childhood programme.  However it only 

focused on the classroom environment and teachers but did not examine children’s 

outcomes.   

The use of classroom observations for educational purposes has been illustrated 

through the selection of studies presented and the significance of observational methods 

has been highlighted.  The findings inform on teachers’ knowledge and skilfulness in 

transferring this during teaching, in addition to evaluating their classroom practice (Farrell, 

2011; Williams, 1989).  However, Strong et al. (2011) argued that classroom observational 
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methods for teacher evaluation purposes have not been used in a sufficient and systematic 

manner.  As a result classroom observations should not be used solely to determine teacher 

effectiveness and other measures should also be considered (Garrett & Steinberg, 2015; 

Strong et al., 2011).   

2.6 Summary  

This chapter explored the importance of classroom communication and its impact 

on children’s learning.  A description of a communication friendly environment was 

presented together with the defining features according to existing literature.  The features 

required to create such an environment are complex and intrinsically linked.  This means 

an absence of one or more factors will result in an incomplete and insufficient 

communication friendly environment.  

Although the existing literature has varying perspectives on the terminology and 

features of a communication friendly environment, it is essential to ensure all the factors 

are in place to create a supportive communication environment which acts as the 

foundation for learning (Gross, 2013; Justice, 2004; McCormick, 2003c; Sommer, 1977; 

Tanner, 2009).  The current study elected to utilise Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) 

study as a guideline, resulting in the features of a communication friendly environment 

defined according to the three dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool.  As the current 

study also examines teachers’ perspectives and uses classroom observations in gathering 

the required data, research in this area was also discussed in relation to its use and 

significance.  This chapter highlights the following issues contributing to the rationale of 

the current study:  

 Although there are studies that have developed observational instruments to 

specifically measure communication practices in classrooms (Clifford et al., 

2010; Dockrell et al., 2012; Gracia; Pasco et al., 2008), more research is needed 

to examine the use as part of an intervention and training programme.    

 Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al. (2012) indicated the use of the CsC Observation 

Tool to measure change in classroom practice after a communication 

intervention programme (section 2.3.3, page 24).  However, they did not base 

the intervention on items of the CsC Observation Tool.  As such, the current 

study explores a school-based intervention using items from the CsC 

Observation Tool.   
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Chapter 3: Background about Brunei Darussalam 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter focuses on setting the context for the current study.  The country 

profile of Brunei Darussalam is presented followed by an overview of the education 

system.  The development of inclusive education and the resulting initiatives to address the 

educational needs of children with diverse learning difficulties is also described.  The final 

section highlights the speech and language therapy services, the perspectives of teachers, 

cultural aspects and related issues informing the current study.   

3.2 The Country of Brunei Darussalam 

Negara Brunei Darussalam, or translated as the “State of Brunei, the Abode of 

Peace”, is located on the north-west part of Borneo Island, between the Malaysian states of 

Sabah and Sarawak (e-darussalam, 2016; Oxford Business Group, 2013).  It is a small 

country covering an area of 5, 765 square kilometres and is located along the South China 

Sea (The Brunei Economic Development Board, 2016a).  The population of Brunei 

Darussalam was estimated to be around 411, 900 in 2014 (Economic planning and 

development, 2015), and comprises of three main ethnic groups, Malay (67%), Chinese 

(15%) and other indigenous groups (12%) (Oxford Business Group, 2013).  Brunei 

Darussalam is divided into four districts, where the capital city, Bandar Seri Begawan and 

the most densely populated area is Brunei-Muara (e-darussalam, 2016; Oxford Business 

Group, 2013).  

The Malay language is the official language, but English is used widely throughout 

alongside other dialectal languages (e-darussalam, 2016).  Islam is the official religion, and 

other religions such as Christianity and Buddhism are also practised (Oxford Business 

Group, 2013).  Brunei Darussalam was formerly a British protectorate, but gained full 

independence in 1984 and is currently ruled by His Majesty Sultan Haji Hassanal Bolkiah, 

the 29th monarch from a long line of rulers (Oxford Business Group, 2013; The Brunei 

Economic Development Board, 2016a).  The country’s economy has been heavily 

dependent on the oil and gas industry, and currently ranks fourth as the largest producer of 

oil in South East Asia, and the ninth largest exporter of liquefied natural gas globally (The 

Brunei Economic Development Board, 2016b).  For this thesis, from hereafter Brunei will 

be used when referring to the country of Brunei Darussalam.   
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3.3 Education System in Brunei  

This section describes the history of the Brunei education system, including 

significant turning points in education, from the country’s national vision to the 

implementation of inclusive education.  

 3.3.1 Education structure 

The Brunei government, through the Ministry of Education (MoE) provides its 

citizens with 12 years of free education (Ministry of Education, 2015; Oxford Business 

Group, 2013).  This comprises of seven years in primary education (including a year in pre-

school), and five years in secondary education (three years in lower secondary and two 

years of upper secondary, vocational or technical education) (Ministry of Education, 2014b; 

Oxford Business Group, 2013).  Children enter pre-school at age 5, but formal education is 

between the ages of 6 to 15 years (Ministry of Education, 2015).  In primary school, 

children follow a common curriculum for six years, and sit the Primary School Assessment 

to enter secondary schools (Ministry of Education, 2014b).  At the secondary level, 

children either follow a four year (years 7 to 10) or five year (years 7 to 11) programme 

after which they will then take the Brunei Cambridge General Certificate of Education 

Ordinary Level examination (Ministry of Education, 2008b).  This is equivalent to the 

General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) in the United Kingdom (UCAS, 

2014).  

 3.3.2 Brunei National Vision 2035 

The Brunei National Vision (BNV) 2035 or Wawasan Brunei 2035 in Malay, was 

launched in 2008 with the aim Brunei be globally recognised for the accomplishment of its 

well-educated people, the quality of life and for the dynamic and sustainable economy 

(Ministry of Education, 2013).  To realise these aims, eight national strategies were 

identified including education, economics, security, institutional development, local 

business development, infrastructure, social security and environmental (Ministry of 

Education, 2008a, 2008b, 2012).  The first strategy area is most relevant to this thesis, and 

is described in detail.  

The BNV 2035 has a key objective to develop a nation where the people are highly 

skilled and well-educated (Oxford Business Group, 2013).  Accomplishing this is a priority 

for the government, particularly the MoE as the central administrative agency responsible 

for the development and growth of education in Brunei.  The MoE is responsible for 

ensuring the policies relating to the education system is continuously reviewed and 
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improved to achieve this objective (Ministry of Education, 2008b).  This is reflected in the 

MoE’s vision and mission statements:  

 Vision: Quality education towards a developed, peaceful and prosperous nation.  

 Mission: Provide holistic education to achieve fullest potential for all. 

(Ministry of Education, 2012, p. 6-7)  

The education strategy is designed to prepare and train the Brunei youths to meet 

the challenges of the highly competitive and increasingly knowledge based national and 

international market.  As a result, under this strategy, eight policy directions have been 

further identified and will be undertaken, of which the policy most relevant to this thesis is 

on embracing international best practices in teaching and learning (Ministry of Education, 

2008a, 2008b).  

 3.3.3 Reforms to the national education system 

The national education system has undergone major reforms and is now known as 

Sistem Pendidikan Negara Abad ke-21 (SPN-21) or the National Education System for the 

21st Century (Ministry of Education, 2008b, 2012, 2013).  This was motivated by the need 

to adopt international best practices, a result of a series of reports from local and 

international consultants on the present education system, and a desire to improve and 

increase students’ achievements, performance and enrolment in key areas and higher 

education (Ministry of Education, 2013). 

In this reformed education system, the Ministry of Education (2008b, 2013) 

highlights modifications in three key areas: structure of the education system, curriculum 

and assessment, and technical education.  This newly reformed system aims to be more 

student-centred, where it is designed to accommodate the needs and abilities of the 

students rather than the other way round.  This will provide the students with more 

flexibility, particularly in the duration of their studies at the secondary education level 

(Ministry of Education, 2008b, 2013).  In SPN-21, there are four secondary education 

programmes offered;  

1. General Secondary Education Programme (GSEP) (year 9 to year 10 or year 9 to year 

11); 

2. Applied Secondary Education Programme (ASEP) (year 9 to year 11);  

3. Specialised Education Programme (SEP) (year 9 to year 11) and 

4. Special Educational Needs Programme (SENP) (year 9 to year 11).  

(Ministry of Education, 2013, p. 8-9). 

The GSEP is for academically inclined students, while the ASEP is designed to 

cater for more business and technologically oriented individuals. The other two 
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programmes have been structured to meet the needs of individuals who do not quite fit in 

the previous programmes, and require a more specialised route.  This is in line with the 

MoE’s mission “to provide holistic education to achieve fullest potential for all” (Ministry 

of Education, 2012, p. 7).  Students who excel in specific academic or non-academic fields 

are able to pursue the SEP route.  The SENP is intended for students with specific 

learning, physical and intellectual difficulties and those with visual and auditory 

impairments (The Ministry of Education, 2008b, 2013).   

 3.3.4 Impact of the reformed national education system  

The educational reform has resulted in increased flexibility regarding the length of 

time for completion of secondary education.  Such reforms are designed to increase and 

diversify the work force in Brunei so more people are qualified in a range of professions in 

a relatively shorter period of time (Ministry of Education, 2008b).  This is driven by the 

need to reduce the dependency on revenue generated by the oil and gas production 

industry.  Brunei’s economy has not been able to match the expanding population, and 

concern over the country’s dependency on non-renewable resources has led the 

governments’ initiative for alternatives to contribute to future economic growth and 

stability (The Brunei Economic Development Board, 2016b).  An initiative is education, as 

it is one of the BNV’s 2035 goals, which is to achieve a dynamic and sustainable economy 

through well-educated and highly skilled population (Ministry of Education, 2012, 2013). 

 3.3.5 Legal framework of education in Brunei  

The MoE’s continuous efforts to improve and upgrade the Brunei educational 

provision, revolves around a number of existing legal frameworks.  These include the 

Bilingual Education Policy of 1984, National Education Policy 1992, the Education Order 

2003 and the Compulsory Education Order 2007 (Ministry of Education, 2008a, 2008b, 

2012, 2013; United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 

2009) (see Appendix A).  As the Bilingual Education policy is most relevant to the current 

study’s data, this is described further.   

The Bilingual Education Policy was introduced in 1984, which meant the medium 

of instruction in private and government schools was both the Malay and English language 

(Ministry of Education, 2014b).  Other languages were also used such as the Arabic 

language in Islamic institutions in the country (Oxford Business Group, 2013).  This policy 

stems strongly from the MoE’s mission of ensuring students achieve their fullest potential, 

and are fully trained and prepared for the global market, as stated in the BNV’s 2035 

education strategy.  The use of the English, Malay and the Arabic language as a language of 
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instruction in educational institutions, is also highlighted in the Education Order 2003 

(Brunei Darussalam Government Gazette, 2007).  

3.4 Inclusive Education in Brunei  

Brunei signed a pledge during the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the 

Child in 1989 which supports the basic right of every child to have access to education 

(Koay, 2007; Lawrence, 2009; Ministry of Education, 2008b; UNESCO, 2009).  In 1994, 

Brunei was among 92 government representatives, and 25 international organisations that 

attended the World Conference on Special Needs Education in Salamanca, Spain (Koay, 

2007, 2012; Ministry of Education, 2008b).  Brunei became a signatory member in 

embracing and advocating the statements and framework of actions specified during the 

conference (Koay, Lim, Sim, & Elkins, 2006; Ministry of Education, 2008b).  This involved 

all the member countries and organisations to “adopt as a matter of law or policy the 

principle of inclusive education” (UNESCO, 1994, p. ix) and all children should be in 

mainstream schools despite differences in their “physical, intellectual, social, emotional, 

linguistic, or other” needs (UNESCO, 1994, p.6).  Inclusive education is where education is 

accessible to every individual, including those that tend to be excluded (UNESCO, 1994, 

2009).  In other words, inclusive education is about how schools design and develop the 

physical environment, activities and curriculum so all children can participate and learn.   

The MoE as the central provider for education policies and practices at the national 

level adopted the inclusive education policy in 1997 (Koay, 2007, 2012; UNESCO, 2009).  

This was officiated through the launching of the First National Conference on Special 

Education in 1996.  The former minister of education, in his opening address, stressed the 

importance of improving the education system to better serve and include all children with 

varying learning needs (Abdul Aziz bin Begawan Pehin Udana Khatib Dato Seri Paduka 

Haji Awang Umar, 1996).  Prior to the implementation of inclusive education in Brunei, 

children with diverse learning needs have long been accepted in local government and non-

government schools (Hamid, 2000; Norjum, 2002).  Although this indicates a certain level 

of awareness for inclusion, this practice was not consistent throughout all schools (Hamid, 

2000).  There were only a small number of teachers trained in special education, and they 

attempted to assist these children by offering special programmes (Hamid, 2000; Norjum, 

2002).  However, due to an absence of a nationally coordinated system and policy for 

including and meeting the needs of children with special needs in schools, many of them 

were not able to cope (Hamid, 2000).  These children frequently ended up failing in exams, 

held back for years resulting in either being over-aged in primary schools before 
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proceeding to the secondary level, or dropping out of schools altogether (Hamid, 2000;  

Norjum, 2002).    

This resulted in several educational reforms aimed to support and accommodate 

the implementation of inclusive education policy within mainstream schools (Koay, 2012).  

The underlying philosophy of inclusive education is reflected in the national education 

system policy, in accommodating students with special needs in mainstream schools 

(Ministry of Education, 2008b; UNESCO, 2009).  This is also reinforced by the Education 

Order 2003, where government primary or secondary schools are to provide special 

education where necessary (Brunei Darussalam Government Gazette, 2007). 

The implementation of the inclusive education policy led to the development of the 

Special Education Policy guidelines, with the philosophy that “all children are able to learn 

given an appropriate learning environment.  Appropriate learning environments can be 

created within the inclusive school.  The inclusive school is one which provides appropriate 

instruction for all children based on their level” (Special Education Unit, 1997, p. 2).  

Brunei therefore interprets inclusive education policy as one where schools provide suitable 

learning environments and instructions for children with diverse learning needs (Koay et 

al., 2006; Koay, 2012; Ministry of Education, 2008b; UNESCO, 2009).  Furthermore, the 

MoE’s commitment in fully embracing and implementing inclusive education can be seen 

in the reformed education system, SPN-21, where pathways are available for specific 

groups of children, in particular the SEP and the SENP routes (Ministry of Education, 

2008b, 2012, 2013). 

 3.4.1 International practices of inclusive education 

Brunei’s initiatives in implementing inclusive education are similar to those 

conducted by other countries in this area.  One such study to promote inclusion was 

conducted in India by Timmons and Alur (2004).  India’s national education policy is 

similar to that of Brunei, and aimed to upgrade the nation to the 21st century.  The 

national education policy included improving and developing India’s basic education 

system.  Efforts to promote inclusion were initiated with the establishment of the National 

Resource Centre for Inclusion-India (NRCI-I) in 1999.  Staff and parents at the NCRI-I 

engaged in a transformational learning process that was initially aimed at improving 

inclusionary practices for children with cerebral palsy.  This learning process involved 

extensive training to parents and NCRI-I staff on the theoretical aspects of inclusive 

practices.  It also included collaborating with parents and staff from regular schools on 

individual cases, thus providing opportunities for further refinement of skills and promoted 

inclusion on a wider scale.  This approach supported the inclusion of over 1000 children 
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from disadvantaged areas and with special needs across the country to be included in 

schools.  While other factors unique to India may have also contributed to the success of 

promoting inclusion through transformational learning, the potential use of this learning 

approach on an international level is indicated (Timmons & Alur, 2004).     

An important aspect of inclusive education is to develop every child’s academic 

skills regardless of disability.  This entails developing their reading, writing and verbal 

competence so they are able to communicate and express their thoughts and ideas.  In a 

study conducted by Berry (2006), engagement and instructional strategies were used to 

encourage and include children with learning disabilities (LD) to participate in a writing 

task.  The instructional strategies (engagement and involvement) implemented by two 

regular primary classroom teachers in the United States during a selected writing 

instruction task were analysed from video-recorded lessons in each of their classrooms. 

Three main groups of strategies were identified; procedural, involvement, and discussion, 

of which only the first two strategies were examined.  A further six coding categories were 

identified under the procedural and involvement strategies group which included 

naming/modelling, overlapping/directing, encouraging, orchestrating, scaffolding, and 

sharing ownership.   

The findings indicated that in the procedural strategies group, both teachers mainly 

used overlapping and directing (85% and 65%).  For the involvement group, teachers used 

varying degrees of scaffolding (24% and 35%), and encouraging (18% and 35%) strategies, 

while only one teacher used more of the sharing ownership strategies (23%) in their 

discourse with children.  These findings demonstrate that teachers are able to encourage 

and facilitate children with LD to verbally participate in classroom activities, if they engage 

in more involvement strategies.  However, these findings are only based on the classroom 

interaction of two regular classroom teachers during a writing lesson thereby limiting their 

generalisability in other contexts.  

 A more recent study by Wickremesooriya (2012, 2015) examined adult-child 

interaction for students categorised with speech, language and communication needs 

(SLCN) in regular classrooms in a private school in Sri Lanka.  This study aimed to 

promote inclusion by equipping teachers with the skills to critically evaluate and develop 

their current student-teacher communication practices.  Wickremesooriya (2012, 2015) 

employed a two-cycle action research method each involving a critical reflection, planning, 

action, and a monitoring and evaluation phase.   The participants included 7 students (aged 

between 6 to 12 years), their teachers (only 6 agreed to participate) and their parents.  Semi-

structured interviews were employed to gather information on the current student-teacher 

communication practices.  Student perspectives were gathered through informal methods 
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including story telling, informal conversations and through picture drawing.  Self-

reflections of teachers’ communication strategies were conducted in both action cycles, and 

the planning phase included identifying the inclusionary and exclusionary practices targeted 

for intervention.  Quantitative data was also gathered in both cycles through classroom 

observations and a comparison of the students’ test results pre and post intervention.  

Findings from both action cycles indicate that teachers increased their use of 

inclusionary strategies such as maintaining eye contact, praising students’ communication 

attempts, providing single directions, and assigning a communication buddy.  The teachers 

also reported positive student outcomes as a result of changes to their practices, and this 

was reflected through student feedback and comparison of pre and post test scores.  

Although based on a relatively small sample, Wickremesooriya (2012, 2015)’s study 

provides empirical evidence that children with SLCN are able to succeed in regular 

classrooms if teachers are trained and use adult-children communication strategies to 

include this group of children.  Teachers also highlighted the importance of continuous 

support and access to information for the successful inclusion of children with SLCN. 

The aforementioned studies highlight several important factors in ensuring the 

successful inclusion of children with disabilities.  Firstly, involvement strategies may be 

used effectively to facilitate children’s verbal participation in class.  Secondly, findings 

revealed the importance for teachers to reflect on their communication strategies when 

interacting with children in inclusive classrooms.  Children responded particularly well 

when teachers engaged in inclusionary strategies that encourage their communication in 

classrooms and this also impacted on their overall learning.   

3.5 Special Education Unit 

Although children with diverse learning needs were accepted in mainstream schools 

prior to the formal implementation of inclusive education policy (Hamid, 2000; Norjum, 

2002), there were no adaptations to the educational curriculum to address their specific 

needs (UNESCO, 2009).  Recognising this, the MoE created the Special Education Unit 

(SEU) as the main agency to attend to the educational needs of this group of children 

(Ministry of Education, 2008b, 2014c).  Established in 1994, its main aim is to support the 

planning, coordination and implementation of school-based special education programmes 

for children with special educational needs (SEN) (Hamid, 2000; Koay, 2012; Sim & Koay, 

2004; Wong & Mak, 2005).   

In Brunei, children with SEN are characterised with one or more of the following 

features: a) significant difficulty in learning b) difficulty in accessing the school curriculum 

c) physical or sensory impairment d) display behavioural, emotional or social issues, and e) 
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require additional or adapted educational provisions (Special Education Unit, 2014).  

According to this classification, children are considered to have SEN if they have 

difficulties in; a) cognition and learning b) behaviour, emotional and social development c) 

communication and interaction d) sensory and/or physical and, e) other needs (Special 

Education Unit, 2014).  This definition is based on the UK classification of children with 

SEN, particularly to describe children with speech, language and communication needs 

(SLCN).  This was described in 1.3 (page 7) where children with SLCN are subsumed 

under the main category of Communication and Interaction needs, similar to the Brunei 

classification.       

This initiative, together with the inclusive education policy, resulted in the 

availability of specialist support services aimed to facilitate the inclusion of children with 

SEN in mainstream classrooms (Mundia, 2009; UNESCO, 2009).  There is a range of 

support services provided by the SEU to support the inclusion and learning of children 

with SEN in both primary and secondary schools.  These include educational psychology 

services, speech and language therapy services, support service for students with hearing 

impairment and visual impairment, educational support service for children in hospitals, 

the Special Educational Needs Coordinators (SENCO), and the gifted education programs 

and services (Special Education Unit, 2014; Unit Pendidikan Khas, 2013; Wong & Mak, 

2005).  The main role of these services is to support schools in the identification, 

assessment and intervention of children with SEN, conduct teacher training, and in 

monitoring school based education programmes (Ministry of Education, 2008b).   

3.6 The Role of the Special Education Unit in Teacher Training and Monitoring 

of Service Provision  

The SEU was initially created for the purpose of training teachers to support the 

learning of children with SEN (Lim, Mak, & Koay, 2006; Wong & Mak, 2005).  As such, 

the SEU has collaborated with a local university in implementing a teacher training 

programme designed to develop regular classroom teachers into becoming Special 

Educational Needs Assistance (SENA) teachers (Koay, 2012; Lim et al., 2006; Sim & Koay, 

2004).  SENA teachers are trained in identifying and addressing the educational needs of 

children with SEN, through individual education plans (IEP), in mainstream classrooms in 

primary and secondary schools (Ministry of Education, 2008b; Sim & Koay, 2004).  They 

play the key role in delivering special education programmes in schools and support class 

teachers in implementing them (Koay, 2012; Lim et al., 2006).  SENA teachers are 

monitored by SENCOs, who are similarly trained but are based at the SEU (Unit 

Pendidikan Khas, 2013).  Among the roles of the SENCO is to support and monitor all 
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primary and secondary SENA teachers, and loan out resources to facilitate the 

implementation of special education programmes (UNESCO, 2009).  The learning needs 

of children with SEN are therefore supported through collaborative approaches between 

personnel from the SEU and schools (Hamid, 2000; Ministry of Education, 2008b; 

UNESCO, 2009).  The different support services of the SEU also provide regular training 

sessions to inform and equip teachers with skills needed to support children with SEN in 

schools (Wong & Mak, 2005).   

3.7 Model Inclusive Schools 

In 2008, the MoE through the SEU launched Model Inclusive Schools of Excellent 

Services, or commonly referred to as Model Inclusive Schools (MIS) (Ministry of 

Education, 2008b; UNESCO, 2009).  This was the next step in implementing the inclusive 

education policy and supporting the learning needs of children with SEN within 

mainstream schools.  The MIS project selected primary and secondary schools across 

Brunei and additional funding and support were allocated for facilities, specialised learning 

and teaching resources, access to support services and teacher training (Ministry of 

Education, 2008b).  MIS schools have additional buildings on existing school premises 

equipped with the additional resources to support learning for children with SEN.   

The rationale for MIS was to provide a learning environment where intensive and 

structured support is delivered at regular intervals (Ministry of Education, 2008b).  This is 

especially for children who are recognised as initially requiring individualised support in 

learning prior to joining their peers in the mainstream classrooms (UNESCO, 2009).  

Currently there are five primary and four secondary schools that are categorised as MIS, 

and planning is underway for more MIS across Brunei (Special Education Unit, 2016a).  An 

initial evaluation of the effectiveness of the MIS initiative indicated encouraging results 

(UNESCO, 2009).  Feedback obtained from one of these schools suggested improvements 

in the identification and implementation of inclusive practices and activities.  This resulted 

in a majority of children with SEN successfully achieving their educational and social 

learning goals (UNESCO, 2009).   

3.8 Speech and Language Therapy in Brunei 

Speech and language therapy assesses and provides intervention for difficulties with 

speech, language, communication and swallowing in individuals of all ages (Royal College 

of Speech and Language Therapists, 2016).  Speech and language therapists (SLTs) are 

responsible for the management, diagnosis and treatment of all forms of speech, language 

and communication needs, or related problems in swallowing and feeding (Martin & Miller, 
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2003; Martin, 2000).  There are variations in the terms different countries use to refer to 

SLTs including:   

 Speech-language pathologists, commonly used in the United States of America, Canada, 

India and Malaysia (American-Speech-Language-Hearing Association, 2016; Indian 

Speech and Hearing Association, 2013; Malaysian Association of Speech-Language 

Hearing, 2011; Speech-Language and Audiology Canada, 2016); 

 Speech pathologists in Australia (Speech Pathology Australia, 2016); 

  Speech therapists in Hong Kong (The Hong Kong Association of Speech Therapists, 

2016); and 

  Speech and language therapists in Brunei, the United Kingdom, the Republic of Ireland 

and the Republic of Singapore (Irish Association of Speech & Language Therapists, 

2013; Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists, 2016; Speech-Language and 

Hearing Association Singapore, 2014). 

For this thesis, SLTs is used to refer to all of the above.  SLTs are allied health 

professionals, and work closely not just with individuals who have difficulties in speech, 

language, and communication, but also with people around them, such as parents or 

guardians, carers, professionals working in the health or education settings such as doctors, 

occupational therapists, psychologists and also teachers (Martin, 2000).  As such, SLTs 

work in a range of settings such as clinics, hospitals, nurseries, schools, social care, legal 

settings and independent practice (Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists, 2006; 

The Scottish Government, 2005).  

In Brunei, SLT services for school-aged children are provided by two ministries, 

the Ministry of Health (MoH) and the MoE.  In the MoH, SLT services are mainly 

allocated in the Child Development Centre, where young children (under the age of five) 

are enrolled in an early development programme to equip them with the learning skills 

prior to formal schooling (Ministry of Education, 2008b, 2015).  The SLTs employed by 

the MoE are based in the SEU, and provide services to children in all schools (Special 

Education Unit, 2014; Unit Pendidikan Khas, 2013).  SLTs from both ministries often 

work together as part of a multidisciplinary team, particularly in the exchange of children’s 

information relating to the assessment and intervention history when a child begins school 

(Ministry of Education, 2015; UNESCO, 2009).   

The SLT service at the SEU was established in 2002, and currently has two 

qualified SLTs (Wong & Mak, 2005).  The main role of this service is to address the 

speech, language and communication needs of all school-aged children in primary and 

secondary schools across Brunei (Unit Pendidikan Khas, 2013).  These SLTs provide both 
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direct and indirect forms of service delivery.  Information is initially obtained from 

interviews, observations and assessments of children referred to this service (Ministry of 

Education, 2008b; Wong & Mak, 2005), but direct intervention is restricted due to limited 

resources.  Direct forms of service delivery has been identified as most effective 

particularly when administered by qualified SLTs (James, Jeffries, & Worley, 2008).  This 

was the findings of a systematic review by James et al. (2008)  on several studies measuring 

the effectiveness of various SLT models particularly for school children.  However, they 

also highlighted the effectiveness of indirect and collaborative intervention is subject to 

several factors including adequate liaison time and training of school staff by SLTs (James 

et al., 2008).   

 SLTs at the SEU collaborate with SENA and classroom teachers in developing 

intervention programmes to address and support children’s communication and 

educational needs (Special Education Unit, 2014; Unit Pendidikan Khas, 2013).  As 

intervention is mostly delivered through the SENA and classroom teachers, the SLT 

service is also involved in training to equip teachers with the skills and knowledge to assist 

children with SLCN in schools (Ministry of Education, 2008b; UNESCO, 2009; Wong & 

Mak, 2005).  Therefore, the main model of service delivery is via a consultancy model (Law 

et al., 2002).  This suggests a need to examine the effectiveness of this current service 

delivery model in the Brunei context.   

3.9 The Brunei Teachers’ Perspective 

As the current study involves exploring teachers’ perspectives, it is important to 

highlight some of the research that has been conducted in the Brunei context.  Past 

research involved identifying issues and evaluation of teaching practices and training 

programs.  An example is Yong's (1994) study on the perception of teacher trainees 

enrolled in a primary teacher certification course in a local university.  The aim was to 

identify factors that attracted people to the profession.  A sample of 173 teachers across 

the first to the third year of the course completed a questionnaire that comprised of 25 

statements pertaining to attractive factors of being a teacher.  The participants rated the 

factors according to a six-point attractiveness scale.  Despite the fact that the findings were 

only confined to specific factors and did not allow for open-ended responses, the results 

indicated the attractive factors to teaching at the primary level mainly centred on issues 

relating to financial and status benefits.   

Evaluation studies have also involved teachers’ perspectives as part of the process.  

Teachers’ accounts on the patterns of students’ and their own questioning behaviour 

during a Mathematics lesson in four Brunei secondary schools were investigated by Shahrill 



   

56 

 

and Clarke (2014).  This was a two-part study that involved both video recorded sessions 

and individual teacher interviews for four Mathematic teachers in year eight.  A limitation 

of this study was it only measured the amount of talk resulting from questions but did not 

examine the impact of the quality of the questions on the amount of talk.  Nonetheless, the 

interview findings were interesting as teachers reported students asked more questions on 

an individual basis.  It also identified time constraints as contributing to teachers’ 

reluctance in changing their questioning behaviour.  Another evaluation study was 

conducted by Mohidin, Mak, Leong, and Mundia (2008) on the effectiveness of a Malay 

remedial training workshop.  Two groups of primary teachers teaching years four to six 

(150 regular class teachers and 47 SENA teachers) rated the effectiveness and identified 

factors relating to the workshop.  The findings included 99% of the teachers rating the 

usefulness of the workshop, and time constraints (41.1%) and lack of teaching resources 

(14.1%) were highlighted as barriers in the implementation of the remedial program in 

schools.  A limitation of this study was that differences in the perceptions of the two 

groups of teachers and the demographics of children who required the remedial program in 

their respective schools were not examined.   

Since adopting the inclusive education policy, there is an increasing body of 

research on how Brunei teachers view the inclusion of children with SEN in mainstream 

schools (Koay, 2012).  These studies provide valuable insight into the success of inclusion 

in schools while simultaneously identifying barriers and areas for improvement.  It also 

contributes to the evaluation and development of teacher training programmes to support 

the educational needs of children with SEN (Koay, 2012).  Evidence to support this was 

from a study by Koay, Lim, Sim, and Elkins (2006).  This study explored differences in the 

perceptions of SENA and regular classroom teachers towards the inclusion of children 

with SEN in mainstream schools.  The participants included 453 class teachers (226 had 

experience in teaching children with special needs, and 227 with no experience), and 138 

SENA teachers (82 practicing and 56 upgrading) across primary and secondary levels.  

SENA teachers in the process of upgrading were advancing their academic qualifications in 

the area of special needs.  The participants indicated the extent of their agreement or 

disagreement for four statements on the Perceptions of Inclusive Education Scale (PIES) 

using a six-point rating scale.  The results indicated the upgrading SENA group had more 

positive perceptions towards inclusion, and achieved the highest mean on the PIES 

subscales followed by practicing SENAs, class teachers with experience, and lastly those 

with no experience.  Although the study did allow open-ended responses, this was 

constrained to the participants’ responses on the PIES.  The findings indicated positive 
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views towards inclusion was influenced by opportunities to gain more knowledge and 

undergo further training to support the inclusion of children with SEN in Brunei schools.   

The need for provision of sufficient teacher training and access to information was 

highlighted by the findings of an earlier study by Hamdan (2006).  The aim was to identify 

the facilitating factors for classroom teachers to support learning in children with SEN.  

Through the use of a questionnaire, 108 monolingual Malay speaking teachers teaching 

years one to three prioritised factors such as teaching materials, specialised training and 

personal support.  Teachers also recognised their limited knowledge on children with SEN 

and rated highly on the importance of working with parents, SENA teachers and other 

professionals.  The importance of collaboration was further examined by Taha, Yoong, and 

Koay (2004) who focused on the collaborative roles between regular classroom (n = 100) 

and SENA (n = 25) teachers in the educational provision of children with special needs.  

The perceptions of four specific areas of collaboration were gathered using a questionnaire 

from all participants, but a sub sample from each group was also interviewed (2 SENA and 

10 regular teachers).  Findings indicated a general consensus for collaboration between 

SENAs and classroom teachers in identifying children requiring specialist services.  

However SENA teachers were more positive towards collaborating on the development 

and implementation of children’s individualised education programs and in the 

modification of assessments than the regular classroom teachers, and these findings 

resulted in significant differences between the two groups.  A limitation of this study was 

the collaborative roles were only constrained to four specific areas.   

Most of the studies discussed compared the perceptions of SENA and regular 

classroom teachers in supporting the learning of children with SEN.  A study that focused 

on regular classroom teachers’ views towards collaboration was investigated by Bradshaw 

(2005).  Primary school teachers (n = 54) completed a questionnaire of 18 statements 

regarding collaboration, and a semi-structured interview investigating attitudes towards 

collaboration with other professionals.  Teachers were generally positive about working 

with consultants, administrative staff, specialists and SENA teachers.  The interviews 

examined factors which facilitated collaboration such as specialised teaching strategies, 

involving parents in children’s learning, for assessment purposes and the preference for 

children to be assisted in class or pulled out.  Although it was unclear about the experience 

of these teachers in working with children with SEN, the findings informed on areas of 

improvement for supporting the learning of children with SEN in Brunei primary schools.  

Another study that explored Brunei teachers’ perception was by Serajul Haq and 

Mundia (2012) who investigated if gender and program of study resulted in differing 

attitudes for a sample of teacher trainees.  Using a field survey method 67 female and 22 
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male pre-service student teachers completed a three part self-report instrument adapted for 

the study and comprised of 36 items.  The first part obtained demographical information, 

while the second and third parts measured the participants’ attitudes towards inclusive 

education and specific disabilities respectively using a five-item Likert-type scale of 

agreements.  The student teachers were from two teacher education programme, Bachelor 

of Arts and Bachelor of Science in Education.  It was unclear what the differences in these 

two programmes were as this was not made explicit.  However the findings have significant 

implications for evaluating, reviewing and developing the teacher education programmes in 

Brunei.  The findings showed no significant differences in the attitudes towards inclusive 

education as a result of differences in education programmes and gender.  However this 

study involved an unequal number of female and male teachers and this needs to be 

examined further in future studies.  It also revealed that the student teachers did not 

positively view the inclusion of children with specific disabilities including those with 

sensory impairments, multi-disabilities and displaying challenging behaviours.   

This section discussed previous Brunei studies examining teachers’ perspectives.  

However, many of these studies focused on inclusion of children with SEN.  This suggests 

the need for research in other areas relating to children’s learning in the Brunei context.    

3.10 The Cultural Aspect in Brunei Education  

Although the national language of Brunei is the Malay language, English is widely 

used mainly for matters relating to business and education (Oxford Business Group, 2013).  

As a result of the Bilingual Education Policy described in 3.3.5 (page 47), both government 

and most private schools in the country use both the Malay and English languages as the 

medium of instruction (Martin, 1996; Oxford Business Group, 2013).  The use of both 

languages in teaching and learning has resulted in code switching in Brunei classrooms 

(Martin, 1996, 1999).  Code switching in the most simplest form refers to the ability of the 

individual to switch between two or more languages during a single conversational 

occurrence (Gumperz & Toribio, 1999; Toribio, 2001).   

A result of Martin's (1996) examination of the code switching phenomenon in a 

small sample of primary four and five classrooms (equivalent to years four and five in the 

UK), suggested this was a necessary coping strategy within the classroom settings.  This 

meant although teachers were only supposed to use one language when teaching, this 

tended not to be the case, as children still needed words to be translated to achieve full 

comprehension.  To explore this further, another study was conducted by Martin (1999) 

through observations of two Brunei primary four classrooms from two schools over a 

period of five months.  The findings indicated the symbiotic relationship of these two 
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languages in Brunei primary classrooms where both languages were necessary to support 

children’s learning.   

Additionally, Brunei customs and etiquette is steeped in tradition and the 

communication style is deeply rooted in both the Malay and Islamic values.  These values 

include showing respect to elders through the use of appropriate salutation titles when 

addressing someone of seniority, speaking in a low tone or voice and bowing the head 

(Kwintessential, 2014; The Government of Brunei Darussalam, 2015).  Brunei’s national 

philosophy is the concept of the Malay Islamic Monarchy, or locally known as Melayu 

Islam Beraja (MIB) (Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 2014; Oxford Business Group, 2013).  This 

philosophy reflects the three most important values of the country and its people, namely 

the combination of the Malay and Islamic values (due to the highest percentage of the 

population being Malays and Islam as the main religion) and the absolute monarchy (long 

history dating back to the 14th century) (Hamid, 2000; Ministry of Education, 2008b; 

Minnis, 1999; Muhammad, 2014).  In an effort to ensure the Brunei youth were instilled 

with these social and traditional values the MoE had embedded the concept of MIB in the 

national curriculum SPN-21 (national education system for the 21st century) (Hamid, 2000; 

Ministry of Education, 2013).  Furthermore, the importance of nurturing students with 

high moral, aesthetic, cultural and religious values was also reflected in the MoE’s vision 

and mission statements (Ministry of Education, 2012).   

A study investigating the impact of cultural factors on the learning environment of 

Brunei schools was conducted by Dhindsa (2008).  This study examined gender equity, 

collaboration, competition, modelling, deference and congruence among students in 

secondary and tertiary education.  A sample of 2,212 science students from lower (mean 

age of 14.1 +/- 1.1 years) and upper secondary (mean age of 15.5 +/- 0.9 years) from 

government secondary schools across Brunei, and tertiary education (mean age of 21.4 +/-

3.2 years) from a local university were involved.  Participants completed a questionnaire to 

describe their classrooms.  The findings indicated the participants from the three groups 

perceived equal levels of gender equity, collaboration and competition within their 

classrooms.  The lower and upper secondary participants equally viewed the knowledge 

they learnt in schools was useful at home, and this perception was moderately higher than 

the tertiary group.   

With regard to levels of modelling and deference, the tertiary group were found to 

be more independent learners and willing to express their opinions and views in class 

compared to the other two groups.  Dhindsa (2008) attributed this to the level of the 

participants’ education.  As Brunei customs highly regards those in a higher position or are 

more knowledgeable, teachers are often viewed as superior to students particularly within 
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classrooms.  However, this appears to decrease as students progress further in their 

education, as indicated by the findings.  The impact of bilingual education was another 

contributing factor to students becoming more vocal.  The results indicate better 

proficiency in the English language as students advance to the tertiary level, thus increasing 

their confidence in expressing their views in class.  Additionally, students became more 

independent learners once they reach the tertiary level of education reflecting the impact of 

traditional and exam-oriented methods of teaching at the secondary level.     

The willingness to speak in class was also investigated by Abdullah, Abu Bakar, and 

Mahbob (2012).  Although not conducted in Brunei schools, it examines the culture of 

students’ classroom participation in the neighbouring country of Malaysia.  Brunei and 

Malaysia share a similar religion (Islam) and language (Malay), including customs such as 

respect to elders and those in a higher position.  Participants classified as passive and active 

students were identified through classroom observations conducted over a period of five 

weeks in a second year (n = 39) and third year (n = 31) undergraduate class, and a 

postgraduate class (n = 29).  Three groups of passive and three groups of active students 

were involved in a focus group discussion aimed to identify motivating factors for 

participation in classroom interaction.  These factors include: characteristics of individual 

students (passive students had low self-confidence, were afraid to ask, afraid of being 

scolded, and came from cultural and family backgrounds that did not encourage them to 

speak up), personality of instructors (passive students willing to talk if instructors were 

friendly), support from active students who encourage passive students to communicate, 

and environmental factors (passive students were unwilling to speak if classroom sizes were 

large).   

Although the results from these two studies may only be applicable to students at 

the secondary and university education level, it highlights the importance of teachers or 

educators to be aware of the range of factors impacting on children’s participation in their 

learning process.   

3.11 The Relevance of a Communication Friendly Environment in the Brunei 

Context 

A result of Brunei’s reformed national education system was changes to curriculum 

and content.  One of the learning domains of this new curriculum emphasises children’s 

communication skills as one of the essential skills, including listening, speaking, reading and 

writing (Ministry of Education, 2013).  Brunei’s inclusive education policy means children 

with SEN are educated in mainstream schools.  This includes children with SLCN, or as 

categorised by the SEU as those with communication and interaction difficulties (Special 
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Education Unit, 2014).  With regard to statistics, the SEU has its own databank of children 

that have been referred and are currently attending schools, including information on their 

diagnosis (Ministry of Education, 2008b).  Since the establishment of the SLT service in 

2002 (Wong & Mak, 2005) the number of children referred has been steadily increasing; 

117 children in 2002 (Wong & Mak, 2005), 212 in 2008 (UNESCO, 2009), and 646 as of 

April 2016 (Special Education Unit, 2016b).  This illustrates an increasing awareness about 

SLCN and its impact on children’s educational attainments.  Consequently, it is crucial that 

the most effective provisions are in place to address the needs of this particular group of 

children within mainstream schools.  

The SLT service is striving to achieve this, however due to only two qualified SLTs 

(one is the author of this PhD thesis) direct intervention is limited (Special Education Unit, 

2016b).  To overcome this, most of the intervention is conducted through SENA teachers 

and regular class/ subject teachers.  These teachers are provided with training on strategies 

to facilitate and develop communication skills, through continuous professional 

development, one of the key roles of the SEU (Ministry of Education, 2014c).  A recent 

effort by the SLT service was a five day training workshop on the Picture Exchange 

Communication System, sponsored by the MoE (Pyramid Educational Consultants of 

Australia Pty Ltd, 2010).  This comprised of a selected group of 70 teachers who then 

became itinerant teachers designated to support children with SLCN in schools.  

Due to resources constraints, in particular SLT to children ratio, there is an obvious 

need to explore alternative ways to provide a more effective and efficient SLT service in 

mainstream schools.  Existing practices are concentrated on teacher training to equip them 

with strategies to develop communication skills, with the ultimate aim of maximising their 

learning potential.  At present there is no measure to see whether the current practice is 

effective in meeting the needs of children with SLCN.  There is also a need to investigate 

the best ways to ensure a more effective and efficient SLT service to support these children 

in mainstream schools.  With the current focus on communication as an essential skill in 

the revised curriculum by the MoE, there is added pressure on teachers to support 

children’s communication in the classroom context.   

As the special education policy guidelines in Brunei states “appropriate learning 

environments can be created within the inclusive schools” (Special Education Unit, 1997, 

p. 2), this therefore reflects the need for classrooms to be more  communication friendly.  

This is in accordance with the purpose of the current study, which aims to explore the 

current state of classrooms in Brunei schools in relation to supporting children’s 

communication skills.  Factors that facilitate and are challenges in creating such an 

environment are also examined.  As previously discussed, the importance of creating a 
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communication friendly classroom environment is essential as it facilitates children’s 

development socially, linguistically and educationally (Auten, 1985; Cooper & Galvin, 1983; 

Gross, 2013; Hartshorne, 2006a; Kalmar, 2008).  Most importantly, a communication 

friendly environment has been found to be especially beneficial for groups of students such 

as those with SLCN (Brice, 2001; Crosskey & Vance, 2011; Martin, 2000; McCormick, 

2003b).  

3.12 Summary 

This chapter described the context of the current study: Brunei and its educational 

landscape.  Recent educational reform has taken place within a wider scheme of the 

national vision and strategic plan, in relation to Brunei’s economy.  The inclusive education 

policy has included the MIS project and the establishment of the SLT service at the SEU.  

The challenge for the SLT service at the SEU is to deliver intervention for a large number 

of children indirectly through collaboration with teachers.  The barrier in the provision of 

direct intervention is the limited number of SLTs to attend to all children with SLCN in 

schools across Brunei.  As such, this chapter highlighted the need to explore other ways to 

address the communication and learning needs of children with SLCN in Brunei schools. 

Exploring the potential of developing communication friendly classrooms will 

assist in improving the provision of services to children with SLCN in mainstream 

classrooms.  This will enable schools to have some responsibility in preparing children for 

increased language demands throughout their years of schooling.  It also has the potential 

to focus specialist intervention on children who have not made progress as expected 

(Dockrell et al., 2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012; Lindsay, 2011).  Moreover, it 

offers the ideal opportunity for language enrichment to occur in the naturalistic context 

(Brandone et al., 2006).  Thus, by exploring communication friendly classrooms in Brunei 

schools, it is hoped service delivery to children with SLCN can be facilitated and improved, 

not just by the SLT service at the SEU, but also through a whole school approach.  This 

chapter has highlighted the following issues informing the current study:  

1. As the CsC Observation Tool was developed based on extensive literature 

research on communication supporting environments, the current study 

attempts to examine its applicability in the context of Brunei primary schools.  

2. Current research in Brunei mainly focuses on perception of teachers, children 

with special needs in mainstream schools and matters relating to the inclusive 

education policy.  To the researcher’s knowledge, there has been no study that 

examines how children’s communication is supported in Brunei primary school 

classrooms.  The current study aims to inform on the current status of primary 
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school classrooms in supporting children’s communication, and explore 

teachers’ perspectives on the factors that facilitate and challenge schools in 

creating communication friendly classrooms.  
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Chapter 4: Mixed Methods Approach to Explore Communication 

Supporting Classrooms 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter considers mixed method research design, informing the current study.  

The definitions of quantitative, qualitative and mixed method research are briefly 

considered before examining different designs of mixed method approaches and the range 

of factors influencing design.  Some of the identified disadvantages will be highlighted, 

followed by illustrations of mixed method studies in various fields of research.  Finally the 

mixed method design for the current study is discussed.  

4.2 Quantitative Research Methods 

Quantitative research methods are frequently linked with the positivism worldview 

supporting empirical research based on the premise that “all phenomena can be reduced to 

empirical indicators that represent truth” (Lazaro & Marcos, 2006, p.758).  This research 

method adopts a deductive approach in testing out objective theories and hypotheses by 

gathering evidence through a logical process and exploring relationships among variables 

(Creswell, 2009; Glogowska, 2011).  In other words, this form of research seeks to explain 

‘what’ is actually happening and identify the ‘why’ based on quantifiable evidence from the 

data (Burnard, Gill, Stewart, Treasure, & Chadwick, 2008).   

 This research method usually involves collecting numerical data through 

instruments such as questionnaires, surveys, and assessment or intervention scores 

(Creswell, 2009; Lazaro & Marcos, 2006).  It is objective data that can be observed and 

measured by different researchers at different times or contexts (Virginia Department of 

Education, 2011).  With regard to analysis, quantitative data can be transformed to discrete 

units and compared to others through statistical analysis procedures in exploring 

relationships, differences and patterns (Bergman, 2008; Lacey & Luff, 2007). Quantitative 

data analysis usually occurs at the end once most or all of the data has been collected 

(Burnard et al., 2008; Lazaro & Marcos, 2006).   

The use of quantitative methods in educational research generally revolves around 

studies to determine the effectiveness of educational provision and to identify factors that 

impact on teaching practice (Parsons et al., 2011).  Examples include research into criteria 

for specialist support (Dunn et al., 2009), factors impacting on teachers’ attitude and 

perceptions (Marshall et al., 2002), and the use of classroom observations (Connor et al., 

2014; Garrett & Steinberg, 2015; McLean et al., 2016).  Additionally, many studies 

evaluating speech and language therapy intervention in educational contexts have involved 
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quantitative research (Clifford et al., 2010; Crosskey & Vance, 2011; Dockrell et al., 2015; 

Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012; Sigafoos et al., 1994).  

4.3 Qualitative Research Methods  

Qualitative research is often associated with an interpretivist and constructivist 

worldview, which tends to be inductive, and generates theories and hypotheses based on 

observations of the constantly changing social reality (Glogowska, 2011; Lazaro & Marcos, 

2006).  It can involve data from interviews, focus groups, observations, field notes, 

discussions, audio and video recordings (Burnard et al., 2008; Noble & Smith, 2014; Ritchie 

& Spencer, 1994; Srivastava & Thomson, 2009).  These non-numeric data (either textual or 

visual) is sometimes obtained from naturalistic settings, and involves understanding a 

particular phenomenon and making interpretations based on research participants’ 

perspectives (Bazeley, 2007; Lazaro & Marcos, 2006).  

Data analysis involves managing and making sense of unstructured or semi-

structured data, using descriptive or explanatory techniques, and moving between levels of 

analysis and the data (Bazeley, 2007).  There are a number of approaches to analysing 

qualitative data, each influenced by particular theories, philosophies or schools of thoughts, 

and on the purpose of the research itself (Bazeley, 2007; Gale, Heath, Cameron, Rashid, & 

Redwood, 2013; Lacey & Luff, 2007).  Despite the differences in the foundational 

principles of the different approaches, analysis generally begins from the early stages of 

data collection and is an ongoing, iterative process where the researcher’s involvement is an 

essential part throughout (Bradley, Curry, & Devers, 2007; Burnard et al., 2008).  Ormston, 

Spencer, Barnard and Snape (2014) stated that due to the broad spectrum in approaches 

and disciplines, a more comprehensive definition of qualitative research method might not 

be feasible.  However the general overview is this research method is mainly concerned 

with the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of a particular phenomenon (Lacey & Luff, 2007; Ormston et al., 

2014).  

Qualitative research methods have been increasingly used in the field of speech and 

language therapy (Clegg, Ansorge, Stackhouse, & Donlan, 2012; Glogowska & Campbell, 

2004; Markham, van Laar, Gibbard, & Dean, 2009; Skeat & Perry, 2008; S. Spencer, Clegg, 

& Stackhouse, 2010).  Significantly in recent years, this form of research has also been 

applied to explore collaborative efforts of educators and speech therapists in supporting 

children’s communication skills within classrooms, and has proven to be informative (Bain 

et al., 2015; Feiler & Watson, 2011; Leyden et al., 2011). 
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4.4 Mixed Methods Research 

An overview of quantitative and qualitative research suggests quantitative methods 

examine causality, while qualitative methods explore meanings behind a particular 

phenomenon (Sukamolson, 2007).  However, Creswell, Fetters and Ivankova (2004) argued 

that these two research methods in isolation, are insufficient to fully capture the whole 

picture, and result in certain aspects that are unexplainable by the data.  This led to a third 

research method involving a combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods, a 

term that has come to be known as mixed methods research (Creswell, PlanoClark, & 

Garrett, 2008; Creswell, 2009; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007; O’Cathain, 

Murphy, & Nicholl, 2007, 2010; Östlund, Kidd, Wengström, & Rowa-Dewar, 2011).   

The mixed method approach to research is largely associated with a pragmatist 

perspective, incorporating elements of both quantitative and qualitative research  (Brown, 

Elliott, Leatherdale, & Robertson-Wilson, 2015; Johnson et al., 2007; McCusker & 

Gunaydin, 2015; Sukamolson, 2007).  Recognising the limits of a purely quantitative or 

qualitative approach, studies employing mixed methods aim to draw on the strengths of 

both approaches (Creswell, 2009; Östlund et al., 2011).  Therefore there are three co-

existing approaches to research; quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods (Bryman, 

2006; Johnson et al., 2007).  

 4.4.1 Definition of mixed methods research 

Various definitions of mixed methods have been put forward in the literature 

(Creswell, 2009; Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; O’Cathain et al., 2007, 2010).  

However, Johnson et al. (2007) examined 19 existing definitions of mixed methods, and 

observed descriptions included the ‘what is mixed’, ‘when’, the ‘breadth’, the ‘why’ it is 

being mixed and the ‘orientation’.  As a result, Johnson et al. (2007) offered the following 

definition that attempts to encompass all of the identified characteristics:  

 

Mixed methods research is the type of research in which a researcher or team of 

researchers combines elements of qualitative and quantitative research approaches 

(e.g., use of qualitative and quantitative viewpoints, data collection, analysis, 

inference techniques) for the broad purposes of breadth and depth of 

understanding and corroboration. (Johnson et al., 2007, p. 123) 
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 4.4.2 Design of mixed methods research  

In an effort to further examine how mixed method studies are characterised, 

O’Cathain et al. (2007) carried out an analysis of 75 studies in the field of health research 

that implemented mixed method approaches.  The study detailed the purpose for 

combining quantitative and qualitative methods, the priority given to the methods (either 

quantitative or qualitative dominance), and the sequence of method used (concurrent or 

sequential use of both methods) (O’Cathain et al., 2007).  This resulted in different mixed 

method designs, which vary according to the literature (Creswell, 2009; Creswell et al., 

2008; Greene et al., 1989; O’Cathain et al., 2007; Wisdom & Creswell, 2013).  In spite of 

this Creswell et al. (2008) identified two common features that appear to encompass the 

range of different design classifications, related to how the two types of data will be 

synthesised.  This includes either to combine quantitative and qualitative data (concurrently 

or sequentially), or to have one form of data extend or develop from the other data type 

(Creswell et al., 2008).  Examples of mixed methods design classifications include: 

concurrent embedded, convergent design, multiphase, sequential explanatory and 

exploratory (Creswell, 2009; Creswell et al., 2008; Wisdom & Creswell, 2013).  In mixed 

methods research, one method may predominate, or both approaches have equal weight in 

the research process (Creswell et al., 2004; Östlund et al., 2011; Sukamolson, 2007).  This 

will impact on how the data will be combined and analysed in addressing the research 

questions.  

A conceptual framework of the range of mixed method purposes was proposed by 

Greene et al. (1989) who conducted an analytical review of the theoretical and empirical 

literature on mixed methods research.  This resulted in five justifications for mixed 

methods research based on intent including: 1) triangulation, which aims to converge data 

from the different methods, 2) complementarity, where different approaches assess 

different aspects of a phenomena resulting in a deeper understanding, 3) development, 

where the data from one method is used to inform or develop the other, 4) initiation, 

which seeks to explore contradictions, or new framework perspectives, and lastly 5) 

expansion, which aims to broaden the frame of inquiry through the use of different 

methods for each research component (Greene et al., 1989).  Evidence for this conceptual 

framework, specifically for the purposes of confirmation (convergence), complementarity, 

expansion and development, was supported by O’Cathain et al.'s (2007), analysis of 75 

mixed methods research on health services in the United Kingdom (UK).  The analysis also 

indicated especially in health services research, the mixed method approach was largely for 

complementarity purposes.  
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Although the purpose of mixed method studies contributes to the design, Brown et 

al. (2015) emphasised the essential factor distinguishing this approach from studies that 

simply combine quantitative and qualitative methods, is data integration.  This is the 

process where quantitative and qualitative methods are purposefully combined at various 

stages of the overall research process (Brown et al., 2015; Creswell et al., 2004; O’Cathain 

et al., 2010).  This means the mixing between the two methods can occur at any point 

during the research, throughout the initial stage right to the interpretation or reporting of 

the results.  The basic concept of integration is data collected from both methods would 

result in producing a complete and fuller understanding of a particular phenomenon 

(Glogowska, 2011; Wisdom & Creswell, 2013).  

However, there are issues surrounding the data integration process, particularly the 

use of the term ‘triangulation’ as a method to combine data.  Creswell et al. (2004, 2008) 

defined it as the process where data is collected and analysed in parallel, then merged 

(usually at the final stages of the research process) either to form a comprehensive 

understanding or for comparison purposes.  It is also referred to a process of checking the 

results against different methods in exploring a particular phenomenon (Glogowska, 2011).  

Conversely, O’Cathain et al. (2010) and Morgan (1998) argued that triangulation has been 

interpreted differently in research.  It is used to either corroborate findings from the 

quantitative and qualitative components, or to gain a complete picture of a phenomenon by 

using different approaches (O’Cathain et al., 2010).  As such, Morgan (1998) suggested 

triangulation be replaced with ‘convergence’ or ‘confirmation’ for the process of checking 

and comparing findings from different approaches.     

Morgan (1998) further suggests alternatives to studies with ‘triangulation’, 

‘convergence’ or ‘confirmation’ intent are explored, and one alternative is 

‘complementarity’.  Greene et al. (1989) defined this as the process where different and 

overlapping aspects of a phenomenon is approached through quantitative and qualitative 

methods to obtain a much deeper and detailed understanding.  The essential feature of 

complementarity studies is therefore to draw upon the strengths of one method to enhance 

the other for a more enriched understanding (Glogowska, 2011; Morgan, 1998; Östlund et 

al., 2011).   

 4.4.3 Some disadvantages of mixed methods research 

Methodological issues in combining or integrating data in mixed methods studies 

may result from the lack of pragmatic guidance available (Creswell et al., 2008; McCusker & 

Gunaydin, 2015; Östlund et al., 2011).  Many mixed methods studies unsuccessfully bring 

together the findings, and tend to treat the qualitative and quantitative components as 
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separate (Bryman, 2007).  Leeuw and JoopHox (2008) also highlighted that data integrity is 

often questioned in mixed methods studies especially with regard to the extent the data 

collected from the different approaches can be compared and combined.  The danger of 

data redundancy was another identified disadvantage, which is a result of a misalignment of 

the rationale and the uses of mixed methods research (Bryman, 2006).  This suggests if 

mixed methods research is not implemented appropriately, there is potential for data 

collected to not be fully utilised.   

Lastly, issues relating to the amount of effort and resources (time and money) 

required in the analytic process may lead to researchers imposing restrictions on sample 

sizes or data collection time (McCusker & Gunaydin, 2015).  Therefore, although the 

mixed methods approach may present a pragmatic choice due to it drawing on the 

strengths from qualitative and quantitative components, it may not always be the best 

choice.  Ultimately, it is the research question that guides the researcher in the choice of the 

methodology, rather than the other way round (Glogowska, 2011). 

 4.4.4 The use of mixed methods research 

As the mixed methods approach is increasingly recognised as a more 

comprehensive form of research, it is therefore gaining popularity in a range of fields 

particularly research focusing on outcomes (McCusker & Gunaydin, 2015).  The practice of 

mixed methods research was believed to have originated in the field of social sciences and 

is currently employed in health and educational research (Glogowska, 2011; O’Cathain et 

al., 2010; Wisdom & Creswell, 2013).  It is also currently practised in studies relating to 

human communication (Glogowska, 2011).  

An example of mixed methods research in education was presented by Jesse (2001) 

in the context of classroom observation studies.  He discussed information collected from 

these observations can take two forms, one that can be quantified and categorised 

numerically, and the other adopts a more subjective approach in understanding the 

complexities of the classroom.  As a result, a combination of both quantitative and 

qualitative approaches can provide information that may not be obtained by a single 

approach, resulting in data rich information.  School-based intervention studies also utilises 

the mixed methods approach, such as the study by Parsons et al. (2011).  This study 

examined existing empirical research (92 research papers) and expert evidence (based on 

policy documents, government initiatives or reports from research conducted in the UK 

and Ireland) from 2002 to 2008, on the educational best practices for children on the 

autism spectrum.  An interesting outcome of this review was research measuring the 

effectiveness of an intervention or provision was largely quantitative, such as changes in 
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standardised assessment scores.  Parsons et al. (2011) identified the significant lack of the 

qualitative component.  This indicated existing studies tended not to include certain aspects 

of schools, such as teacher and environment related factors.  As a result, many of the 

studies examined did not take into account the potential relationship between qualitative 

and quantitative aspects that may impact on the outcome of educational intervention and 

provisions.   

In speech and language therapy (SLT), an example of a mixed methods study was 

conducted by Glogowska, Roulstone, Enderby, and Peters (2000).  The design of this study 

was a randomised controlled trial, with the qualitative component nested within this 

approach.  The aim was to evaluate the effectiveness of SLT services based in 16 

community clinics in the UK.  Children (aged 3 and a half years or under) were randomly 

assigned to two groups, one that received immediate SLT, and the other group would only 

receive therapy after a 12-month waiting period.  The outcomes showed although both 

groups of children made progress over the year of their involvement in the study, many of 

them experienced continued difficulties in the initial school years.  In an effort to explain 

this, the researchers also conducted a parallel investigation of parental views on their 

children’s difficulties and the effectiveness of the intervention through a quantitative 

questionnaire survey, and qualitative individual interviews.  Parents were found to 

recognise that their children required ongoing therapy, and also shared their perceptions 

regarding the intervention.  Overall, using the mixed methods approach was beneficial in 

this study as data from both approaches provided a more detailed picture of the 

effectiveness of the intervention from different perspectives.  The randomised controlled 

trial provided information on child-centred outcome data, while the questionnaire and 

interview results contributed in explaining the findings (Glogowska, 2011; Glogowska & 

Campbell, 2004; Glogowska, Campbell, Peters, Roulstone, & Enderby, 2002).  More recent 

studies have also utilised the mixed methods approach in SLT, (Dockrell & Lindsay, 2001; 

Glover et al., 2015; Gràcia et al., 2015; McDonald et al., 2015) as discussed in chapter two.   

4.5 The Use of Mixed Methods Research in the Current Study  

The design of the current study is discussed in more detail in the methods chapters.  

The mixed methods approach is employed by this study in the form of classroom 

observations (quantitative) and focus groups (qualitative).  Although there are two phases 

to the study (profiling and intervention phase), both seeks to collect and analyse data from 

the two methods, and attempt to integrate the findings at the results and interpretation 

stage.  Different research questions are examined by each approach but the aim is to 
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combine the findings to gain a complete and detailed understanding through the process of 

complementarity.   

4.6 Summary 

This chapter has defined the concept of three main research approaches, 

quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods.  Various justifications for using mixed method 

approaches has been presented influencing the different mixed methods design discussed 

in the existing literature.  This chapter has also highlighted issues surrounding mixed 

methods research, such as confusion and overlapping uses of the term triangulation, and 

data redundancy as a result of inefficient combination of both research approaches.  The 

use of mixed methods studies in various research fields has also been presented, illustrated 

with examples of studies from the area of education and human communication.  Finally, 

an overview of the mixed methods design for the current study was described, aimed to 

achieve complementarity in the findings to address the research questions.   
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Chapter 5: Classroom Observations 

5.1 Introduction 

An aim of this study was to investigate and evaluate how children’s communication 

was supported in participating Brunei primary school classrooms.  This chapter details the 

methods used in the classroom observations.  Ethical approval for the study is first 

described followed by an overview of the pilot study.  As there were two phases to the 

observations (the ‘Profiling phase’ and ‘Intervention phase’), this forms the structure of the 

chapter.  The research questions addressed in each phase, the design, and details of 

participants including recruitment, approval and consent are presented.  A description of 

the research instruments, administration procedure, scoring and analysis of results for both 

phases is then provided.  

5.2 Ethical Approval for the Current Study  

Prior to the main data collection of the profiling and intervention phases, 

application for ethics approval was reviewed and accepted by the ‘Ethics Committee of the 

Department of Human Communication Sciences’, University of Sheffield (see Appendix 

B).  

5.3 The Pilot Study Prior to the Profiling and Intervention Phases 

The pilot study was the initial process in the implementation of the research 

protocol, and it was aimed to trial the Communication Supporting Classroom (CsC) 

Observation Tool (Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012) in the Brunei context.  As this was 

the inaugural use of the CsC Observation Tool in Brunei, experimenting in local schools 

was considered an essential process to this study’s research design.  This was to ascertain 

the appropriateness of the CsC Observation Tool in the local context and if any 

adaptations were needed for the main study.  The importance of pilot testing any 

instrument for use in research is emphasised by Rudestam and Newton (2007) irrespective 

of whether it is a standard research tool or one devised and designed by the researcher.  

This will inform on design or procedural deficiencies and allow the researcher to address 

these issues prior to the main study.   

Four year two classrooms from four different schools were involved.  The rationale 

for the selection of these classrooms was the similarity to the target sample in the main 

study, which Persaud (2010) viewed as an important aspect in conducting pilot studies.  

These similarities were based on the school categories of the classrooms used in the main 

study.  Results and analysis for the pilot study are not included in the main body of this 
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thesis as the aim was to examine issues on procedure and suitability of the CsC 

Observation Tool in Brunei context.  However, the findings are presented in Appendix C.  

The pilot study also addressed several procedural and technical issues for the main data 

collection, including issues on inter-rater reliability and scoring.  

5.4 The Research Questions Addressed in the Profiling Phase 

This part of the study aimed to gather information from the participating schools 

on how children’s communication was supported in classrooms in Brunei primary schools.  

It also explored any differences in how classrooms in Model Inclusive Schools (MIS) and 

non-Model Inclusive Schools (non-MIS), and across pre-school and year one supported 

children’s communication.  The following questions were addressed:  

1. Is children’s communication supported in Brunei primary school classrooms? 

2. Are there differences between classrooms in MIS and non-MIS in supporting 

children’s communication?    

5.5 The Research Question Addressed in the Intervention Phase 

This phase explored changes in how teachers supported children’s communication 

before and after an intervention aimed to facilitate children’s communication in 

classrooms, over a period of four months using a repeated measures design.  Classroom 

teachers and Special Educational Needs Assistance (SENA) teachers worked towards 

specific goals identified using the CsC Observation Tool.  Changes in teachers’ classroom 

practice were observed through changes in observation scores across three time points.  

This phase addressed the following question:   

1. Is an intervention programme based around the CsC Observation Tool successful 

in increasing teachers’ use of communication supporting behaviours?  

The intervention phase was not a continuation of the profiling phase, hence it involved a 

different participant sample and inclusion criteria.  This is described in more detail in 

section 5.7.2 (page 77).  

5.6 The Design of the Profiling and Intervention Phases 

The overall time line and details for all the classrooms observations is presented in 

Table 5.1.  Figure 5.1 illustrates the classrooms observations for the profiling phase, and 

Figure 5.2 summarises the intervention phase.  
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Table 5.1: Table of Overall Timeline and Details of Classroom Observations 

Phase Participating Schools  Time Line 

Pilot study  4 primary schools  
(4 year two classrooms) 

April 2014 

   

Profiling 3 MIS and 3 non-MIS primary schools 
(6 pre-school and 6 year one classrooms) 

August - September 2014 

   

Intervention 5 primary schools (5 Intervention and 5 Control 
classrooms) 
(4 pre-school, 4 year one and 2 year two 
classrooms) 
 

 

  SENA training January 2015 

  T1 April - May 2015 

  T2 

May - June 2015 

  Feedback (IC teachers) 

  Setting targets June 2015 

  Monitoring phase August 2015 

  T3 
October 2015 

  Final review/feedback (IC and CC) 

Note. T = Time point; MIS = Model Inclusive School; non-MIS = non-Model Inclusive School; IC = 
Intervention Classrooms; CC = Control Classrooms.  
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.1: Summary of the classroom observations for the profiling phase. 
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Figure 5.2: Summary of the classroom observations for the intervention phase. 

 

5.7 Participants 

The details of the participants are presented separately for the profiling and 

intervention phases.  As each phase was not linked to one another and addressed 

distinctive research questions, the participant sample involved different groups.  A 

description of the recruitment process including approval and consent is provided in 

section 5.8 (page 78).   

 5.7.1 Participants in the profiling phase 

A total of twelve classrooms were involved: six pre-school and six year one 

classrooms.  These two year levels were selected based on the CsC Observation Tool 

design aimed to be used in reception, year one and year two classrooms (Dockrell et al., 

2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012).  The sample was purposeful as the classrooms 

were recruited from three primary schools categorised as MIS, and three from non-MIS.  

This was to examine the differences, if any, between classrooms from these two school 

Intervention phase 

Control classrooms Intervention classrooms 

Observation one (T1) 

Observation two (T2) 

Intervention starts 

Observation three (T3) 

Intervention Classrooms 

1. Feedback on observation scores 

and teachers’ account 

2. Setting targets 

3. Monitoring phase 

Intervention Classrooms 

1. Feedback on observation scores 

and teachers’ account 

2. Final review on achieved targets 

3. Informal teacher interview  

Control Classrooms 

Feedback on observation scores  
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categories in supporting children’s communication.  As described in 3.7 (page 53), MIS are 

a number of selected primary and secondary schools in Brunei allocated with extra funding 

and specialist support to facilitate the placement and education of children with special 

needs (Ministry of Education, 2008b; UNESCO, 2009).  This project was one of the 

initiatives set up by the Ministry of Education, through the Special Education Unit (SEU) 

to implement inclusion (Ministry of Education, 2008b). 

From each school, one pre-school and one year one class was selected at random.  

The age ranges for the children in pre-school classes were between 4 years 9 months to 5 

years 9 months, and for the year one classes between 5 years 9 months to 6 years 9 months.  

Details of the individual schools are presented in Table 5.2.  As discussed in chapter 3, 

Malay is the national language of Brunei but children learn and use both Malay and English 

in primary and secondary schools.  The primary inclusion criteria for the schools and 

classrooms were:  

 Schools: primary schools categorised as a MIS or a non-MIS; 

 Classrooms: pre-school and year one; and 

 Not implemented any communication initiatives. 

 
 

Table 5.2: Table of the Demographics across Schools for the Profiling Phase 

School Category Year level Classroom population Subject District 

1 Non-MIS Pre-school 11 Malay Tutong 

 Year 1 18 Maths 

2 Non-MIS Pre-school 15 English Brunei-Muara 

Year 1 20 Malay  

3 MIS Pre-school 13 Integration Brunei-Muara 

Year 1 20 Malay 

4 Non-MIS Pre-school 13(1) b Malay Brunei-Muara 

Year 1 17(1) b English 

5 MIS Pre-school 11 Phonics Brunei-Muara 

Year 1 17(1) b Maths 

6 MIS Pre-school 21ᵃ Malay Tutong 

 Year 1 15 Malay 

Note. Brunei has four districts; Brunei-Muara (most populated area and where the capital city is located), Tutong, Kuala 
Belait and Temburong (Oxford Business Group, 2013).   

ᵃThis school only had one pre-school level class, where the other schools had more than one pre-school classes.  
bThe number enclosed in brackets is the number of students categorised with special needs in the class.   
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 5.7.2 Participants in the intervention phase 

Pre-school, year one and year two classes were recruited from five primary schools 

that agreed to participate in this intervention part of the study.  Two classrooms from each 

school were included, one ‘Control Classroom’ and one ‘Intervention Classroom’, resulting 

in ten classrooms altogether.  As there were three time points, the total number of 

classroom observations was 30.   The inclusion criteria for the classrooms were:  

 Pre-school, year one or year two classes not involved in the classroom observations 

of the profiling phase (this was to ensure teachers were not familiar with items in the 

CsC Observation Tool);  

 Taught by a teacher not involved in the observations of the profiling phase (similar 

reasons as above); and  

 Included children identified by the schools as having a speech, language and/or 

communication difficulty.  The reason for this inclusion in this study was because the 

researcher was a speech and language therapist at the SEU.  The basis of the study 

was to explore ways children’s communication could be supported in classrooms 

across schools in Brunei.  Although this study did not focus on this group of 

children in isolation, it provided an insight on how they were currently being helped 

in the classrooms.  

In addition to the classrooms, the SENA teachers from these schools were also 

invited to participate and play a major role.  This was conducted because the current model 

of practice in Brunei is that SENA teachers are based in schools to assist classroom 

teachers in working with children with special needs.  Therefore, it was viewed crucial to 

include them, and to examine their roles in developing classrooms that support children’s 

communication.  Moreover, the SENA teachers’ observations using the CsC Observation 

Tool, was used to measure inter-rater reliability during the classroom observations.  This 

meant for all thirty classroom observations, the SENA teacher was the secondary 

researcher in each of the five schools (a different SENA teacher for each school).  Five 

SENA teachers were invited to take part, from both MIS and non-MIS.  The primary 

inclusion criteria for these SENAs included those: 

 Based in Brunei primary school settings; and  

 From schools that was either involved or not involved in the classroom observations, 

and / or in the focus groups of the profiling phase. 

Initially, it was sought to include a good range from both MIS and non-MIS 

primary schools, as was conducted previously in the profiling phase where there was an 

equal number of schools from both categories.  However, due to other commitments and 
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responsibilities, only five SENA teachers from five different schools volunteered to take 

part.  These schools comprised of only one MIS and the rest were non-MIS.  This MIS was 

involved in the classroom observations during the profiling phase, and the SENA teacher 

from this school was also involved in the focus group of this phase.  The remaining four 

schools were not involved in the classroom observations of the profiling phase, however 

two of the SENA teachers took part in the focus groups.  Two classrooms from each 

school were included (one Intervention Classroom and one Control Classroom) resulting 

in a total of ten classrooms.  The age ranges of the children were between 4 years 9 months 

to 5 years 9 months (pre-school), 5 years 9 months to 6 years 9 months (year one), and 

between 6 years 9 months to 7 years 9 months (year two).  The demographics of the 

schools are presented in Table 5.3.  

 
 
Table 5.3: Table of the Demographics across Schools for the Intervention Phase 

School Category Year level Class Classroom 
population 

Subject District 

1 Non-MIS Pre-school IC 18(2) ᵃ Literacy Brunei-Muara 

CC 20(1) ᵃ Integration 

2 MIS Year 1 IC 18(1) ᵃ English  Brunei-Muara 

CC 24(3) ᵃ Malay 

3 Non-MIS Pre-school IC 17(2) ᵃ Phonics Brunei-Muara 

 
CC 14(1) ᵃ Maths 

4 Non-MIS Year 2 IC 20(1) ᵃ English  Brunei-Muara 

 
CC 19(1) ᵃ Science 

5 Non-MIS Year 1 IC 17(1) ᵃ English Brunei-Muara 

 
CC 13 English 

Note. ᵃThe number enclosed in brackets is the number of students categorised with special needs in the class.   

IC = Intervention Classroom; CC = Control Classroom.  

5.8 Recruitment Process for the Profiling and Intervention Phases 

This section describes how participants were contacted and recruited for the study.  

As the recruitment process was similar for the profiling and intervention phases, this is 

presented together.   
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 5.8.1 Approval from the Ministry of Education 

Prior to contacting and recruiting the schools and teachers, permission to carry out 

the study was first obtained from the Department of Schools, Ministry of Education 

(MoE) in Brunei.  This department is responsible for all ministerial related policies and 

regulations in government schools across the country (Ministry of Education, 2014a, 

2014b).  Consequently, any research involving government schools should first acquire 

permission from this department.  As the researcher was an employee at the SEU, the 

procedure required for any correspondence to the Ministry was made through the SEU.  

Therefore the permission letter was written and addressed to the Department of Schools 

by the researcher, and sent to the head of the SEU, which was then forwarded to the 

department.  An approval letter granting permission to conduct the study was then 

obtained and this was presented to the participating schools (see Appendix D).  This 

approval letter covered the entire study. 

 5.8.2 Consent from participants 

Upon receiving approval from the Ministry the researcher then met with the 

schools’ head teachers to explain the study and to distribute invitation letters, information 

sheets and consent forms.  For the profiling phase, all six head teachers approached gave 

consent for the school to take part.  A time was scheduled with the school to meet up with 

the teachers responsible for teaching both pre-school and year one classes in the school.  A 

detailed explanation of the purpose of the study together with a letter of invitation, 

information sheet and consent form was presented (see Appendix E for examples).  The 

teachers then decided whether to participate in both parts of the study (classroom 

observations and focus groups), or if they only wanted to be included in the observations.  

Once written consent was obtained, a schedule was set up with the participating teachers 

for the classroom observations.  Figure 5.3 summarises the recruitment procedure.   

For the intervention phase, all five head teachers also consented for their school to 

take part.  SENA teachers were involved in recruitment to the study within their school.  

Once written consent was obtained, they then identified and invited teachers from two 

classrooms of the same level (either pre-school, year one or year two classes), one as an 

Intervention Classroom, and the other as a Control Classroom including a student(s) with 

speech and/or language difficulties as identified by that particular school (see Figure 5.4).  

Following this, the researcher and the SENA teacher met with the classroom teachers, to 

invite them to participate, explain the details of the study, give the information sheet, and 

to obtain written consent.  Written consent was also obtained to collect the required 



   

80 

 

information about the schools, classrooms and the teachers, and this was also explained in 

the information sheets.   

 

 

 

Figure 5.3. Summary of the recruitment process for the profiling phase. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.4. Summary of the recruitment process for the intervention phase. 

 

5.9 Materials  

This section describes the measures used to collect the data and the types of 

information obtained.  The instrument used for the classroom observations, and 

information collected was similar for both phases of the study.  However the intervention 

phase employed additional instruments and this is detailed in section 5.9.4 (page 82).   

Approval to conduct 
observations and 

focus groups 

•Ministry of Education (Department of 
Schools and Special Education Unit). 

Invited schools/ 
teachers to 
participate 

• Invitation letters.  

Approached 
schools 

/teachers 

•Further explained study and to 
gain consent. 

•Teachers given option to 
participate in the focus groups. 

Schedule set up 
for observations 

•Met up with teachers 
before and after the 
observations to 
discuss any 
comments, questions 
and issues.  

 

Invited 
schools 

•Meet and explain the study to 
the headmasters.  

•Obtained written consent. 

Approached 
SENA 

teachers 

•Further explained study and 
gained consent. 

•Teachers will have the option to 
participate in the focus group. 

Invited 
classroom 
teachers  

•Explained study to the 
teachers and discussed any 
comments, questions and 
issues. 

Schedule set 
up for 

observations 

•This was set up with 
agreement from all 
those involved. 
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 5.9.1 The Instrument used for classroom observations 

The Communication Supporting Classroom (CsC) Observation Tool (Dockrell et 

al., 2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012) was used (see Appendix F).  The background 

on the development of this tool was discussed in chapter two.  The CsC Observation Tool 

was designed to be used in an observation of a regular teaching session in the classroom or 

a learning space and can be administered in reception and key stage 1 (years one and two) 

classrooms.  Although the CsC Observation Tool was designed and implemented in 

schools across the United Kingdom, its use in the Brunei context was an initial attempt to 

determine the flexibility of the CsC Observational Tool at an international level.  This was 

based on the rationale that the CsC Observation Tool was developed based on a detailed 

review of research evidence pointing to features of classrooms that support the 

development of children’s communication (Dockrell et al., 2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et 

al., 2012).  

 5.9.2 Administration of the CsC Observation Tool 

The CsC Observation Tool can be completed by adults other than those working 

with the children in the classroom or learning space that was being observed.  There are 

three dimensions within the Tool; Language Learning Environment (LLE), Language 

Learning Opportunities (LLO), and Language Learning Interaction (LLI).  The estimated 

period of time to collect a representative sample of behaviour in the classroom was 

approximately one hour.  Information regarding the layout of the classroom and resources 

available was conducted prior to the observation. 

 5.9.3 Reliability of the CsC Observation Tool  

The CsC Observation Tool demonstrated high inter-rater reliability across the three 

dimensions.  Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al. (2012) reported that more than 83% agreement 

between raters was achieved for the LLE dimension, above 71% agreement for LLO and 

greater than 84% agreement between raters was achieved for the dimension of LLI.  Inter-

rater reliability was also high for the frequency of the LLO (71% to 100%) and LLI 

dimensions (75% to 100%) (Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012).  This indicates the CsC 

Observation Tool is able to measure both the occurrences and frequencies of the 

occurrences during the period of observation.   
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 5.9.4 Additional instruments used in the intervention phase 

As the intervention phase had a repeated measures design, supporting forms were 

also used for the record keeping of the scores at the individual time points, agreed action 

plan, and feedback during and at the end of the intervention period.  This is listed below. 

 Form 1 (CsC Observation Tool scores for Intervention and Control Classrooms); 

 Form 2 (CsC Observation Tool scores and feedback/discussion for Intervention 

Classrooms); 

 Form 3 (Action plan for intervention phase [Intervention Classrooms]); 

 Form 4 (Monitoring phase for Intervention Classrooms); 

 Form 5 (Final review phase for Intervention Classrooms), and  

 Form 6 (Intervention Classrooms teachers’ feedback).  

 5.9.5 Recorded information of classrooms and teachers 

A record of the classroom details was obtained for the profiling and the intervention 

phases, and was included in the information sheets.  For the intervention phase, this also 

included details on the participating SENA teachers.  

5.10 Procedure 

The procedure for the classroom observations includes the CsC Observation Tool 

administration, scoring and analyses of the data.  The administration of the CsC 

Observation Tool is described separately for the profiling and intervention phases.      

 5.10.1 Administration of the CsC Observation Tool 

5.10.1.1 Profiling phase 

Observations were carried out solely by the researcher in six classrooms, while 

inter-rater reliability measures were collected from the remaining six.  The secondary 

researcher was the same person involved in the pilot study, i.e. a colleague of the researcher 

who was also a speech and language therapist working at the SEU, and was already familiar 

with the CsC Observation Tool.  Following the experience and recommendations from the 

pilot study, both researchers ensured that prior to the main study, a face-to-face training 

and discussion session was held to go through every item in the CsC Observation Tool.  

This was to ensure there was a mutual understanding and agreement on what each item 

entails, potentially resulting in higher agreement between both researchers.   

All of the lessons were observed in the morning, for a minimum of 60 minutes.  

During the observation, both primary and secondary researchers were sat at the back or the 

corner of the classroom.  Scoring for the LLI and LLO dimensions was carried out during 
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the observation of the lesson.  The scoring of the LLE was conducted either before or 

after the observation and took approximately twenty minutes.  All of the observations were 

carried out when school reopened after being closed for the Eid celebrations, which is the 

celebration to mark the end of the Muslim fasting month.     

5.10.1.2 Intervention phase 

The researcher and the SENA teacher of each of the five schools carried out the 

classroom observations for the duration of the intervention period.  This meant in each 

school, observations involved the researcher and a different secondary researcher.  In 

addition, a repeated measures design of three time points (T) was used for the observations 

in this phase (initial observation at T1, pre-intervention at T2, and post-intervention at T3). 

  Prior to this, as the SENA teachers were not familiar with the CsC Observation 

Tool, the primary researcher conducted a face-to-face group training session with all five 

SENA teachers to explain and go through each item.  Any issues and enquiries raised by 

the SENA teachers were addressed at this stage and the primary researcher also suggested 

for the teachers to practise implementing the CsC Observation Tool where possible.  The 

primary researcher also went through the CsC Observation Tool again with each of the 

SENA teachers before the observation at each of the three time points.   

From each school, observations were carried out in two classrooms, the 

Intervention Classrooms and Control Classrooms.  Each observation took place in the 

morning during one whole lesson, lasting a minimum of 60 minutes.  In carrying out the 

observations, the researcher and the SENA teacher completed the CsC Observation Tool 

separately and discussed the findings at the end of the lesson.  The procedure and the order 

of events are detailed as follows:  

1. Baseline measures: These were the classroom observations at T1 and T2 for both 

Intervention and Control classrooms.  This was to determine stability in the scores 

between these two time points.  Four schools had a gap of one month between 

observations at these time points, and the remaining school had a space of three 

weeks.  This was due to time restrictions on both the part of the school and the 

researcher.  

2. Setting up targets: A meeting was held between the Intervention Classroom 

teachers, the SENA teachers and the researcher.  For all five schools, this meeting 

was conducted on the same day as the second observation, at T2.   Feedback on 

the findings of the observation was shared with the teachers including highlighting 

the areas of strengths and weaknesses in each dimension of the CsC Observation 

Tool.  These teachers were given an opportunity to discuss the scores obtained, and 
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to present their views on whether it was a fair representation of their typical lesson.  

A discussion on what the Intervention Classrooms and SENA teachers wanted to 

focus on based on the findings from the observations was carried out.  This was 

the start of the intervention phase.  This required them to identify and agree on 

areas that needed improvement, as highlighted in the individual dimensions.  In 

most cases this meant the item(s) that resulted in the lowest score.  A maximum of 

three specific targets were listed, and an action plan of how these targets would be 

achieved, the responsibilities of both Intervention Classroom teachers and SENA 

teachers, the training and resources needed, and the time frame to achieve them.  

The specified target items and the action plan to achieve them was then 

documented and signed by the researcher, the Intervention Classroom and SENA 

teacher, and also the headmaster of the schools.  A copy of this was distributed to 

all involved as a working document.   

3. Monitoring phase: To ensure progress was made to achieve the specified targets, a 

follow up meeting with the SENA and Intervention Classroom teachers was held 

approximately two months after the initial meeting.  In this face-to-face meeting a 

brief report on the progress towards reaching the targets and any issues that has 

arisen since the last meeting was discussed and documented.  This document was 

made formal by obtaining signatures from all involved including the headmasters.  

This meeting also provided the teachers with the opportunity to discuss any issues 

they had in working towards the target items or anything else related to the study.  

4. Final observation: After the intervention phase, the researcher and the SENA 

teachers conducted the final observations in all of the participating classrooms 

(Intervention and Control classrooms) at T3.  This took place approximately four 

months from the start of the intervention period and once again involved the same 

primary and secondary researchers for each school as in the earlier observations.  

The lessons observed during the observations at T3 were similar to those observed 

during T1 and T2.  For three of the schools, the third and final observations for the 

Intervention and Control classrooms took place on consecutive days, one school 

had the observations on the same day and the remaining school had a gap of eight 

days between the observations. 

5. Final review: After observations at T3, the researcher held a face-to-face meeting 

with the Intervention Classroom teachers.  The purpose of this was to share the 

scores and also get feedback from the teachers on whether they agreed or disagreed 

with the scores.  This was also to measure if there were any changes in the scores 

obtained at the different time points.  For three of the schools this was conducted 
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on the same day the observations were held, one school held it the following day 

and the final school had the meeting ten days after the observation.  In this 

meeting, feedback on the findings of the final observation and whether the targets 

were achieved in the four-month period was discussed and documented.   

For the Control Classroom teachers, a meeting to discuss the scores 

obtained during the whole intervention period was only held after the final 

observations.  This meeting was held on the same day for one school, three had it 

the following day, and the remaining school had a space of ten days in between.  

This meant that other than the initial meeting with the teachers to invite them to 

participate and explain the purpose of the study, there was no contact with the 

researcher until the end of the intervention period.  This was to ensure the scores 

obtained by the Control Classrooms were not affected by feedback of the scores 

during the whole period.  As this was the first feedback meeting to inform and 

discuss with the teachers their scores from the classroom observations, a brief 

overview of the study’s aims was provided.  Although this group of teachers were 

not given any form of intervention in the period of the study, this was to provide 

them with the information and to enable them to reflect on their classroom 

practice.   

 

Upon completion, of the intervention phase, the results were shared with all participants of 

the involved schools i.e. head masters, SENA teachers, and classroom teachers.   

 5.10.2 Scoring of the CsC Observation Tool and additional instruments used in the 

intervention phase 

5.10.2.1 The CsC Observation Tool 

Each dimension yielded a different total number of scores.  The LLE dimension 

was measured by 19 items and scored as ‘not seen’ or ‘observed’ (range 0 to 1).  The LLO 

and LLI dimension had 5 and 20 items respectively.  Furthermore, both of these 

dimensions were recorded up to a maximum of five times during the observation, resulting 

in a range of scores between 0 to 25 for the LLO, and 0 to 100 for the LLI dimension.  

Scoring for the classrooms’ scores on the CsC Observation Tool were based on proportion 

scores (P.S.), to account for the different number of items across the three dimensions.  

This was achieved by dividing the actual number of observations by the total number of 

possible observations in each dimension.  This resulted in P.S. that ranged from ‘0’ (no 

occurrence) to ‘1’ (maximum number of occurrences) for all three dimensions.  Scoring of 

the dimensions needed careful consideration of other factors, particularly if no occurrences 
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of a particular item were recorded during the observation period.  For example in the LLO 

dimension, if an absence of a particular behaviour/item was recorded, this needed to be 

verified with the school on whether it occurred during other times.  It was not expected for 

classrooms to demonstrate all the items in the CsC Observation Tool at all times.  

However if absences of certain items were recorded, it was important to discuss this with 

the schools for further information.  

The scoring procedure for the inter-rater reliability was conducted based on the 

number of agreements between the raters, i.e. ‘present’ or ‘absent’ of the occurrence of the 

behaviour, and was conducted for the number of items in each of the three dimensions.  

5.10.2.2 Additional instruments used in the intervention phase 

The procedure for scoring using the supporting forms in the intervention phase is 

provided below:  

1. Form 1: The scores obtained by the researcher and the SENA teacher in each 

dimension was recorded at the different time points.  This was completed for both 

the Intervention Classrooms and the Control Classrooms.  The scores were 

recorded according to the number of observations obtained out of the maximum 

number of possible scores in each dimension. 

2. Form 2:  The scores at T2 and T3, and the Intervention Classrooms teachers’ 

account on their views of the scores and whether it was a fair representation of their 

lesson were recorded in detail on this form.  The teachers’ feedback was scored as 

either ‘Agree’ or ‘Disagree’.  This was completed on separate sheets for each 

observation.   

3. Form 3: Based on the discussion between the researcher, SENA and Intervention 

Classroom teachers after the second observation, a list of the agreed specified 

targets and the action plan was documented using this form.  A list of all the 

required resources, time frame, and the responsibilities of each person were also 

specified.  Signatures from all relevant parties were obtained and copies were 

distributed.  

4. Forms 4 and 5:  The progress made by the Intervention Classroom teachers in 

achieving the specified targets listed out in Form 3, was scored according to three 

measures, ‘Achieved’ (A), ‘Partially achieved’ (PA), and ‘Not achieved’ (NA).  This 

progress was based on the report and opinions of the Intervention Classroom 

teachers themselves with the input from their SENA teacher.  Feedback from the 

teachers on the status of what had or had not been achieved, and the reasons were 
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also documented.  Form 4 was used to document the progress at the monitoring 

phase while Form 5 was used during the final review.  

5. Form 6:  Feedback from individual Intervention Classroom teachers was obtained 

upon completion of all three observations.  This was to explore and make a record 

of the teacher’s perception of any changes to their classroom practice as well as their 

experience during the whole process. 

 5.10.3 Analysis procedure of the profiling and intervention phases 

The next two sections describe the procedure used to examine the data for 

reliability measures and statistical significance.   

5.10.3.1 Reliability measures of the CsC Observation Tool 

Inter-rater reliability measures for both phases were calculated to examine the 

reliability of the CsC Observation Tool in the Brunei context.  This involved the CsC 

Observation Tool being used by two different observers in the same setting at the same 

time.  The purpose was to ensure the items in the CsC Observation Tool would obtain a 

degree of agreement between two different observers to generate useful results.  For the 

profiling phase, data for inter-rater reliability was collected from six out of twelve 

classroom observations.  The intervention phase involved all ten classrooms, at the three 

time points.  This meant that inter-reliability was collected from a total of 30 classroom 

observations.  The findings are discussed in chapter 6.  

Inter-rater reliability scores were also calculated both manually and using a 

statistical software to determine the consistency of agreement in the scores obtained by the 

primary and secondary researchers.  Percentage agreement values were manually calculated 

by dividing the number of agreements (both absent and present) with the total number of 

items, and multiplied by 100.  This was based on the similar method employed in Dockrell, 

Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) study.  However, in order to ensure that reliability was 

statistically reliable, the Cohen’s kappa (k) statistic was also calculated.  This test was usually 

used to determine whether two raters agreed on measuring a variable on a categorical scale 

(Cohen, 1960; Hallgren, 2012; Landis & Koch, 1977; Mabmud, 2010; Viera & Garrett, 

2005).  For the purposes of this study, the measure was to see how consistently both raters 

agreed on whether the occurrence of each item across the three dimensions was present or 

absent.  The calculated k value was a measure of the proportion of agreement over and 

above the agreement expected by chance, or in other words chance agreement.  

Interpretation of the k value was based on the scale by Viera and Garrett (2005) and Landis 



   

88 

 

and Koch (1977).  95% confidence interval was calculated using the generic formula 

‘Estimate +/- 1.96 x SE’, where SE is standard error.   

Furthermore, in order to determine how both raters agreed in terms of the number 

of times a particular behaviour occurred, the intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) 

statistic was used and calculated.  This is a frequently used analysis to assess data which are 

of ordinal, interval and ratio scale in nature, unlike k, which is mainly used to assess 

categorical scale (Hallgren, 2012; McGraw & Wong, 1996).  This was of particular 

importance especially for the LLI and LLO dimension as it is recorded up to a maximum 

of five times during the observation.  The interpretation of the ICC value was based on the 

scale by Cicchetti (1994).   

5.10.3.2 Analysis of classroom observation data 

Data collected from the classroom observations were analysed using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 22 (IBM Corp., 2013), which is a software 

used for conducting statistical analysis (Field, 2013).  Classroom observation data from the 

profiling and intervention phases were found not to be normally distributed due to the 

presence of outliers and significant values for Shapiro-Wilk tests (see Appendix G).  As a 

result, non-parametric tests were conducted to analyse the data for both the profiling and 

intervention phases.  For the profiling phase the data was analysed to examine the patterns 

of performance in the LLE, LLO and LLI dimensions, and the overall performance across 

school categories (MIS and non-MIS), and year group (pre-school and year one).  The 

differences found across dimensions, categories and year group were further analysed using 

a series of Mann-Whitney tests.  

For the intervention phase, the patterns of performance in the individual 

dimensions were also examined but this time to explore if there were any changes across 

time points.  This was conducted for the Intervention Classrooms and Control 

Classrooms.  The Friedman’s ANOVA tests were run to compare the scores, and any 

significant differences found were followed up with a series of Wilcoxon signed-rank tests.  

This was to determine between which time points the changes in the scores were 

significant.  Additionally, the overall performance for the Intervention Classrooms and 

Control Classrooms was explored to determine if there were any significant changes in the 

observation scores as a result of intervention.  This was conducted by comparing the 

scores between different time points using the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests.   
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5.11 Summary 

This chapter detailed the methods used for the classroom observations.  A 

description of the measures, participants and the procedure for scoring and analyses in the 

profiling and intervention phases was discussed.  The findings of these observations are 

presented in chapter 6.  
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Chapter 6: Communication Supporting Classrooms 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes the findings from the classroom observations.  There were 

two phases of the study, the profiling and the intervention phase, and this forms the 

structure of this chapter.  

6.2 Classroom observations in the Profiling Phase  

The data obtained from the profiling phase elicited two different levels of 

measurement, namely scale data from the scores produced by the Communication 

Supporting Classroom (CsC) Observation Tool (Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012), and 

nominal data for school category (Model Inclusive Schools and non-Model Inclusive 

Schools), and year level (pre-school and year one).  This phase addressed the following 

research questions:  

1. Is children’s communication supported in Brunei primary school classrooms?  

2. Are there differences between classrooms in Model Inclusive Schools (MIS) and 

non-Model Inclusive Schools (non-MIS) in supporting children’s communication?    

An overview of the findings from the reliability measures is first presented.  This is 

followed by the results of the classroom observations in terms of supporting children’s 

communication in Brunei primary schools (question one), and the results from the analysis 

across the different school categories, and year group (question two).  

 6.2.1 Reliability measures of the CsC Observation Tool: Profiling phase 

Inter-rater reliability was conducted for six of the twelve classroom observations 

for each dimension of the CsC Observation Tool: the Language Learning Environment 

(LLE), Language Learning Opportunities (LLO) and Language Learning Interaction (LLI).  

Similar to the study by Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al. (2012) percentage agreement values 

were calculated.  In this study, statistical tests (Cohen’s kappa and Intra-class coefficient) 

were also carried out to determine the strength of these agreements (see Appendix H).  

Percentage agreement values ranged from 84.21% to 100% (LLE), 40% to 100% 

(LLO), and 75% to 100% (LLI).  Cohen’s kappa results showed agreement ranged between 

‘substantial’ to ‘almost perfect’ for the LLE, mostly ‘poor’ for the LLO dimension, and 

between ‘moderate’ to ‘almost perfect’ for the LLI.  Intra-class coefficient values were 

calculated to examine the degree of agreement among raters in the frequencies of the 

occurrence of the behaviour.  This was completed for the LLO and LLI dimensions where 
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the items were rated a maximum of five times.  Findings showed agreement ranged 

between ‘poor’ to ‘excellent’ for the LLO dimension, and ‘good’ to ‘excellent’ for the LLI.   

Overall the results indicated agreement between both raters was consistently high 

especially for the LLE and LLI dimensions.  It also indicated there was wide variability in 

the raters’ agreement in the LLO dimension, which warrants further investigation.    

 6.2.2 Patterns of performance in classroom observation scores; across the CsC 

Observation Tool dimensions, school categories and year levels 

Analyses of the data first examined the patterns of performance for all the 

participating schools, across the individual dimensions: LLE, LLO and LLI.  This involved 

comparing the proportion scores (P.S.), ranging from 0 to 1 that were calculated to account 

for the different number of scores in the CsC Observation Tool (LLE = 19, LLO = 25 and 

LLI = 100).  These findings were to answer research question one. 

Next, analyses explored the differences across school categories (MIS and non-

MIS), and year level (pre-school and year one).  This involved examining both the P.S. for 

each dimension, and the combined scores (C.S.) across the different categories and year 

group.  C.S. were derived from the sum of the P.S. at each observation (P.S. LLE + P.S. 

LLO + P.S. LLI).  This was to answer the second research question.  Although the 

research question did not include examining the differences across year levels, as this was 

not the focus of the current study, it was considered an interesting find and a potential for 

further research.  The following sections present the patterns of performance separately for 

individual dimensions and across categories and year group in addressing the research 

questions.  

6.2.2.1 Research question 1: Is children’s communication supported in Brunei 

primary school classrooms? 

Table 6.1 displays the descriptive statistics of the observations across all settings 

(MIS and non-MIS, and pre-school and year one) in the LLE, LLO and LLI dimension.  It 

was found all the classrooms (MIS and non-MIS, and pre-school and year one, n = 12) 

achieved a higher mean P.S. in the LLE dimension (M = .50, SD = .17), followed by the 

LLI dimension (M = .31, SD = .13) and lastly by the LLO dimension (M = .12, SD = .09).  

This is illustrated in Figure 6.1.  

 

 

 

 



   

92 

 

Table 6.1: Table showing the Descriptive Statistics of Proportion Scores for the Three Dimensions across 

all Settings.  

 Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum n 

P.S. LLE .50 .47 .17 .21 .79 12 

P.S. LLO .12 .12 .09 .00 .28 12 

P.S LLI .31 .31 .13 .14 .50 12 

Note. P.S. = Proportion scores; SD = Standard Deviation; n = Number of observations. 

 
 

 

 
               

Figure 6.1. Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) proportion scores for the three dimensions 

across all settings. 

 
Each bar represents the mean P.S. and their standard errors (SE) for the dimension 

of LLE, LLO and LLI.  Overall, all the classrooms were shown to score highest in the LLE 

dimension, followed by the LLI and lastly the LLO dimension.  However, it can be seen 

the value for the standard deviation in the LLO dimension was much smaller than the 

other two dimensions, also shown by the error bar.  This could be because from the 12 

classroom observations, where the maximum score measured was out of 25, all of the 

scores were less than 10 with the minimum score of 0 and the maximum was a score of 7.   

To answer the research question, these findings indicated the participating schools 

were shown to support children’s communication skills in the classrooms across all three 

dimensions.  However, it was also found overall the schools did best in providing children 

with a classroom environment to enhance children’s communication, followed by the 

interaction among teachers and children.  It also pointed to a need for teachers to improve 

on the type and frequency of opportunities to develop children’s communication in these 
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classrooms.  The next section examines if there were statistically significant differences in 

the scores across these dimensions according to the school category and the year group.  

6.2.2.2 Research question 2: Are there differences between classrooms in MIS and 

non-MIS in supporting children’s communication? 

Descriptive statistics of differences in classroom observation scores across dimensions for classrooms in MIS 

and Non-MIS 

Table 6.2 and Figure 6.2 show the patterns of performance for all the classrooms in 

MIS and non-MIS.  In terms of the scores in the individual dimensions, it was found for 

both school categories (across year levels, n = 12), all the classrooms achieved the highest 

mean P.S. for the LLE dimension (MIS, M = .46, SD = .18; non-MIS, M = .55, SD = .17), 

followed by the LLI dimension (MIS, M = .26, SD = .13; non-MIS, M = .36, SD = .11).   

Both school categories achieved the lowest score in the LLO dimension (MIS, M = .11, SD 

= .09; non-MIS, M = .13, SD = .09).  Overall, it can be seen classrooms in non-MIS 

achieved a higher mean P.S. in all three dimensions compared to MIS.  A comparison of 

the C.S. for the classrooms in these two categories also show overall, classrooms in non-

MIS (M = 1.03, SD = .27) obtained a much higher score than classrooms in MIS (non-MIS 

= .83, SD = .34).  This is illustrated in Figure 6.3. 

Statistical analysis results of differences in classroom observation scores across dimensions for classrooms in 

MIS and non-MIS 

A series of Mann-Whitney tests were run to determine if the differences found 

were statistically significant.  This was completed for both the individual dimensions and 

the overall performance (combined proportion scores of all three dimensions).  In the LLE 

dimension, all the classrooms in non-MIS scored higher (Median = .53) than classrooms in 

MIS (Median = .42), U = 24.500, z = 1.05, but this was not statistically significant, p = .310, 

and only represented a medium-sized effect, r = .30.  Similarly for the LLO dimension, the 

non-MIS (Median = .16), did better than the MIS (Median = .08), U = 20.00, z = .33, p = 

.818, r = .10, but not statistically significant and only showed a very small-sized effect.  The 

LLI scores also found a non-significant difference and displayed a similar pattern where 

classrooms in non-MIS (Median = .39), scored higher than classrooms in MIS (Median = 

.23), U = 26.50, z = 1.34, p = .180, r = .39.  The overall performance (C.S.) of classrooms 

in non-MIS (Median = 1.10) was found to be higher than MIS (Median = .72) but again this 

difference was not statistically significant, U = 26.00, z = 1.28, p = .240, r = .37.  Both the 

LLI scores and C.S. scores represented a medium-sized effect. 
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These results indicated teachers in classrooms from MIS and non-MIS were better 

at arranging the classroom layout, followed by the interaction skills, and lastly in providing 

opportunities to develop children’s communication.  It also showed teachers in classrooms 

from non-MIS were better than their MIS counterpart both in the overall performance and 

in the individual dimensions.  However, these differences were not found to be statistically 

significant.  

 

 

Table 6.2: Descriptive Statistics Table of Proportion and Combined Scores for MIS and Non-MIS across 

Dimensions and Year Levels 

 School Category 

 MIS (n = 6)  Non-MIS (n = 6) 

 Mean Median SD Min Max  Mean Median SD Min Max 

P.S. LLE .46 .42 .18 .21 .74  .55 .53 .17 .32 .79 

P.S. LLO .11 .08 .09 .04 .28  .13 .16 .09 .00 .20 

P.S. LLI .26 .23 .13 .14 .50  .36 .39 .11 .15 .45 

C.S.  .83 .72 .34 .39 1.24  1.03 1.10 .27 .66 1.32 

Note. P.S. = Proportion Scores; C.S. = Combined Scores; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; 
Min = Minimum; Max = Maximum; n = Number of classrooms. 
 
 
 

 

        
Figure 6.2. Graph showing the mean (+/-SE) proportion scores of MIS and non-MIS 

across dimensions and year level. 
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Figure 6.3. Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) combined scores of classrooms in MIS and 

non-MIS across dimensions and year level.  

 

Differences between pre-school and year one classrooms in supporting children’s communication  

As there were two different year groups, pre-school and year one classrooms, 

further analysis to examine if there were any differences between these groups in 

supporting children’s communication in classrooms were conducted.  Table 6.3 presents 

the descriptive statistics for the pre-school and year one classrooms (across school 

categories, n = 12).  Once again a similar pattern was found where classrooms scored 

highest in the LLE dimension (pre-school, M = .62, SD = .15; year one, M = .39, SD = 

.10), followed by the LLI dimension (pre-school, M = .37, SD = .11; year one, M = .25, SD 

= .13), and the lowest scores were obtained in the LLO dimension (pre-school, M = .18, 

SD = .07; year one, M = .06, SD = .06).  The overall performance of pre-school 

classrooms (M = 1.17, SD = .21) was also better than year one classrooms (M = .69, SD = 

.19).   Figure 6.4 and Figure 6.5 illustrates this clearly.  

Results of the Mann-Whitney tests showed all the pre-school classrooms (Median = 

.63) scored statistically better than year one classrooms (Median = .42) in the LLE 

dimension, U = 4.00, z = -2.25, p = .026, r = -.65.  This was also true for the LLO scores, 

where pre-schools (Median = .18) scored statistically higher than year one (Median = .04), U 

= 2.50, z = -2.53, p = .009, r = -.73.  Both these dimensions showed a large-sized effect.  

Although pre-school classrooms (Median = .37) scored higher than year one classrooms 

(Median = .20) in the LLI dimension, this was not found to be statistically significant, U = 

9.00, z = -1.44, p = .180, and only represented a medium-sized effect, r = -.42.  Tests on 

the C.S. revealed that overall pre-school classroom scores were statistically significantly 
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higher (Median = 1.24) than year one classrooms (Median = .68), U = 2.00, z = -2.56, p = 

.009, and this represented a large-sized effect, r = -.74.   

These results suggested in all the classrooms, children’s communication was 

facilitated better through the physical classroom arrangement than through teachers’ 

interaction with children.  It also indicated a need to improve on the opportunities available 

throughout the lesson to support children’s communication.  Pre-school classrooms 

obtained higher scores in each dimension and in the overall performance than year one 

classrooms.  These differences were found to be statistically significant for the overall 

performance of the classrooms across the year levels, and in the individual dimensions with 

the exception of the LLI dimension. 

 

Table 6.3: Descriptive Statistics Table of Proportion and Combined Scores of Pre-school and Year One 

classrooms across Dimensions and School Category 

 Year Group 

 Pre-school (n = 6)  Year 1 (n = 6) 

 Mean Median SD Min Max  Mean Median SD Min Max 

P.S. LLE .62 .63 .15 .37 .79  .39 .42 .10 .21 .47 

P.S.LLO .18 .18 .07 .08 .28  .06 .04 .06 .00 .16 

P.S LLI .37 .37 .11 .22 .50  .25 .20 .13 .14 .45 

C.S. 1.17 1.24 .21 .75 1.32  .69 .68 .19 .39 .98 

Note. P.S. = Proportion Scores; C.S. = Combined Scores; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; Min = 
Minimum; Max = Maximum; n = Number of classrooms. 
 
 

        
                    

Figure 6.4: Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) proportion scores of pre-school and year one 

classrooms across dimensions and school category.  

p = .026  

p = .009 

 

*p < .05  
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Figure 6.5. Graph showing the mean (+/-) combined scores of pre-school and year one 

classrooms across dimensions and school category.  

 

In addressing the research question, the findings have shown the presence of 

differences between classrooms in MIS and non-MIS in supporting children’s 

communication.  Classrooms in the non-MIS category were found to score higher across 

all dimensions than classrooms in MIS.  This was also true for their overall performance.  

However, these differences were not found to be statistically significant, suggesting that 

both classrooms in MIS and non-MIS support children’s communication at a similar level.  

There were differences observed between pre-school and year one classrooms.  Pre-school 

classrooms scored consistently higher than the year one group.  These differences were 

found to be statistically significant in the LLE and LLO dimensions, and also in the overall 

scores.  Additionally, across categories and year group, the findings showed all the 

classrooms obtained the highest scores in the LLE dimension, and the lowest score was 

achieved in the LLO dimension.  

6.3 Classroom Observations in the Intervention Phase 

This section presents the results of the intervention phase.  The findings discuss 

the classroom observation scores for two classroom categories, Intervention Classrooms 

and Control Classrooms, across three time points: time point 1 (T1), time point 2 (T2) and 

time point 3 (T3), and the achieved targets at the final stage.  This phase addressed the 

following research question:    

1. Is an intervention programme based around the CsC Observation Tool successful 

in increasing teachers’ use of communication supporting behaviours?  

As in the profiling phase section, an overview of the results from the reliability measures is 

first presented, followed by the findings from the intervention period.   

p = .009  

*p < .05  
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 6.3.1 Reliability measures of the CsC Observation Tool: Intervention phase 

As there were different raters for each school, tests to assess the consistency of 

these raters were conducted.  Specifically, this was completed for each observation of both 

Intervention Classrooms and Control Classrooms for the five schools at the individual time 

points.  The analysis followed similar procedures to the profiling phase.  A more detailed 

description of the reliability measures is presented in Appendix I.   

Percentage agreement values for the Intervention Classrooms ranged from 63.16% 

to 89.47% (LLE), 40% to 80% (LLO) and 75% to 100% (LLI).  For the Control 

Classrooms, agreement values ranged from 57.89% to 94.74% (LLE), 60% to 80% (LLO) 

and 55% to 100% (LLI).  Cohen’s kappa values resulted in mostly ‘moderate’ to ‘almost 

perfect’ agreement, particularly at T3, suggesting that agreement improved with time.  It 

showed a wide variation in the agreement of the scores among the raters, but it also 

indicated a majority of the observations were consistently high throughout particularly for 

the LLE and LLI dimension.  This was similar to the percentage agreement values where 

scores of 60% and above were observed, particularly between T2 and T3 when 

intervention occurred, indicating the raters’ agreement improved with time.  Intra-class 

coefficient scores mostly ranged between the ‘fair’ to ‘excellent’ agreement across schools, 

classrooms and time points, for the LLO and LLI dimensions.  This indicated the different 

raters tended to rate the occurrence of the behaviours similarly, especially for the LLI 

dimension.   

 Overall, inter-rater reliability was shown to be quite high particularly for the LLE 

and LLI dimensions, and that it improved with time.  It also indicated there was variability 

in the raters’ agreement especially for the LLO dimension, suggesting a need to further 

explore the reasons for these differences.  An explanation could be that particularly for the 

Special Educational Needs Assistance (SENA) teachers who were the secondary raters for 

each respective school, more training and practice was needed to become familiar with the 

procedure and items of the CsC Observation Tool in order to achieve a higher consistency 

agreement.  

 6.3.2 Patterns of performance in classroom observation scores; across the CsC 

Observation Tool dimensions and time points 

The data first examined the patterns of performance in the LLE, LLO and LLI 

dimension across the three time points.  This was to see if there were any changes in the 

proportion scores (P.S.) in each dimension with time.  The combined scores (C.S.) were 

then analysed between T1 and T2 to examine stability, as these two observations were the 

baseline measures, and between T2 and T3 to explore any changes as intervention occurred 
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between these two time points.  This was completed for the two classroom categories: 

Intervention Classrooms and Control Classrooms.  The following sections present the 

findings in relation to the research question.   

6.3.2.1 Research question: Is an intervention programme based around the CsC 

Observation Tool successful in increasing teachers’ use of communication 

supporting behaviours? 

Descriptive statistics of differences in proportion scores across dimensions and time points for Intervention 

and Control classrooms 

Table 6.4 displays the descriptive statistics for both the Intervention Classrooms 

and the Control Classrooms for the individual dimensions, across the different time points.  

For the LLE dimension, both the Intervention Classrooms (M = .65, SD = .16) and the 

Control Classrooms (M = .56, SD = .19) had the highest mean P.S. at T3.  These scores 

were found to be higher than at T2 for both the Intervention Classrooms (M = .58, SD = 

.19) and the Control Classrooms (M = .44, SD = .21).  There was also a change in the 

mean P.S. between the baseline measures.  For the Intervention Classrooms the value was 

slightly higher at T2 than at T1 (M = .54, SD = .16), while for the Control Classrooms, a 

decrease in the scores was found from T1 (M = .49, SD = .17) to T2.  In the LLO 

dimension the highest mean P.S. was at T3 for the Intervention Classrooms (M = .26, SD 

= .07), followed by T1 (M = .22, SD = .07), and lastly at T2 (M = .10, SD = .05).  The 

Control Classrooms showed a slightly different pattern where T1 had the highest mean P.S. 

(M = .15, SD = .05), and the scores at T2 and T3 were found to be similar (M = .10, SD = 

.07).   For the LLI dimension, both the Intervention Classrooms and Control Classrooms 

obtained the highest mean score at T3 (Intervention, M = .70, SD = .18; Control, M = .51, 

SD = .18) both these values were higher than at T2 (Intervention, M = .53, SD = .09; 

Control, M = .45, SD = .23).  The scores between T1 and T2 also showed a change for 

both categories, where the scores showed a slight decrease from T1 (Intervention, M= .61, 

SD = .17; Control, M = .47, SD = .19).    

Overall, analysis of the individual dimensions showed that across the classroom 

categories, the mean P.S. increased from T2 to T3, with the exception of the Control 

Classrooms in the LLO dimension.  It was also observed the mean P.S. and the change in 

the scores appeared to be higher for the Intervention Classrooms compared to the Control 

Classrooms.  For the baseline measures, there were also changes in the scores for each 

dimension for the Intervention Classrooms and the Control Classrooms, but this was not 

unidirectional, and appeared to be a comparatively smaller change than at T2 and T3.   
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Table 6.4: Table Showing the Descriptive Statistics of the Proportion Scores across Dimensions and 

Classroom Categories at T1, T2 and T3.   

 
  Classroom Category 

  Intervention (n = 5)   Control (n = 5) 

  M Median SD Min Max  M Median SD Min Max 

 T1 .54 .47 .16 .37 .74  .49 .37 .17 .37 .68 

LLE T2 .58 .58 .19 .37 .79  .44 .32 .21 .26 .74 

 T3 .65 .68 .16 .47 .90  .56 .47 .19 .37 .79 

             

 T1 .22 .20 .07 .16 .32  .15 .16 .05 .08 .20 

LLO T2 .10 .12 .05 .04 .16  .10 .12 .07 .00 .20 

 T3 .26 .28 .07 .16 .32  .10 .08 .07 .00 .16 

             

 T1 .61 .66 .17 .30 .73  .47 .55 .19 .16 .63 

LLI T2 .53 .58 .09 .37 .58  .45 .54 .23 .13 .68 

 T3 .70 .77 .18 .39 .85  .51 .55 .18 .25 .72 

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; Min = Minimum; Max = Maximum; T = Time point; n = 
Number of classrooms.   

 
 

Statistical analysis results of differences in proportion scores across dimensions and time points for 

Intervention and Control classrooms 

To determine if these differences were statistically significant, a series of 

Friedman’s ANOVA were run on the P.S. for each dimension.  This was completed for the 

Intervention and Control classrooms.  Where significant differences were found, follow-up 

analyses using Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were conducted to determine where the 

significant changes in the scores occurred.  The p-values were corrected using the 

Bonferroni correction, to account for the three comparisons between T1-T2, T2-T3, and 

T1-T3.  As a result, the significance from these follow up tests was reported at .017 (.05/3) 

significance level.   

For the Intervention Classrooms, it was found in the LLE dimension, the P.S. did 

not significantly change across the time points, 2(2) = 5.16, p = .076.  However, significant 

changes in the scores were found in the LLO dimension, 2(2) = 9.33, p = .009.  Follow up 

tests revealed although there were significant changes in the scores between T1 to T2, T = 
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0.00, p = .042, r = -.64 and T2 to T3, T = 15.00, p = .039, r = .65, these were not 

significant at the corrected p-value.  In the LLI dimension, once again it was found the 

scores changed significantly with time, 2(2) = 8.400, p = .015.  Wilcoxon tests showed this 

significant difference was between T1 to T3, T = 15.00, p = .043, r = .64, and T2 to T3, T 

= 15.00, p = .043, r = .64, which again was not significant at the .017 level (see Figure 6.6).  

The Control Classrooms, on the other hand were found to have a significant 

change in the P.S. with time in the LLE dimension, 2(2) = 7.68, p = .021.  Pairwise 

comparisons showed only the scores between T2 and T3 were significant, T = 15.00, p = 

.042, r = .64, but again not at the corrected significance level.  In the LLO [2(2) = 5.20, p 

= .074] and LLI dimension [2(2) = 2.80, p = .247], no significant changes in the scores 

were observed (see Figure 6.7).    

 

 
Figure 6.6. Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) proportion scores of intervention classrooms 

for each dimension and at different time points. 

 

 
Figure 6.7. Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) proportion scores of control classrooms for 

each dimension and at different time points. 

p = .042*  

p = .039*  

p = .043*  

p = .039*  

p = .042*  

*p < .05, **p < .017  

*p < .05, **p < .017  
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Examination of the mean P.S. across classroom categories for individual 

dimensions showed significant changes in the scores in the LLO and LLI dimension for 

the Intervention Classrooms and only in the LLE dimension for the Control Classrooms.  

Although follow-up tests revealed changes in the scores at T1 to T2 in the LLO and LLI 

dimension for both classroom categories, and T2 to T3 for all three dimensions in both 

categories, these were not significant at the corrected significance level.  This suggested 

intervention did not result in any significant changes in individual dimensions for both the 

Intervention and Control classrooms.  Overall, the findings did not show a consistent 

significant change in the mean P.S. in individual dimensions during the intervention period 

(T2 and T3), and there was stability in the scores between T1 and T2.   

Descriptive and statistical analysis results of differences in the combined scores across time points for 

Intervention and Control classrooms 

The next step was to examine the changes in the overall scores across time points.  

This was completed by examining the C.S. for the Intervention Classrooms and the 

Control Classrooms.  Table 6.5 presents the descriptive statistics of these scores.  For both 

the Intervention and the Control classrooms, the highest mean C.S. was obtained at T3 and 

the lowest was at T2.  For the intervention period, the values at T3 (Intervention, M = 

1.61, SD = .29; Control, M = 1.16, SD = .41) were higher than at T2 (Intervention, M = 

1.22, SD = .29; Control, M = .99, SD = .36) across the classroom categories.  However, T2 

scores were observed to be lower than at T1 for the Intervention Classrooms (M = 1.36, 

SD = .31) and the Control Classrooms (M = 1.12, SD = .36).   

Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were ran to determine if there were any significant 

differences between T1 to T2 and T2 to T3 for each classroom category.  For the 

Intervention Classrooms, the mean C.S. were higher at T1 (Median = 1.45) than at T2 

(Median = 1.32, but these differences were not significant, z = -1.83, p = .068, r = -.58.  

However, the mean scores at T3 (Median = 1.67) were found to be significantly higher than 

at T2 (Median = 1.32), z = 2.02, p = .043, r = .64.  For the Control Classrooms, the scores 

at T1 (Median = 1.05) were higher than T2 (Median = 1.04), and this difference in the mean 

C.S. was found to be significant, z = -2.02, p = .043, r = -.64.   The opposite was found for 

the scores between T2 (Median = 1.04) and T3 (Median = 1.18), where there were no 

statistically significant differences in the mean C.S., z = 1.75, p = .080, r = .55.   
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Table 6.5: Descriptive Statistics of the Combined Scores for Intervention and Control Classrooms at T1, 

T2 and T3.   

 Classroom Category 

 Intervention (n = 5)  Control (n = 5) 

 M Median SD Min Max  M Median SD Min Max 

T1 1.36 1.45 .31 .83 1.61  1.12 1.05 .36 .61 1.51 

T2 1.22 1.32 0.29 .83 1.49  .99 1.04 0.36 0.45 1.46 

T3 1.61 1.67 0.29 1.12 1.83  1.16 1.18 0.41 0.62 1.62 

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; Min = Minimum; Max = Maximum; T = Time point; n 
= Number of classrooms.  

 
 
 These findings provided evidence of the effect of intervention through the 

significant changes in the scores between T2 and T3 for the Intervention Classrooms, and 

not in the Control Classrooms (see Figure 6.8).  This suggested teachers from classrooms 

included in the intervention scored higher in the observations than classrooms where no 

intervention was given.  However, the baseline measures at T1 and T2, showed stability for 

the Intervention Classrooms but was found to be significantly different across these time 

points for the Control Classrooms (Figure 6.9).   

 

 

 
Figure 6.8. Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) proportion scores for the different classroom 

categories at T2 and T3.   

 

*p < .05  

p = .043*  
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Figure 6.9. Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) proportion scores for the different classroom 

categories at T1 and T2. 

 
To answer the research question, the findings have shown that there appeared to be 

a change in how children’s communication was supported in Intervention Classrooms after 

intervention.  This was evident from the significant increase in the scores at T3, which was 

not seen in the control group.  This suggested that as a result of the intervention, the 

teachers in the Intervention Classrooms became better at supporting children’s 

communication in the classrooms.  

 6.3.3 Intervention targets identified for the intervention phase 

 In addition to the scores from the classroom observations, the intervention phase 

also included specific targets agreed by teachers from the Intervention Classrooms.  Four 

teachers identified and listed three target items and one teacher agreed to work on two 

items for the duration of the study, resulting in an overall total of 14 target items. The most 

popular dimension chosen by the teachers were from the LLI dimension (nine target 

items), followed by the LLE (three target items), and lastly the LLO dimension with two 

target items.  Only one teacher chose items from all three dimensions.  Table 6.6 presents 

the details of the target items.  Progress was measured as ‘Achieved’ (A), ‘Partially 

Achieved’ (PA), and ‘Not Achieved’ (NA).   

 

 

 

 

p = .043*  

*p < .05  
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Table 6.6: Table Showing the Details of the Intervention Target Items 

Dimension Number a Target item 

   

LLE 3 Learning areas are clearly labelled with pictures/words throughout the 

classroom 

5 Children’s own work is displayed and labelled appropriately 

12 The majority of learning resources and materials are labelled with 

pictures/words 
   

LLO 1 Small group work facilitated by an adult takes place 

   

LLI 15 Adult provides children with choices 

17 Adult models language that children are not producing yet 

19 Children’s listening skills are praised 

20 Children’s non-verbal communication is praised 

 

Note: aThe number/position of the item in each dimension of the CsC Observation Tool.  

 

 

Table 6.7 presents the results of the achievement for the target items at the 

monitoring phase and at T3.  It shows the progress according to the feedback from the 

Intervention Classrooms, and also the scores from the observations at the two time points.  

The feedback was completed face-to-face with the participants and was based on the report 

and opinions of the Intervention Classroom teachers with input from their SENA teacher.  

At the monitoring phase, two out of the five schools managed to PA on all three of their 

set target items (schools 2 and 4), while another two schools PA on two items but NA on 

one target item (schools 1 and 5). 
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Table 6.7: Table of Scores and Progress at T2, the Monitoring Phase and T3 for the Intervention 

Classrooms in each School 

Sch. Target Baseline  

(T2) 

Monitoring 
phase 

Post Intervention  

(T3) 

Change in 
scores 

  O.S.b Feedback 

ICa 

Feedback 

ICa 

O.S.b  

1 LLE 3 Absent PA A Present Present 

 LLI 17 0 NA PA/A 1 (5) +5 

 LLI 19 0 PA A 1 (4) +4 

2 LLE 5 Absent PA PA Present Present 

 LLI 15 0 PA PA/A 1 (1) +1 

 LLO 1 0 PA A 1 (2) +2 

3 LLI 19 0 PA A 1 (1) +1 

 LLI 20 0 PA A 1 (5) +5 

4 LLE 12 Absent PA A Present Present 

 LLI 19 0 PA A 1 (1) +1 

 LLI 20 0 PA A 1 (2) +2 

5 LLO 1 0 NA A 1 (1) +1 

 LLI 15 0 PA PA 1 (2) +2 

 LLI 19 0 PA A 1 (5) +5 

Note: Sch. = School; A=Achieved; PA=Partially achieved; NA=Not achieved; IC = Intervention classrooms; 
O.S. = Obtained scores 
aProgress was based on the opinions of the intervention class teachers. 
bThe score of ‘0’ means absent and ‘1’ means ‘present’.  The numbers in brackets denote the actual number 
of occurrences of behaviour during the observation (LLO and LLI dimension). 

 

The reason for the NA status was a result of the teachers being unsure and needed further 

clarification on the target item chosen, which was then addressed by the researcher in the 

meeting.  The remaining school managed to PA on both agreed target items, however, the 

SENA teacher of the school was promoted to become an assistant head teacher in another 

school a month after the intervention was initiated.  The Intervention Classroom teacher 

reported that she was willing to continue with the intervention and work towards achieving 

the target items.  The SENA teacher volunteered to come back to the school where 

possible to help the classroom teacher as agreed during the previous initial meeting.  
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At T3, two of the schools managed to achieve all of their targets (schools 3 and 4), 

while the other three schools had at least one target item that was PA or ranged between 

PA and A (schools 1 and 2).  For school 1 this was for the LLI 17 item, where the teacher 

reported she still needed more confidence and practise in using this skill.  The teacher from 

school 5 reported although she was making progress in implementing the LLI 15 skill, she 

felt that she needed to let the children choose activities more freely as at present it was still 

more teacher-directed.  School 2 in particular had two items that were PA (LLE 5) and 

ranged from PA to A (LLI 15).  For the first target item, the teacher reported more 

improvement was needed for this area, and for the second item she felt at this stage the 

children still needed more teacher-directed tasks.  It is interesting to note the items 

considered to be PA at the final review consisted of only the items from the LLI 

dimension, specifically items 15 and 17.   

Analysis of the observation scores shows at T2, all of the Intervention Classrooms 

did not score on any of the items, but did at the final review.  This was marked as ‘absent’ 

or ‘present’ for the LLE dimension.  However, as the LLO and LLI dimensions were also 

scored a maximum of five times during the observation, this was examined in more detail.  

At T3, the LLO 1 and LLI 15 target items increased between 1 and 2 points (schools 2 and 

5); school 1 increased to 5 points for the LLI 17 item; the LLI 19 item obtained scores 

ranging from 1 to 5 (schools 1, 3, 4 and 5), and schools 3 and 4 obtained scores of 5 and 2 

for the LLI 20 item respectively.   

Overall the findings from the feedback and the observation scores have shown an 

increase in the scores of the Intervention Classrooms based on the progress of the target 

items.  However, the SENA and Intervention Classroom teachers from all five schools 

reported difficulty in finding time to meet up to discuss and work towards achieving the 

target items due to time pressures such as exams, compulsory workshops and school 

holidays.  Interestingly, although teachers from the Control Classrooms did not receive any 

feedback until after the intervention phase ended at T3, in general, they were all keen to 

know their scores from the CsC Observation Tool.  Two teachers in particular wanted to 

know the areas that needed improvement according to the CsC Observation Tool, as they 

were interested in developing them further.     

6.4 Summary 

This chapter presented and discussed the findings from the classroom 

observations.  The profiling phase addressed the question that children’s communication is 

supported in the Brunei primary schools involved in the study, and that it spans all three 

dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool.  It also showed no significant differences 
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between classrooms in MIS and non-MIS in supporting children’s communication.  

However, an additional finding was teachers in pre-school classrooms were significantly 

better in facilitating children’s communication compared to the year one group.  

Subsequently, the intervention phase revealed that as a result of intervention, support for 

children’s communication significantly improved in Intervention Classrooms both in terms 

of overall performance through observations, and also in individual target items.   
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Chapter 7: Focus Groups  

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the methods used to obtain data from the qualitative part of 

the study.  The perception of different groups of teachers was explored through the use of 

semi-structured focus groups.  Similar to the classroom observations, this was conducted 

during the profiling and the intervention phases.  A description of the research questions, 

information on participants and the recruitment process, materials and procedure of the 

focus groups and data analysis is presented.   

7.2 The Research Questions Addressed in the Profiling and Intervention Phases 

The following research questions were addressed through the use of the focus 

groups in both the profiling and intervention phase:  

1. What factors facilitate a ‘communication supporting classroom’ in all, i.e. Model 

Inclusive Schools (MIS) and non-Model Inclusive Schools (non-MIS), Brunei 

primary schools? 

2.  What are the challenges in creating such a classroom environment in Brunei 

schools?  

7.3 The Design of the Profiling and Intervention Phases 

The design and details of the focus groups for the overall study is presented in 

Table 7.1.  There were four different focus groups in the profiling phase for three sub-

groups of teachers.  The intervention phase only had one group. 

 

Table 7.1: Table of Overall Timeline and Details of Focus Groups 

Phase Group Time line No. of participants 

Profiling SENCO July 2014a 6 

 SENA MIS  August 2014 6 

 SENA non-MIS  4 

 RCT September 2014b 4 

    

Intervention  SENA November 2015 4 

Note: RCT = Regular classroom teachers. 
aConducted during Ramadhan which is the month for fasting in Islam. Schools have shorter hours and are also on break a 
week before the fasting month ends.   
bConducted during Eid which is the celebration that marks the end of the fasting month. Schools are given another week 
off before resuming back to normal hours.  
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7.4 Participants 

This is presented separately for the profiling and intervention phase, as each phase 

involved different groups for specific purposes.  This is explained in more detail in the next 

sections.  Details on the recruitment process of both phases are provided in section 7.5 

(page 111).     

 7.4.1 Participants in the profiling phase 

This phase explored the opinions of different sub-groups of teachers on how 

children’s communication was supported in participating Brunei primary schools.  It also 

examined the teachers’ perception on the importance of developing these skills within the 

classrooms.  These teachers were a representative sample of teachers in primary schools, 

some of whom were responsible for special education programmes in the schools.  A total 

of 20 participants were recruited and were then divided into groups matched for their 

specific titles: Special Educational Needs Coordinators (SENCO), Special Educational 

Needs Assistance (SENA) teachers, and regular classroom teachers (RCT).  Four focus 

groups were conducted, where the SENA group were sub-divided into the SENA MIS and 

SENA non-MIS groups (see Table 7.1).  The inclusion criteria for the groups are detailed 

below: 

 SENCOs responsible for primary schools.  They were teachers qualified in special 

education (ranging from a certificate level to a masters level) and based in the Special 

Education Unit (SEU).  Their role was to support and oversee the implementation of 

programmes in schools for children with special needs and to collaborate with 

SENA teachers in schools.  

 SENA teachers in the primary school settings.  These teachers had similar 

background and qualification to the SENCOs but were based in schools.  Their role 

was to assist regular classroom teachers in working with special needs children in the 

classrooms and in schools.  This group involved SENAs who were either based in 

schools that were either involved or not involved in the classroom observations in 

the profiling phase.  

 RCTs teaching pre-school and year one. This group included teachers from several 

schools whose classrooms were either involved or not involved in the classroom 

observations of the profiling phase.   

 7.4.2 Participants in the intervention phase 

This part of the study aimed to explore the SENA and Intervention Classroom 

teacher’s perceptions of their experience in implementing strategies from the 
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Communication Supporting Classroom (CsC) Observation Tool (Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et 

al., 2012).  For the Intervention Classrooms teachers, this was conducted through feedback 

sessions, and the SENA teachers were involved in a focus group session.  In particular, 

data from the focus group investigated the SENA teachers’ views on using the CsC 

Observation Tool as a basis for developing teacher’s skills in supporting children’s 

communication within the classroom.  The inclusion criteria for the focus group were 

SENA teachers who were: 

 Working in the primary school settings, and 

 From schools involved in the classroom observations part of the study. 

7.5 Recruitment Process for the Profiling and Intervention Phases 

A description on how participants were recruited for the focus groups is described 

separately for the profiling and intervention phases.  A summary of the process used in 

both phases is illustrated in Figure 7.1.  The approval letter from the Department of 

Schools as previously stated in 5.8.1 (page 79) already covered permission for this.  

 

 
 
Figure 7.1. Summary of the process of the focus groups for the profiling and intervention 
phase. 

 

 7.5.1 Profiling phase 

Recruitment was conducted for teachers according to three groups: SENCOs, 

SENAs and RCT.  For the present study, only RCTs teaching pre-school or year one 

classes were included.  Furthermore, it was considered advantageous to include teachers 

whose classroom was involved in the classroom observation.  This would contribute to the 

bigger picture in terms of exploring the teacher’s perception of supporting communication 

Approval to 
conduct 

observations and 
focus groups 

•Ministry of Education (Department of 
Schools and Special Education Unit). 

Invited 
teachers to 
particpate 

• Invitation letters.  

Approached 
teachers 

•Further explained study 
and gained consent. 

Schedule set up 
for focus 
groups 

•Teachers contacted to arrange 
date, time and location for each 
groups. 
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development in the classrooms.  However, as the teachers involved in the classroom 

observations were given a choice if they also wanted to be included in the focus groups, 

only four classroom teachers agreed.  The other two teachers declined due to personal and 

transportation issues.  

In the SENCO group, six participants were recruited through the SEU where they 

were based.  Verbal permission was first sought from the Head of the SEU and the 

coordinator of the SENCO section, through a meeting to explain the purpose of the study.  

Once this was completed, another meeting was arranged with the SENCOs to distribute 

the information sheet and the consent forms.  After gaining approval, a meeting was set up 

with the 10 primary school SENAs (6 MIS and 4 non-MIS).  It was during this meeting 

that the purpose of the study was presented and consent was obtained.  

 7.5.2 Intervention phase 

For this part of the study, only SENA teachers involved in the classroom 

observations of the intervention phase were included.  These teachers were given a choice 

if they consented to take part in the focus group, where all five agreed.  The focus group 

took place after all the observations had been completed, which is after Time point 3.  This 

was because the aim of the focus group was to find out about the participants’ experience 

and any changes in their perception, after completion of the observations using the CsC 

Observation Tool.  Although several attempts were made to ensure all five SENA teachers 

could come on the agreed day, due to work commitments, only four was able to attend.   

7.6 Materials 

This section describes the development of the pre-determined questions used 

during the focus group sessions for both phases of the study.  This is presented separately 

for the profiling and intervention phases.  

 7.6.1 The focus group questions in the profiling phase 

  For the profiling phase, the researcher formulated twelve questions designed to 

elicit the necessary information from the participants as a group (see Appendix J).  These 

questions aimed to explore the participants existing knowledge on children’s 

communication skills, and how they relate to educational attainment (questions one and 

three); their perception on the significance of these skills (questions two, four and six); the 

use for teachers and children within the school setting (questions five and seven); and, how 

these skills can be supported in schools (questions eight to nine).  Questions ten to twelve 

were formulated based on the three dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool.  To test the 

clarity of the questions, the researcher initially piloted them on three PhD students from 
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the Department of Human Communication Sciences, University of Sheffield.  This was to 

ensure the questions were valid in obtaining the required information. This resulted in 

some rewording of the questions.  Additionally, as there was a high possibility of the 

researcher also using the local Malay language during the focus groups, the questions were 

also tested on two PhD students whose first language was Malay (one from the department 

and another a colleague of the researcher studying in the United States of America).  

Feedback was obtained on the translation and clarity of the questions in the Malay 

language. 

 7.6.2 The focus group questions in the intervention phase  

For the intervention phase, thirteen questions were developed to assist the 

participants in providing the required information.  These questions also served as a guide 

for the researcher to prompt the participants for more information if necessary (see 

Appendix K).  The questions were designed to examine the SENA teacher’s personal 

experience in implementing the CsC Observation Tool (questions one to six); any changes 

in their expectations and knowledge in terms of creating a communication friendly 

classroom after using the CsC observation Tool (questions seven to nine); and, their 

awareness on what is currently being practised in classrooms and what needs to be 

improved in terms of creating an environment that supports communication in children 

(questions 10 to 12).  The final question was formulated as a precautionary measure in the 

event the researcher felt more information was needed (question 13).  These questions 

were trialled on two PhD students (one native speaker of English and the other was a 

proficient English speaker) from the Department of Human Communication Sciences.  As 

a result, some grammatical errors and rewording of the sentences were suggested.  These 

questions were also trialled on Malay native speakers, who comprised of two colleagues of 

the researcher working as an educational psychologist and a trainee educational 

psychologist at the SEU, and the other was a lecturer at a local university in Brunei.  

Feedback was obtained on the translation and clarity of the questions in the Malay 

language.  During the focus group, the researcher added impromptu questions based on 

the information provided by the participants.  These questions were used to draw out more 

information and build on participants’ initial responses.  
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 7.6.3 Recorded information of participants in the profiling and intervention 

phases 

Consent was obtained to collect information about the participants involved in the 

focus groups for both phases of the study.  This was explained in detail in the information 

sheets.   

7.7 Procedure of the focus groups in the profiling and intervention phases 

All of the focus groups were administered by the researcher and the information 

obtained was audio recorded for ease of transcriptions.  For the profiling phase, there were 

four focus groups catering to three sub-groups of teachers, and were scheduled on separate 

days.  This was to encourage the different sub-groups to feel able to share experiences and 

opinions with their peers, without the feeling of being judged by others who are in a 

different position from them in the field of special education.  The importance of this 

homogeneity in groups was stressed by Flores and Alonso (1995) and Kitzinger (1995).  

The intervention phase only involved one group.  The focus groups lasted between 50 and 

70 minutes (profiling phase) and around 80 minutes (intervention phase).  All of these 

sessions were conducted at the SEU.  This was due to all of the participants being familiar 

with the venue (through previous trainings that they have attended) and due to its 

convenient location. 

Prior to the focus groups, the participants were given a copy of the information 

sheet to read explaining why the sessions were audio recorded, and how it will be kept 

anonymous and confidential.  Throughout the sessions, the researcher consistently initiated 

the discussion by asking the questions first in English, followed by the Malay version.  The 

feedback from the participants was a constant mixture of both languages.  The format of 

the group was as follows:    

 The researcher introduced herself and welcomed the participants and thanked them 

for consenting to participate in the study.  

 Brief self-introduction of the group members (where necessary).  This was 

conducted where the participants in the groups were not familiar with each other, in 

particular the regular classroom teachers group.  

 Explained the purpose of the focus groups and re-iterated the points covered in the 

information sheet. 

 Informed participants again that the focus group was audio-recorded for 

transcription purposes and all responses were anonymous and kept confidential to be 

accessed by the researcher and her supervisors only.  
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 Explained how the focus group will operate: beginning with an open discussion, 

focusing in on the main questions and finishing with suggestions for 

action/improvement. 

 Asked the questions / facilitated discussion. 

 Ended with asking participants if there were any questions or issues that needed 

clarification.   

7.8 Analysis procedure of the profiling and intervention phases 

The data collected from the focus groups was analysed using a Computer Assisted 

Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS), NVivo 10 (Bazeley, 2007; QSR 

International Pty Ltd., 2012).  This was the main computer software used for storing, 

managing and analysis for all the qualitative data gathered in this study.  The framework 

method of analysis was used to sort and manage the data (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994).  This 

particular method was selected for analysis of the focus group data as it is considered 

appropriate for research that takes a deductive approach, with pre-determined specific 

questions, and has a limited time frame as well as a pre-designed participant sample (Gale 

et al., 2013; Srivastava & Thomson, 2009).  A more detailed description of the analysis 

process is described in the next section.  

 7.8.1 The framework method of analysis 

The framework method of analysis was developed by two qualitative researchers, 

Jane Ritchie and Liz Spencer at an independent specialist research institute in the United 

Kingdom in the 1980s, that is now known as the National Centre for Social Research 

(Furber, 2010; Gale et al., 2013; Ritchie & Spencer, 1994; Spencer, Ritchie, Ormston, 

O’Connor, & Barnard, 2014; Srivastava & Thomson, 2009).  It provides a systematic 

method of categorising and sorting the data into manageable portions, and allows for a 

clearer understanding and description of the data.  This is made possible through five 

distinct, yet highly interlinked key stages, involving familiarisation with the data (data 

analysis), identifying the thematic/theoretical framework, indexing, charting, and mapping 

and interpretation (synthesising the data) (Furber, 2010; Gale et al., 2013; Lacey & Luff, 

2007; Ritchie & Spencer, 1994; Spencer, Ritchie, et al., 2014; Srivastava & Thomson, 2009). 

The defining feature of the framework method is the use of a chart or matrix to 

present the data for the following stages of analysis (Gale et al., 2013; Spencer, Ritchie, et 

al., 2014).  Essentially, the matrix constitutes of rows representing cases (either individual 

or a group of participants), and columns representing each theme/sub-theme.  The 

resultant ‘cells’ in the matrix then displays a summarised account of the key points for each 
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case and each theme/sub-theme, as obtained by the researcher.  This systematically reduces 

the amount of data facilitating the analysis process, and allows the researcher to move 

between the raw data and the summarised account for each individual case and theme/sub-

theme (Gale et al., 2013; Spencer, O’Connor, Morrell, & Ormston, 2014; Spencer, Ritchie, 

et al., 2014).  Although generally the framework method adopts an inductive approach, it is 

flexible enough in that it permits the inclusion of pre-determined issues as derived from the 

research aims or in semi-structured interviews, in addition to factors such as in answering 

specific questions, a pre-designed sample, and a limited time frame (Gale et al., 2013; Lacey 

& Luff, 2007; Spencer, Ritchie, et al., 2014).   

The framework method is an established and frequently used approach for 

analysing qualitative data in multi-disciplinary health and applied policy research (Furber, 

2010; Gale et al., 2013; Srivastava & Thomson, 2009).  Within the field of speech and 

language therapy, the framework method is progressively being applied to analyse 

qualitative data of studies to explore communication related issues (Clegg et al., 2012; 

Glogowska, Roulstone, Peters, & Enderby, 2006; Parr, 2001; Spencer et al., 2010).   

 7.8.2 Transcription of focus group data 

All the focus group interviews were recorded using a digital recorder.  The data 

from the profiling phase were imported and transcribed using a program in NVivo 10.  

The NVivo 10 software is designed to enable data in various forms to be stored for easy 

access during the whole analysis process.  The software also allows for procedures such as 

transcribing interview data to be conducted within the program itself.  This meant 

transcription of the focus group data was completed in such a way that particular sections 

of the focus group interviews were allocated specific times according to the audio file.  This 

facilitated the process of transcription as it enabled the researcher to highlight particular 

sections and play it back for clarity, or to go back to certain sections when needed.  This 

was especially useful as there was a lot of data from the four different focus groups, which 

lasted an average of 60 minutes each.  The language used in all of the groups was a 

constant mixture of both the Malay and English language, and together with the additional 

factor of participants talking over each other, increased the complexity of the transcription 

process.  Transcription for the focus group in the intervention phase was slightly different 

as it was conducted in Word and not in NVivo 10.  This was because the researcher was 

able to complete the transcription soon after the group session, and it was comparatively 

easier as it only involved one group.   

The information from the focus groups was transcribed verbatim orthographically, 

exactly as they were heard in the audio recording.  The aim of the focus group was not to 
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conduct a conversation analysis of the data, rather to explore the content and issues 

recorded during the group sessions.  Therefore, for the purpose of this study, the transcript 

recorded the sessions without interactional factors such as pauses, intonation or non-verbal 

behaviour.  For the profiling phase, there were four separate transcripts for the different 

groups, and this was exported as a Word file to be used in the later stages of the analysis 

process.  The transcripts were divided into four columns; the first column was the number 

that related to the passage being transcribed; second column was the timespan for that 

particular section of the interview; next column was the content, which was the 

orthographic representation of that specific section, and the last column was the speaker/ 

participant.  The transcript for the intervention phase was slightly different as it was 

transcribed in Word and not in NVivo.  This resulted in a transcript with three columns, 

the first corresponded to the line number of each sentence, the second was the content, 

and the final column represented the speaker. 

7.8.2.1 Code switching during the focus groups 

As mentioned earlier, there was constant flow of code switching between the Malay 

and English languages in all of the focus groups.  In 3.10 (page 58) it was described that the 

majority of government and private schools in Brunei use the Malay and English language 

for teaching and learning.  In the context of this study, this also meant both the researcher 

and the participants tended to insert both English and Malay words in the same sentence.  

A clear example of this is seen in the extract below.  The three dots in the example refer to 

a section of the full transcript being omitted and words in bold are in the Malay language.  

 

Example extract (SENCO group): 

Researcher (Line 5): The both the English and the Malay version ah. It’s very 

informal cikgu ah so kalau boleh your everyone has their 

own input ah… 

Participant (Line 7):   Kalau kemahiran komunikasi to me uhm I think it’s um 

the way that people is able to express their feelings and they 

are able to perceive comm anulah information from other 

people. 

 

During the transcription process no translation was conducted as it was important to keep 

the original language, as used during the session in order to communicate the  “nuance of 

the text” (Bazeley, 2007, p.46). 



   

118 

 

 7.8.3 Analysis of focus group data  

Once transcription for all five focus groups was completed, analysis followed the 

procedure of the framework method (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994; Spencer, O’Connor, et al., 

2014; Spencer, Ritchie, et al., 2014).  Each transcript was read through several times so that 

the researcher was familiar with the overall content and flow of the discussions 

(familiarisation).  The focus groups were designed to be in a semi-structured format.  This 

meant the researcher used pre-determined questions in order to elicit the information from 

the participants according to specific areas or topics.  This set the context in developing an 

initial draft of the thematic framework, based around the interview questions.  This 

framework was refined further to include recurring themes identified from each and across 

the focus group transcripts.  This resulted in main themes and sub-themes.  Relevant 

sections from the transcript were then coded to the theme that matched it best, or that 

were deemed to belong together (indexing).  In NVivo 10, this was conducted by 

highlighting the relevant sections of the transcript and dragging it into the corresponding 

theme/sub-theme folder.  This was an iterative process where the researcher repeated this 

several times until indexing of transcripts reached saturation point and no further themes 

and sub-themes emerged.    

Five framework matrices or charts were created for the five separate groups from 

both phases of the study.  This was conducted so the transcript from each group can be 

analysed separately.  In each matrix, the rows represented each focus group and the 

columns represented the themes/sub-themes, and this was the same for all the groups.  A 

summary of the key points from the data was then written in each column of the 

corresponding theme/sub-theme (charting).  This was conducted to aid the researcher in 

terms of clarity as the data contained sentences in both English and Malay.  However to 

ensure no data was overlooked or lost due to translation, these summaries were then linked 

to the raw data, which is the original sentences and language used as recorded in the 

transcript to support these themes/sub-themes.  This was conducted in the program itself 

and categorised as ‘summary links’.  This was an advantage of the framework method of 

analysis (facilitated further by doing it in NVivo 10), as it allowed the researcher to move 

between the transcripts and the raw data.  This was important in ensuring that during 

analysis, the researcher takes into account all of the information contained in the original 

data (Spencer, O’Connor, et al., 2014; Spencer, Ritchie, et al., 2014). 

Once completed, the five framework matrices were exported to Excel file and 

printed out as the researcher preferred to do the next stages of analysis manually and not in 

NVivo 10.  For each theme/sub-theme, the researcher listed out the key points brought up 
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by the five focus groups.  To ensure that no important perceptions were missed, the 

researcher also printed out and constantly referred to the summary links.  The common key 

points across the groups were then identified and grouped together around that particular 

theme/sub-theme.  The findings are discussed in chapter 8.   

 7.8.4 Reliability and validity of the focus group data analysis 

In ensuring the reliability of the qualitative data, two recommended strategies 

suggested by Creswell (2009) conducted on the focus group data included: 1) ensuring no 

obvious mistakes were made during the transcription process, and 2) by sharing the 

analysis procedure with both of the researcher’s supervisors on a regular basis.  Validity or 

credibility was ensured through: 1) member checking, where accuracy of information was 

checked by the researcher reiterating on information provided immediately after the focus 

group session with all participants, and 2) frequent debriefing sessions between the 

researcher and both supervisors to discuss the approaches, and test ideas and 

interpretations of the focus group data (Creswell, 2009; Shenton, 2004).  These strategies 

resulted in an iterative process where the coding and themes were examined several times 

by the researcher and both supervisors to strengthen reliability and validity of the data.   

7.9 Summary 

This chapter described the procedure involved in conducting the focus group 

sessions for the profiling and intervention phase.  Details of participants including the 

recruitment process and development of questions for both phases of the study were 

presented.  An explanation on how the data obtained through these semi-structured focus 

groups was transcribed, analysed, checked for reliability and validity was presented.  The 

findings of the focus groups in the profiling and intervention phase are discussed in 

chapter 8.   
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Chapter 8: Teachers’ Perspectives 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings from the focus group interviews conducted in 

the profiling and intervention phases.  Each phase had specific aims for its participant 

sample: 1) to identify and explore current classroom practices and perceptions on 

supporting children’s communication in Brunei primary schools (profiling) and 2) to 

explore teachers experience in implementing the Communication Supporting Classroom 

(CsC) Observation Tool, and any resulting changes in their perception (intervention).  Both 

phases addressed the following research questions: 

1. What factors facilitate a ‘communication supporting classroom’ in all i.e. Model 

Inclusive (MIS) and non-Model Inclusive (non-MIS) Brunei primary schools? 

2. What are the challenges in creating such a classroom environment in Brunei schools? 

The findings from each phase, including how it addresses these questions are presented 

separately.  A section that collectively presents the overall results specifically answering 

both research questions will follow this, forming the structure of this chapter.  

8.2 Themes from the Focus Groups of the Profiling Phase 

This phase analysed data from four focus group interviews with Special 

Educational Needs Coordinators (SENCOs), Special Educational Needs Assistance 

(SENA) MIS, SENA non-MIS, and regular classroom teachers (RCT).  The aims were to 

identify current and possible classroom practices in Brunei primary classrooms to support 

children’s communication.  It also explored the participants’ view of the importance of 

these skills within the primary school setting.    

All four focus groups were asked a set of pre-determined questions.  The 

framework method, described in 7.8.1 (page 115), was used to analyse the focus group data, 

and this resulted in six key themes, and their corresponding sub-themes (see Table 8.1).  

Examples of extracts from the data are included to illustrate the participants’ views.  

Extracts in italics are translated from the Malay language, whereas non-italicised quotations 

indicate the participant spoke in English.  Ellipses represent sections where the full extract 

has been omitted for this thesis. 
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Table 8.1: Key Themes and the Corresponding Sub-themes across the Four Focus Groups of the Profiling Phase. 

Themes Sub-themes 

1. The different forms of communication used by children and 

teachers in school. 

 Communication as being verbal and taking other forms.  

 Different ways children communicate with each other and teachers. 

 Different ways teachers communicate with children and parents. 

 Reciprocity of communication involving more than one person. 

2. Purposes of communication for children and teachers in 

schools. 

For teachers to communicate with:  

 Parents/guardians. 

 Colleagues. 

 Children. 
 

 For children to communicate their personal, social and educational needs.  

3. Cultural aspects of communication in Brunei classrooms.  The current education initiative.  

 Teachers as communication role models in Brunei classrooms.  

4. The impact of limited communication skills on children’s 

development. 

The impact of children’s limited communication skills on their: 

 Self-esteem/confidence, social skills and behaviour.  

 Literacy skills and overall educational achievement. 

5. Strategies used by teachers to develop children’s 

communication skills in schools. 

 Identifying children’s communication strengths and weaknesses, and learning style in relation to special 

needs.  

 Using non-verbal resources and assistive devices.  

 Modifying and modelling language.  

 Involving all children regardless of their communication abilities.  

 Involving parents in class/school activities.   

 Physical factors/classroom environment. 

6. Activities used by teachers to develop children’s 

communication in schools. 

 Individual and group activities. 

 Class and school activities or visits. 
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 8.2.1 Theme 1: The different forms of communication used by children and 

teachers in school 

This theme describes how participants view communication for children and 

teachers in school.  The sub-themes of communication as verbal and taking other forms, 

the different ways children communicate with each other and teachers, the different ways 

teachers communicate with children and parents, and the reciprocity of communication 

involving more than one person illustrates this in more detail.     

8.2.1.1 Communication as verbal and taking other forms 

 Across the groups, communication was mainly viewed as verbal.  Only the SENCO 

and the two SENA groups discussed further that communication could also take the form 

of body language, gestures, sign language, facial expressions, written, pictures, technology, 

communication book, and through assistive devices for those who require them.   

8.2.1.2 Different ways children communicate with each other and teachers 

The SENCO and the two SENA groups highlighted children mainly communicate 

through playing with friends and interacting with teachers.  These groups also distinguished 

between the modes of communication for typically developing children, and those with 

special needs.  The use of basic strategies and resources to facilitate communication, such 

as using pictures and gestures, were associated with typically developing children.  Children 

with special needs were described as requiring specialised devices and techniques to assist 

their communication.  Examples identified included using a structured communication 

program such as the ‘Picture Exchange Communication System’ and battery powered 

communication devices such as ‘Go Talk’.  

8.2.1.3 Different ways teachers communicate with children and parents  

Teachers communicated verbally with children through questioning, discussing, 

giving feedback, providing clear instructions, and non-verbally through facial expression 

and intonation.  Additionally, teachers communicate with parents either face-to-face or 

over the phone, and use a communication book with children with special needs.  The 

SENCO group discussed using technology to communicate with children, such as email or 

texting on the phone, which was an initiative some teachers used for children with 

communication difficulties.  This group of children were described as those with difficulties 

in forming sentences, unclear speech and being reluctant to talk in class.  Although 

communicating through technology was mainly used with older children, it was identified 
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as one of the current practices in some schools for teachers to include all children in 

class/school activities and tasks.   

8.2.1.4 Reciprocity of communication involving more than one individual   

This sub-theme was highlighted across the groups, where the context was 

communication among children, between teachers and children, and among teachers.  This 

includes the importance of understanding and to be understood by others, where problems 

in this area may lead to a communication breakdown.  Extract 8.1 illustrates a participant’s 

view capturing most of the issues discussed in this theme.  This extract highlights the 

participant’s awareness of the communication process involving the exchange of 

information by more than one individual, the importance of being understood, and the 

different communication modes.  

 

Extract 8.1 (SENA non-MIS group): 

“Interaction between two or more people. Ah, orally, ah I mean yeah verbally or but 

mostly verbally. But can be in written form. It must be reciprocal. The messages conveyed 

are understood by both parties.” (Reference 4) 

 

 

Theme 1 described the various forms and ways of communication used by children 

and teachers in schools.  It illustrates the participants’ understanding of communication, 

and the importance of addressing children’s specific communication needs.  The use of 

different methods of communication by the teacher to include all children was a practice 

that facilitates schools to create communication supporting classrooms.  

 8.2.2 Theme 2: Purposes of communication for children and teachers in schools 

This theme discusses the reasons for communicating by children and teachers in 

schools.  The participants also distinguished the different purposes between these two 

groups.  The four sub-themes within this theme are presented below.   

8.2.2.1 For teachers to communicate with parents/guardians  

Teachers communicate to share with parents and guardians information on 

children’s progress in school, pending work, and school activities.  The use of a 

‘communication book’ to convey this information particularly for children with special 

needs, was also discussed by the SENCO and the SENA non-MIS group.  The RCT group 

explicitly referred to meetings with the parents to discuss the children’s educational 

progress.  This reflected the classroom teachers’ main responsibility, which oriented 

towards the educational focus of children.   
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8.2.2.2 For teachers to communicate with their colleagues 

Teachers also communicate with each other to discuss administrative and 

professional issues, as highlighted by the RCT and SENCO group.  Examples include 

sharing of information on curriculum content, children’s abilities and progress, team 

teaching, and for support among colleagues.  

8.2.2.3 Teachers communicating with children  

The SENCO and the SENA MIS groups identified teachers communicate with 

children to establish rapport through discussions, questioning, and exchanging ideas.  The 

SENA MIS and the RCT groups highlighted teachers communicated with children to 

determine their level of understanding as a measure of their overall abilities.  Teachers also 

communicate to establish classroom routines and for teaching.   

8.2.2.4 For children to communicate their personal, social and educational needs 

All four groups identified the purpose of communication for children included 

socialising with one another, making friends, asking questions, expressing their needs, 

wants, feelings, develop team work, and to share information.  However, a participant 

(SENA non-MIS group) stressed the importance of children communicating for 

educational reasons.  This was explained in the context of the current education initiative 

where teachers were required to assess children’s communication skills as a measure of 

their overall success in schools.  If communication skills were limited, it was believed to 

also have an impact on children’s educational achievement (Extract 8.2).   

 
Extract 8.2 (SENA non-MIS group):  

“[For me in answering this question, I will answer from two perspectives…One for us personally for special 

Ed. we want to see them succeed socially, in communication right? More to their life in the future. But we 

cannot deny, as teachers we also want the success to be on paper. Now that everything under SBA (School 

Based Assessment), communication is graded. So if communication is poor, that means their results will 

also be low.]” (Reference 32) 

 

 

Theme 2 discussed the purpose of communication for teachers and children.  It 

highlights that participants recognise teachers and children communicate to a different 

target audience for different reasons, as illustrated in the sub-themes.   
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 8.2.3 Theme 3: Cultural aspects of communication in Brunei classrooms 

8.2.3.1 The current education initiative 

  The SENA non-MIS group viewed the current education initiative as a factor 

facilitating schools to support children’s communication.  This group perceived that due to 

the currently recommended teaching strategy, teachers were now encouraged to talk less 

during teaching, and discover resourceful ways to initiate children to communicate more, as 

illustrated in Extract 8.3.    

 

Extract 8.3 (SENA non-MIS): 

“I would say like, actually [what has moved us to get the students to talk, I think is the government] 

the MoE because with introduction of the National Education System for the 21st century we have 

changed from ‘teacher-centred’ to ‘student-centred’…[If according to our normal norms, us from 

Universiti Brunei Darussalam those who do not talk a lot and who only use Power point, is doing the 

wrong thing.] Now with the new ah technique [that MoE wants us to use, that teacher is doing the 

wrong thing, the teacher who is talking ah giving instructions. That is what is happening at the moment.]” 

(Reference 81) 

 
 
This extracts indicates that in an effort to promote children’s communication, teachers now 

have to move away from traditional methods of teaching.  However, this education 

initiative was also viewed as negatively impacting on children’s cultural and social values, as 

discussed by the SENA non-MIS group.  It was observed by promoting children’s 

communication skills, values considered to be important in the Brunei culture, were less 

emphasised.  Extract 8.4 illustrates a participant’s reservation on the current education 

initiative, particularly on culturally related social values. 

 

Extract 8.4 (SENA non-MIS): 

“We, we promote communication. [We are told to do so but] we doesn’t really promote [our 

identity. Ah the feelings of ‘hawar galat’ (cultural values) as a Bruneian right. That’s the problem.] 

(Reference 103) 

 

The group referred to values of etiquette such as showing respect, and the appropriate 

ways to talk or greet elders, which in this context were the teachers.  According to this 

group these values appeared to be currently lacking in children, particularly in light of 

current education initiatives that encouraged children to be more forthcoming in their 

communication.  Although improvement in children’s communication and educational 

skills were acknowledged, children were perceived as losing their ‘Bruneian identity’.  
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Examples include the informal ways children greeted teachers, do not listen when told to 

stop talking in class, and lack of respect shown to teachers.  This information signifies how 

the participants in this group regarded the importance of such values, and this to some 

extent may potentially affect the attitudes, and mind set of teachers in creating an 

environment that supports children’s communication. 

 Another challenge highlighted by the RCT group was the change in instructional 

language from pre-school to year one.  A participant from this group reported the change 

from the Malay to the English language across levels resulted in issues particularly for the 

Maths and Phonics subjects.  During pre-school, children are taught subject related words, 

and sounds in Malay but the following year they would have to re-learn these words, and 

certain sounds in English.  This was considered to cause confusion for both children and 

teachers.  This implied especially for teachers in pre-school and year one classes, the change 

in the medium of instruction was a challenge for creating a communication friendly 

classroom.  A participant (RCT group) also shared this view with representatives from the 

ministry, but still considered the reasons provided did not justify for such practice (Extract 

8.5). 

 

Extract 8.5 (RCT): 

“[I asked why Maths is taught in the Malay language during pre-school but in year one they use the 

English language. If] one, two, three, yes they manage to [understand]…[But in pre-school they 

already have the concept of addition and subtraction set in their minds…They said establish their Malay 

language. I said if you want to establish their Malay language, it can be done indirectly…At home they are 

exposed to the Malay language right? That’s why it is such a pity. I have raised this issue.]” (Reference 

204) 

 

This participant had some insight into how children’s language development was 

influenced by their learning environment both at home and at school, and the impact of a 

change in the instructional language on children’s educational achievement.  

8.2.3.2 Teachers as communication role models in Brunei classrooms 

Teachers also contribute to developing children’s communication by being a 

communication role model, and this was shared across the groups.  This involved how 

teachers interacted with others in various contexts according to the Brunei culture.  

Examples included how to address and talk to older people, and those in a higher 

administrative position (Extract 8.6).  
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Extract 8.6 (SENA non-MIS group):  

 “[Tell them…Do you say ‘Hi’ or ‘Assalammualaikum? So you tell them…correct them]. Yes, model.” 

(Reference 159) 

 

The RCT group also believed teachers were responsible for instilling moral values 

in children.  This was specifically in relation to how children within the classroom 

supported and helped one another, particularly those with special needs.   An example of 

this was shared by a participant on her classroom practice of encouraging children to 

respect and support their classmate with a visual impairment.  

 

 Theme 3 described the cultural aspects of communication in Brunei primary school 

classrooms.  Participants identified the current education initiative as a facilitator for 

schools to support children’s communication.  However, this was also considered a 

challenge as it negatively impacted on children’s cultural and social values.  Another 

identified challenge was a change in the instructional language across pre-school and year 

one.  The role of teachers in modelling culturally appropriate communication was also 

presented.   

 8.2.4 Theme 4: The impact of limited communication skills on children’s 

development 

This next theme discusses the impact of limited communication skills on children 

as illustrated by the sub-themes of: 1) self-esteem/confidence, social skills, and behaviour, 

and 2) literacy and overall educational achievement.     

8.2.4.1 The impact on self-esteem/confidence, social skills and behaviour   

This sub-theme describes how a child’s communication ability potentially impacts 

on their self-esteem and confidence, which in turn impacts on their social skills and 

behaviour.  The SENCO, SENA MIS and non-MIS groups raised these issues particularly 

in relation to children with special needs.  This could be due to their current work context, 

and pre-existing knowledge from past experience and training in special needs.  The view 

was that a child’s limited communication skills might result in feelings of embarrassment 

and low self-confidence.  As a consequence, the child may be reluctant or unable to interact 

with others and ask questions in class, hence leading to poor socialisation and educational 

achievement.  Additionally, a participant (SENCO group) discussed the fear of talking in 

the absence of any communication issues as another reason why children are afraid to 
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speak up in class.  However, another participant (SENCO group) reported some children 

still did well educationally despite having limited communication skills.  

8.2.4.2 The impact on literacy skills and overall educational achievement   

 Another sub-theme shared across the groups was the impact on children’s 

educational achievement, specifically on literacy skills.  Having good communication skills 

was believed to facilitate children’s vocabulary, writing and reading skills.  Moreover, the 

SENA non-MIS group, particularly basing this on experience with children having limited 

communication skills, raised the importance of literacy as an indicator for success.  The 

RCT, on the other hand, stressed the importance of communication skills for literacy and 

numeracy, especially as a measure to determine children’s overall ability.  This reflects this 

groups’ focus on children’s educational achievement, as shown in Extract 8.7.   This extract 

indicates the participants’ understanding of the different aspects of language skills and its 

educational and social use for children, also raised in Theme 2 (Extract 8.2).   

 

Extract 8.7 (SENCO group): 

 “And maybe good communication skills means they’re…able to uh [they have um] improve 

in…in terms of using vocabulary…in terms of [you know] which can help in [their] writing, 

academics and so on.” (Reference 46) 

 

 

 Theme 4 discussed the impact of limited communication skills on children’s 

functional abilities including their social, psychological and behavioural wellbeing.  

Children’s fear of talking was identified as a challenging factor in creating communication 

supporting classrooms.  

 8.2.5 Theme 5: Strategies used by teachers to develop children’s communication 

skills in schools 

This theme identified the participants’ views of the various types of teaching and 

classroom based strategies used by teachers to support children’s communication.  The 

sub-themes highlighted: 1) teaching strategies including identifying children’s 

communication strengths and weaknesses, individual learning styles, using non-verbal 

resources, using assistive devices especially to support children with special needs, 

modifying levels of language, and teachers as children’s communication role model, and 2) 

classroom based strategies, which was to involve parents and all children regardless of their 

communication abilities, and environmental factors.  This is described in detail.   
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8.2.5.1 Identifying children’s communication strengths and weakness, and learning 

style in relation to special needs 

This sub-theme was identified by the SENCO and both SENA groups, and mainly 

referred to children with special needs.  This was not surprising, given that participants in 

these groups were trained to work with this group of children.  The practices teachers were 

currently expected to implement in schools, such as identifying the children’s 

communicative abilities, knowing the interest of the children and using this knowledge to 

motivate and build on their communication skills, were discussed.  A participant (SENA 

non-MIS group) shared her perception on the importance of working with children with 

special needs, as illustrated in Extract 8.8.   

   
Extract 8.8 (SENA non-MIS group): 

“Take note of the progress as well. For me [like] if you want to teach them something 

about language as well. [Like] you check [where their language level is at. Not necessarily] like in 

written form right but you know when you assess them by observation [or whatever] umm 

you know their level, and then if you want to teach them something else, [like] at least be 

progressive with the special kids as well, not just [like teaching them the same thing], you know 

they won’t be progressing…”(Reference 209) 

 

This participant believed in order to ensure children’s communication is developed to their 

fullest potential, teachers have to know what will and will not work.  Especially for children 

with special needs, teachers need to be progressive in their teaching to enable children to 

make any headway in their overall progress. 

8.2.5.2 Using non-verbal resources and assistive devices 

The SENCO and both SENA groups shared these strategies.  The use of non-

verbal resources to develop children’s communication included using pictures, gestures, 

body language, facial expression, signing, and using real objects such as toys and books.  

Assistive devices were specifically used to support children with communication problems 

or those with special needs.  Some schools used technology to support children’s 

communication including the use of videos, and portable microphones, which they believe 

encouraged the children to communicate more.  Alternatively, some participants reported 

using email and text messages as modes of communication to convey information to 

children.  A participant (SENA non-MIS group) reflected on his practice of 

communicating with children through a text messaging system on the phone.  The reason 

for this was based on the participant’s observation that some children have communication 

problems in schools.  This included the children not asking questions when in class or face 
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to face, but were more interactive when this was done through the phone.  Specialised 

assistive devices were also highlighted, particularly for those who require them.  

In contrast, the SENCO and SENA non-MIS group highlighted the negative 

impact of using technology to communicate for both children and teachers including issues 

with the form of language used.   

8.2.5.3 Modifying and modelling language 

Modifying the language level according to children’s communication abilities was 

raised by the SENCO and SENA groups.  The participants stated teachers should aim to 

develop children’s communication by using language that is not too complex, but yet not 

too low level so as to build on their existing skills (Extract 8.9).  Teachers should also 

ensure they model the correct form of words and sentences for children to follow.  This 

also included ensuring the language used is easily understood, which one participant 

pointed out would be especially beneficial for children with special needs. 

 

Extract 8.9 (SENCO group):  

“[…sometimes the teacher has to lower down their way of talking using simple sentences… if the teacher 

does not adjust their language to the appropriate age level, then the meaning will be lost right?]. 

(Reference 175) 

 

8.2.5.4 Involving all children regardless of their communication abilities 

Two groups (SENA MIS and non-MIS) highlighted the importance of involving all 

children in class/school activities in developing their communication.  This was viewed as 

advantageous as children would potentially learn from their peers, and become motivated 

to interact. 

8.2.5.5 Involving parents in class/school activities  

The SENA MIS and RCT group reported on the tendency for parents to rely on 

teachers for their children’s overall learning. These two groups viewed parental 

involvement was essential in continuing children’s progress at home, and suggested for this 

to be an additional strategy to further facilitate children’s learning.   

8.2.5.6 Physical factors/classroom environment 

The arrangement of the environment, particularly the classroom to facilitate 

children’s communication was another sub-theme highlighted by all four groups.  This 

included classroom sizes, specific learning areas where children can work together and 
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interact amongst their peers, classroom displays that interest and motivate children to talk, 

and the seating arrangement of the children and the teachers were viewed to be important 

in encouraging children to communicate with each other and with the teacher.   

The SENA MIS group identified classrooms in MIS buildings (specialised special 

educational needs [SEN] classrooms) have an advantage over regular classrooms in the 

main school block in providing children with an environment that promotes 

communication.  Specifically, this referred to the availability of more resources and 

facilities.  This includes having a number of rooms and areas within the MIS building 

equipped with toys, books, picture cards, televisions, and computers.  This group 

acknowledged they were currently working in such an environment, and were able to see 

the comparison with regular classrooms (Extract 8.10). 

 

Extract 8.10 (SENA MIS group): 

 “[No for us we have a special area which we must have. For classrooms it’s quite difficult]”. (Reference 

147)  

 

 Therefore, a challenge for schools in creating communication supporting 

classrooms was the physical limitations.  Regular classrooms in the main school building 

were restricted to how teachers were able to organise the layout.  Compared to MIS 

buildings where the specialised SEN classrooms were spacious with fewer children, these 

classrooms had less space with a high classroom population, resulting in difficulties to 

arrange seating, learning areas and classroom displays.   

 

 Theme 5 reported on the various strategies teachers used in schools to develop 

children’s communication.  These were illustrated by the different sub-themes indicating 

the participants’ insight on the different methods needed to facilitate children’s 

communication.  The participants recognise the range of procedures involved in gathering 

information on children’s communicative abilities, and determining ways to support them 

in the classrooms.  Facilitating factors for a communication supporting environment were 

identified as involving all children through different methods, such as using technology 

reinforcing Theme 1, and the classroom sizes especially in MIS buildings.  The factors 

perceived to be challenges in creating such an environment included the negative impact of 

technology on children and teachers’ communication, the physical limitations of 

classrooms, teaching resources, and storage facilities.   
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 8.2.6 Theme 6: Activities used by teachers to develop children’s communication 

in schools  

This final theme of the profiling phase describes the range of activities children 

were involved in.  This is illustrated by the sub-themes of individual and group activities, 

and visits within and outside of school.  

8.2.6.1 Individual and group activities  

The participants highlighted individual and group activities that encouraged 

interaction among children and teachers, and those that reinforce communication skills 

through real life experiences and interests.  Examples of activities currently practised and 

should be used in schools included playing games, being involved in drama or other similar 

tasks that encourage movement, ice breaking sessions, role play, projects, presentations, 

storytelling, singing, and other similar forms of tasks that promote communication among 

children and teachers.  Additionally, activities that make use of reinforcers which interest 

and motivate children to communicate were also highlighted.  Examples included activities 

that use objects of interest for children, real life experience, and most importantly maintain 

children’s interest and enjoyment.   

8.2.6.2 Class and school activities or visits  

This sub-theme highlights class and school activities or visits within or outside of 

schools.  The participants also discussed the importance of ensuring these activities were 

conducted regularly as this was viewed to contribute to children’s communication 

development.  The frequency of these activities were perceived as important as this ensures 

children are continuously exposed to a variety of activities on a weekly or monthly basis, 

depending on the school administration.  An example of a participant’s view of the forms 

of activities is presented in Extract 8.11.    

 

Extract 8.11 (SENA non-MIS group): 

 “[If we observe…] I would say [that physical activities will promote my students to talk more.] For 

example [like] they will more communicate with each other when [we do dramas. Ah activities 

like that instead of questions and answers and just sitting down.] I think some of them [the moving 

around] give them more confident… [talking, more comfortable. Ah so their] comfort zone [is 

more wider, that’s why.] Mostly [those siting down…] I can see the student [sitting and feeling 

awkward when questioned.] Especially [when we question them and everyone else is looking…When we 

do dramas] everyone is doing their part…and they are moving so even they’re nervous they 

can shake it off…[that’s why] so they tend to communicate [more.]” (Reference 187) 
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This extract illustrates the participant’s insight on how the type of activity impacts on 

children, and highlights questioning as an issue.  It also reflects the participants’ awareness 

of the different range of emotions that children potentially go through when engaging in a 

particular activity.  Conversely, the classroom teachers group reported the challenges faced 

by some schools in conducting class or school activities.  This involved the current 

restrictions for external class or school activities due to mandatory regulations imposed by 

the Ministry of Education.  These were issues around insurance and written documents, 

which involved additional costs for parents and extra workload for teachers.   

 

Theme 6 described the various forms of activities used by schools to promote 

children’s communication.  These were detailed by the sub-themes of the type and 

frequency of activities children were involved in.  This theme reflects the participants’ 

awareness of the impact of such activities on children’s communication, and recognises the 

importance of frequent exposure to such activities.  However, a factor identified to be a 

challenge was the restrictions on the flexibility for schools to conduct these activities in 

different environments.   

8.3 Themes from the Focus Group of the Intervention Phase 

The second part of the intervention phase analysed qualitative data from a focus 

group involving four SENA teachers.  These teachers were involved in the classroom 

observations with the researcher across three time points.  The aims of this focus group 

were to examine their experience in implementing the CsC Observation Tool, and 

investigate any changes in their perception as a result of using the CsC Observation Tool 

and taking part in the intervention.  

The focus group was based on a question schedule related to the research aim and 

follow-up prompts.  These questions resulted in four key themes, and their corresponding 

sub-themes, detailed in Table 8.2.  These themes are presented with illustrations of extracts 

from the participants where relevant.  The layout of the extracts is similar to the profiling 

phase.  
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Table 8.2: Key Themes and the Corresponding Sub-themes from the Focus Group of the 

Intervention Phase. 

Themes Sub-themes 

1. The challenges faced by 

teachers during the 

intervention phase. 

 Time constraints for the SENA and the Intervention 

Classroom teachers. 

 Teacher’s motivation in improving classroom practice. 

 Collaboration between participants, other teachers and 

children.  

2. Challenges faced by 

schools in creating a 

communication 

supporting classroom 

environment.  

 

 Classroom sharing across different year groups, sessions, and 

schools. 

 Budget issues for school resources and facilities.  

 Classroom sizes in primary schools. 

3. The impact of local and 

cultural factors in Brunei 

primary schools. 

 

 The use of praising by teachers.  

 Music as a curriculum subject.  

4. Factors relating to the 

CsC Observation Tool. 
 Administration and scoring procedures of the CsC 

Observation Tool. 

 Outcomes for current practices and areas for improvement.  

 The positive impact of intervention on children with speech, 

language and communication needs.   

 
 

 8.3.1 Theme 1: The challenges faced by teachers during the intervention phase  

 A number of external and internal teacher-related factors were identified by the 

participants to have impacted on the setting up of the communication supportive 

environment within the intervention phase.  These included sub-themes of teachers’ time, 

motivation, and the importance of collaboration.     

8.3.1.1 Time constraints for the SENA and Intervention Classroom teachers 

 This sub-theme was described by the participants as prioritising time to: 1) practise 

using the CsC Observation Tool prior to the intervention phase, and 2) to meet up and 

work with the Intervention Classroom teachers on the chosen intervention targets.  This 

included practicing the chosen skills, preparing resources and arranging the classroom 

(raised by three out of the four participants).  These time constraints were due to both 

prior and unexpected attendance at workshops, trainings, and meetings.   
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8.3.1.2 Teachers’ motivation in improving classroom practice 

  Two participants argued although time constraints were generally an issue, 

motivation also played a part, as illustrated in Extract 8.12.  

Extract 8.12: 

“The challenge would be [that’s right] the teacher, and the time. (Line 787) 

“So time wouldn’t, yeah it’s a challenge but for me motivation… [Like] if you don’t want to 

[set up] your class, or if you like ignore it then, yeah.”  (Lines 795-798) 

 

This participant acknowledges although time is usually a challenge for teachers, it is not 

viewed as the most important factor affecting teacher’s practice.  Rather it is the motivation 

of the teacher that influences how they set up their classrooms, and in the preparation of 

the required resources.   The participants also described although teachers were encouraged 

to create a classroom environment to facilitate children’s communication skills, motivation 

had to come from the teachers themselves.  Some schools were reported to motivate 

teachers to organise their classrooms through competitions within the school.  The winning 

classrooms would be awarded with teaching resources to encourage teachers to maintain 

the classroom organisation.   

8.3.1.3 Collaboration between participants, other teachers and children 

 The sub-theme of collaboration was another issue highlighted under this theme.  

Alongside time constraints and motivation, collaboration impacted on practicing the CsC 

Observation Tool, working towards intervention targets, maintaining the organisation of 

classroom layout and preparing resources.  Practicing and familiarising themselves with the 

CsC Observation Tool was recommended by the researcher prior to intervention, but one 

participant reported this was not possible due to time constraints.  In spite of this, positive 

outcomes were perceived by the participants in working together to achieve the 

intervention targets.  The participants also highlighted the advantages of collaboration 

among teachers through sharing in the preparation of resources.  This included sharing the 

knowledge and responsibility with other teachers in the school.    

  

 Factors relating to teachers were discussed under Theme 1.  Time was identified as 

an important factor that challenged teachers to practise skills and prepare resources.  The 

importance of teachers’ motivation on their overall practice was also discussed as a sub-

theme, where some schools facilitate communication supporting classrooms by providing 

additional incentives.  Additionally, the impact of collaboration among teachers and 
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children was highlighted as a facilitating factor for schools to support children’s 

communication.  

 8.3.2 Theme 2: The challenges faced by schools in creating a communication 

supporting classroom environment   

 This theme describes the challenges schools faced in creating communication 

supporting classrooms.  The sub-themes of sharing of classrooms, schools’ budget for 

available resources and facilities, and the classroom sizes illustrate this in more detail.   

8.3.2.1 Classroom sharing across different year groups, sessions, and schools  

 This sub-theme was highlighted across all four participants.  Classroom sharing is a 

common practice in Brunei schools, where classrooms are shared across different groups 

of children and teachers.  These could be groups from the same or different year levels.  

Additionally, some schools are also used as ‘religious schools’.  According to the 

Compulsory Education Order 2012, it is mandatory for all Muslim children in primary 

school to attend religious schools (Ministry of Education, 2015; Oxford Business Group, 

2013).  These schools usually take place after or before ‘mainstream/regular’ classes.  

Although there are specialised religious schools buildings belonging to the Ministry of 

Religious Affairs, these classes are also conducted in buildings under different ministries on 

a temporary or shared basis (Kementerian Hal Ehwal Ugama, 2009; Ministry of Education, 

2015).  This includes existing school buildings under the Ministry of Education, such as 

reported by the participants.  Furthermore, adult classes were held in some schools at night 

or during the weekends.  These range from academic teaching classes to life skills such as 

sewing and cooking.  Due to the sharing of classrooms, class teachers found it difficult to 

arrange, organise and to store their teaching resources.  Setting up and labelling specific 

learning areas, and keeping resources in classrooms was found to be challenging with 

resources being lost and classroom layout disrupted.  Difficulties were also apparent in 

displaying children’s work and other teaching displays due to limited storage and display 

areas.   

 Although the impact of classroom sharing has been discussed as a challenge for 

schools to create communication supporting classrooms, the participants also recognise the 

importance of collaboration to overcome this problem.  A suggestion highlighted was 

cooperation among all teachers and children involved in the sharing of the classrooms, 

such as in maintaining the classroom layout and care of classroom facilities, reinforcing the 

importance of collaboration in Theme 1.  
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8.3.2.2 Budget issues for school resources and facilities 

 The sub-theme of school budget on classroom practice was also reported by the 

participants.  Three participants considered that as a result of budget cuts, schools have a 

limited supply of resources and facilities, such as teaching aids and storage available for all 

classrooms.  In some circumstances, teachers also spent their own money in supplying 

these resources either individually, or as a group.  Examples include books, pictures for 

display, storage items, curtains and toys.  The practice of some schools involved providing 

incentives for class teachers to organise and maintain their classroom layout that facilitates 

children’s communication.  This includes through reimbursing the money spent, and a 

competition where the winning classroom is given a prize in the form of money for these 

resources, or the actual resources.  Although participants recognised the impact of budget 

restrictions, this was not an obstacle, and are finding ways to get around the problem such 

as illustrated in Extract 8.13. 

 
Extract 8.13:  

“…in most cases I know, [like] teachers they don’t mind spending.” (Lines 812-813) 

“… so I think budget wise… sometimes it can be helped…Sometimes [like] you, your own 

effort…most teachers [enjoy it. For those who like doing so.] So sometimes it’s a matter of you 

wanting to do it or you don’t. Yeah you do it or you don’t.” (Lines 815-819) 

 

Here, teachers’ motivation is emphasised as a way of overcoming the challenges posed by 

the budget restrictions.  This links back to the motivation factor in Extract 8.12 in Theme 

1.  This also illustrates the positive outcomes of collaboration as a factor that facilitates 

teachers to support children’s communication in schools.   

8.3.2.3 Classroom sizes in primary schools  

 The sub-theme of classroom size was identified as another school factor.  This was 

for both the physical area of the classroom, and the number of children in the class.  Due 

to these issues, teachers were unable to set up the class with specific learning areas to 

facilitate children’s communication.  Teachers had to ‘make do’ with the space available, as 

illustrated by Extract 8.14.  An example of this was classrooms having only one learning 

area, such as for reading, or for play.   

 

Extract 8.14 

“…but we all know that the classroom [here] in Brunei is you know you do what you can 

with the space that you have.” (Lines 119-121)  



 

138 

 

 

 Theme 2 has described the school-related factors that impact on schools’ ability to 

support children’s communication, as illustrated by the sub-themes of classroom sharing, 

classroom size and budget issues.  The challenges schools faced mainly centred around the 

school’s budget, which impacted on the availability of physical space of schools and 

classrooms, resources and facilities.  However, factors that facilitate schools to create a 

communication supporting environment were identified as the importance of collaboration 

among all those involved in the sharing of classrooms, and on the classrooms’ organisation 

and maintenance.  Collaboration among teachers was also recognised to contribute to 

teachers’ motivation, and a solution in overcoming school’s budget issues, particularly with 

regard to teaching resources and storage facilities.  

 8.3.3 Theme 3: The impact of local and cultural factors in Brunei primary schools 

 This theme discusses participants’ perceptions of factors specific to the Brunei 

culture as illustrated by the sub-themes of praising listening skills, and music as a subject. 

8.3.3.1 The use of praising by teachers 

This sub-theme discusses the common practice of praising used by teachers in 

primary schools.  This includes teachers only praising when children are quiet or when they 

answer correctly in class.  The participants also highlighted teachers were not used to the 

concept of explicitly praising children’s listening, and tend to assume that by being quiet 

children were automatically listening to the teacher, as illustrated by Extract 8.15.  

 
Extract 8.15 

“[For example] let’s say inside the classroom, [we are used to] the students [when they are quiet, oh 

good they are listening to the teacher] but we don’t know whether [they understand or not], yeah.” 

(Lines 141-143) 

 

 This participant agreed teachers in Brunei tend to only praise children for being 

quiet.  However she also acknowledged that it did not mean children were listening and 

have understood the teacher.  This reflects the participant’s awareness of the need to 

explore this issue further, particularly in developing more effective ways of interacting with 

children.  

8.3.3.2 Music as a curriculum subject 

All four participants explained why most of the classrooms observed did not have 

musical instruments available (an item in the environment dimension of the CsC 
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Observation Tool).  In government schools, music is not listed as a subject due to a recent 

change to the curriculum.  Another reason for this was the focus placed on other subjects 

viewed to be more culturally, and religiously appropriate such as the subjects of Malay 

Islam Monarchy, and the Islamic Religious Knowledge.  However, the participants also 

reported in lower primary classes English was often taught by an expatriate teacher, and in 

such cases, music was still part of classroom practice.    

  

 Theme 3 discussed the factors specific to the local and cultural context of primary 

schools in Brunei, as identified by the sub-themes of praising children’s listening skills and 

music as a subject.  These factors were recognised to impact on the extent schools are able 

to create communication supporting classrooms.  

 8.3.4 Theme 4: Factors relating to the CsC Observation Tool 

This theme discusses the participants’ experience on implementing the CsC 

Observation Tool during intervention.  The sub-themes of the procedures and the resultant 

outcomes illustrate this in more detail.  

8.3.4.1 Administration and scoring procedures of the CsC Observation Tool 

The sub-theme of procedural factors included the administration and scoring of the 

CsC Observation Tool.  The requirement to keep referring back to the guidelines, and 

struggling to find a balance between simultaneously focusing on the lesson, and scoring 

were reported by three of the participants.  This was especially salient at the start of the 

intervention phase, and after the gap between the second and the third observation.  For 

the Language Learning Interaction dimension, all participants reported they were unsure as 

to whether they were scoring the observations correctly.  Participants were therefore still 

unfamiliar with the CsC Observation Tool, and needed further training and practise in 

implementing it.  However, as explained in 5.10.1.2 (page 83), the researcher did suggest 

participants practised using the CsC Observation Tool prior to the intervention phase, but 

the challenge faced by the participants was time (see Theme 1). 

8.3.4.2 Outcomes for current practices and areas for improvement 

This sub-theme described the outcomes from the implementation of the CsC 

Observation Tool informing on: 1) current practices and 2) identifying areas for 

improvement.  The current practices highlighted by the participants included informing on 

teacher’s current classroom practice in supporting children’s communication.  An example 

is presented in Extract 8.16 where a participant reported this was conducted by cross-

referencing the observations with items in the CsC Observation Tool.   
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Extract 8.16:   

“Guidelines for you to identify, ok, oh she’s doing things that’s on the checklist, that so you 

know that he or she is actually ok he or she is trying to support the communication going 

on in the classroom.” (Lines 547-550) 

 

Moreover, the CsC Observation Tool also informed on the expectations of classroom 

practice in supporting children’s communication, and highlights the importance for 

teachers to know the different teaching strategies in supporting these skills, as illustrated in 

Extract 8.17.  

 

Extract 8.17: 

Because by looking at this tool, we know what’s going on in the classroom. [Like], we know 

what to expect, or not to expect. But especially what to expect. Because um by looking at 

this tool, [for example] if we observe the lesson, we know [like], how to [what do you call it], 

sort of label in our head…[like] whatever is happening in the classroom we know, this is 

actually this, this is actually that. Because…if we are not exposed to this, we don’t really 

know…what the teacher is doing, [like] oh she’s just talking to the student, but we won’t 

know that it is actually um confirming, or imitating, commenting, extending, yeah.” (Lines 

535-544) 

 

The participants also reported the positive outcomes on children when teachers practised 

the skills they selected as intervention targets.  These skills included praising listening and 

non-verbal skills, modelling, giving children a choice of activities, and small group activities, 

which resulted in more interaction and participation among the children and with teachers.  

Extract 8.18 and Extract 8.19 illustrates the impact of choice and praising on the amount of 

interaction and behaviour of children.     

 

Extract 8.18: 

“Giving choices. [If]… the teacher [says] “Ok students we do this,” [they will tend to just follow 

right?... during the observations…the teacher [said] “Ok students which one do you want to 

do? This one or this one?”…So the students [would be like… “This one or this one teacher.”] 

So…there is more interaction because the teacher [will then ask…”Ok who wants this raise up 

your hands,”] and then yeah…more interaction between teachers and students.” (Lines 

401- 409)  
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Extract 8.19: 

...when the teacher praised the students…“Wah see [the teacher praised me because I was quiet, 

because I listened to her.”] So even when she did that in several lessons…the students kept on 

[saying, “I need to be quiet so that the teacher will praise me”]. Even the friends [did the same, as they 

also want the attention].” (Lines 349 – 354)   

 

Additionally, a participant reported the head master of her school was interested in sharing 

the positive outcomes of the intervention as a part of teacher development.   

 The CsC Observation Tool also informed on areas for improvement on teachers’ 

practice to support children’s communication skills.  Examples include class activities, 

teachers’ interaction skills and classroom organisation, such as shown in Extract 8.20 where 

a participant acknowledges the impact of group activities on children’s communication.  

 

Extract 8.20: 

“In my case the small group activities was not done...I think if [there were] small group 

work…then it will be better…we will see a difference in the communication bit.” (Lines 

370-373)  

 

The CsC Observation Tool also informed on the teaching resources required by teachers in 

the classroom, as shown in Extract 8.21, which reinforces the issues of school budgets in 

Theme 2.  Moreover it highlights the need to educate teachers on the practices to facilitate 

children’s communication.  This is illustrated in Extract 8.22 where a participant was 

unaware of the impact of the classroom layout on children’s communication.   

 

Extract 8.21: 

“Yeah but it does help them to know what to provide to the classroom…[like] books 

anything like that…[the] admin…so they know [what is lacking and] they now what they need 

to give…Because they cannot expect teachers to [prepare all of that], then they know… how 

much teachers need to spend to prepare all this…” (Lines 878 – 884)   

 

Extract 8.22: 

“And since it was communication, I thought it would be involving a lot of talks…I didn’t 

expect that environment will also…yeah play a role…” (Lines 314 – 317) 
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8.3.4.3 The positive impact on children with speech, language and communication 

needs 

This sub-theme discusses the impact of the outcomes of the CsC Observation Tool 

for children with speech, language and communication needs (SLCN) in the intervention 

classes.  This was shared by three of the participants, and included teachers’ interaction and 

choice of activities during the lesson.  Examples are presented in Extract 8.23 and Extract 

8.24.  

 

Extract 8.23: 

 “Now uh in my case…[there is a] student with speech um speech difficulties…so [if it was a 

whole class activity] he was left out. [But] in the group activity [he will participate…] so yeah 

much better compared to a whole class.” (Lines 388-395) 

 

Extract 8.24: 

“But for me I think...it does help not only for students [who are], you know vocal, but it 

does also help students [who are quiet].  [The teacher not only focuses on those who are vocal, but also 

this quiet group] so that [they are willing to talk.]” (Lines 464-469)  

 

Overall, the participants reported children identified with SLCN benefitted and 

responded well to the changes teachers made to their teaching practice after the 

intervention period.  Three participants described how using more group based activities, 

which was not a common practice in the classrooms observed, resulted in more interaction 

and involvement of children who were usually left out due to their additional difficulties.   

 

 Theme 4 described factors relating to the CsC Observation Tool, illustrated by the 

sub-themes of procedural issues, and outcomes on teaching practice and for children with 

special needs.  Time was again identified as a factor that challenged participants in 

practicing the CsC Observation Tool.  Participants also identified the importance of 

informing teachers on the teaching practices and resources that develop children’s 

communication.  This was another challenge faced by schools.  However, positive 

outcomes on all children as a result of informing teachers on these practices were viewed to 

facilitate schools in supporting children’s communication.   

8.4 Addressing the Research Questions 

This section presents how the overall findings from the profiling and intervention 

phase address each research question. 
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 8.4.1 What factors facilitate a ‘communication supporting classroom’ in all i.e. 

MIS and non-MIS Brunei primary schools? 

There were six key factors identified to facilitate a communication supporting 

classroom environment in Brunei primary schools.  These are listed and described below:  

1. Class/school activities:  These were used to encourage and promote children’s 

communication.  Activities using different resources and languages, as well as providing 

children with real life experience to develop these skills further were viewed as positive.  

Examples highlighted included children engaging in role-play or drama involving 

different languages, and visits to places of interests within and outside of school.   

2. Communicating through technology:  This refers to teachers communicating with 

children through the use of technology.  This was a strategy highlighted, especially for 

children who were reluctant to interact in the classrooms.  This initiative enabled 

teachers to include all children in class and school activities.  

3. Classrooms sizes, resources and facilities in MIS buildings: Specialised SEN classrooms 

have an advantage over regular classrooms in the main school block, in providing 

children with a conducive environment for promoting their communication. 

Specifically, this referred to the availability of more space and teaching resources, with 

smaller classroom population.  

4. Current education initiative:  This initiative was viewed as the driving force leading to 

changes in the way children’s communication was supported in schools.  Teachers were 

now pushed to develop and promote children to communicate more as a result of the 

currently recommended teaching strategy.  Positive outcomes were observed in 

children’s communication due to this education initiative.   

5. Collaboration:  This referred to collaboration among teachers and children in three 

contexts: a) classroom sharing b) school budget issues and c) teaching practice.  The 

practice of collaboration was identified to facilitate in the organisation and maintenance 

of the classroom layout, teaching resources and storage facilities.  Additionally, 

collaboration among teachers including the administrative staff impacted on overcoming 

issues with the school’s budget such as in providing classrooms with the required 

teaching resources and storage facilities.  The practice of some schools that provide 

incentives to teachers also plays a part in encouraging them to organise and maintain 

their classroom that facilitates children’s communication.  The positive impact of 

collaboration on improving teaching practice was also identified as a facilitating factor.  

6. Teacher’s knowledge of supporting children’s communication: This referred to teachers 

knowing and understanding the factors involved in supporting children’s 



 

144 

 

communication in the classroom.  The impact this knowledge has on informing 

teaching practice and the required resources was discussed.  The findings highlighted the 

positive outcomes on children when teachers implemented the changes in their teaching 

practice, and the awareness of the role played by other factors such as the environment.   

 8.4.2 What are the challenges in creating such a classroom environment in Brunei 

schools?  

The findings from the focus groups highlighted 11 factors that challenged schools 

 in creating communication supporting classrooms.  These are presented below. 

1. The impact of technology: Although this was viewed as facilitating teachers to 

communicate and involve all children in class activities, it was also identified as a 

challenge.  This was the negative impact of modern technology on communication in 

general, resulting in words becoming shorter and people talking less to each other face 

to face.  

2. The fear of talking: An interesting issue perceived to be a challenge was the ‘fear of 

talking’ due to and in the absence of difficulties in children’s communication skills.  The 

participants discussed this may pose as a challenge for teachers in interacting with 

children and setting up classroom activities to facilitate children’s communication.  

3. Physical limitations of classrooms: The size of the classrooms in Brunei primary schools 

restricted teachers in setting up their classrooms to be more communication supportive, 

such as through the availability of learning areas and classroom displays.  This was also 

as a result of most classrooms having a high number of children resulting in less space 

available for teachers to organise the classroom layout.  

4. Restriction on class/school visits:  This was a result of mandatory regulations set by the 

Ministry of Education.  These were issues around insurance and written documents 

leading to extra costs for parents and workload for teachers.  

5. Change in the medium of instruction: This was highlighted especially for the change in 

the instructional language from Malay to English across pre-school to year one.  The 

change in languages was viewed to be ineffective particularly for subjects such as Maths 

and Phonics, as it caused confusion for both children and teachers.  

6. Impact of the current education initiative on children’s cultural/social values: Although 

the current education initiative has a positive impact on changing teachers’ practice in 

supporting children’s communication, it was viewed as negatively impacting on 

children’s cultural values.  It was observed that by promoting children’s communication 

skills, values highly regarded in the Brunei culture was neglected resulting in children 
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showing less respect to teachers.  This in turn has the potential to impact on teachers’ 

attitudes and mind set in supporting children’s communication in schools.   

7. Time constraints: Time was a factor that challenged teachers in setting up their 

classrooms to support children’s communication.  Specifically, the teachers’ busy 

schedule resulted in less time for them to practise skills, prepare teaching resources, and 

setting up classrooms to be more communication friendly.  

8. Classroom sharing: Issues with sharing of classrooms with different groups of teachers 

and children were highlighted.  A consequence of this was there was no sense of 

ownership felt by teachers due to not having the flexibility to organise the classrooms, 

such as display children’s work and storing teaching materials.   

9. Issues with school’s budget:  Restrictions on the school’s budget leads to limitations of 

teaching resources and storage facilities for all classrooms.  This was highlighted as a 

factor that challenged teachers in setting up communication supporting classrooms for 

children.  

10. Praising listening skills: Teachers’ interaction skills were considered to impact on how 

children’s communication was supported.  Explicitly praising children’s listening skills 

resulted in positive outcomes from children.  However, this was not a common practice 

for teachers indicating the need to address this issue. 

11. Parental involvement.  Parents were perceived to play a role in developing children’s 

communication skills.  This signified parents/guardians were viewed to be an essential 

factor in developing children’s communication and without their involvement this could 

slow down children’s overall development.   

8.5 Summary 

 This chapter detailed the findings from the profiling and intervention phase, and 

how these findings addressed the research questions.  Four focus groups involving 

SENCO, SENA MIS, SENA non-MIS and classroom teachers were conducted in the 

profiling phase, while the intervention phase involved a group of four SENA teachers who 

took part in the intervention.  The key themes and sub-themes identified by the groups 

included factors that involved the different forms, methods, and purpose of 

communication by teachers and children in school, the various teaching and classroom 

strategies, class and school activities that encourage children’s communication, factors 

relating to teachers, school and the CsC Observation Tool, and specific to the Brunei 

context.  

 Factors highlighted to facilitate schools in creating communication supporting 

classrooms involved the teaching practices and resources, knowledge and the physical 
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environment of classrooms in Brunei primary schools.  The factors that challenged schools 

in supporting children’s communication ranged from issues that were child, teacher and 

school related.  A discussion on how these findings impact on the overall study is 

presented in Chapter 9.   
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Chapter 9: Discussion on Communication Supporting Classrooms in 

the Brunei Context 

9.1 Introduction 

The current study examined to what extent children’s communication is supported 

in Brunei primary school classrooms. The design combined classroom observations and 

semi-structured focus groups in two phases: 1) the profiling phase and, 2) the intervention 

phase.  The profiling phase explored if children’s communication was supported against 

three dimensions of the Communication Supporting Classroom (CsC) Observation Tool 

(Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012): a) Language Learning Environment (LLE), b) 

Language Learning Opportunities (LLO), and c) Language Learning Interactions (LLI).  It 

also compared how children’s communication was supported in classrooms (n = 12) from 

two school categories, Model Inclusive Schools (MIS) (n = 3) and non-Model Inclusive 

schools (non-MIS) (n = 3).  The aim of the intervention phase was to involve Special 

Educational Needs Assistance (SENA) teachers (n = 5) in implementing and incorporating 

items from the CsC Observation Tool as intervention targets.  Changes in Intervention 

Classroom teachers’ (n = 5) use of communication supporting strategies were also 

examined through comparing the scores of the CsC Observation Tool before and after 

intervention, and in the progress made on selected intervention target items (a period of 

four months).  Focus groups were conducted in both phases (profiling phase, n = 4 

groups; intervention phase, n = 1 group) to identify what teachers perceived as facilitating 

or challenging factors for schools to create communication supporting classrooms.  

Information on teachers’ attitudes towards children with special needs and multidisciplinary 

collaboration was also obtained from these groups.     

The current study examined the use of the CsC Observation Tool, which was 

developed and piloted in the United Kingdom (UK), in Brunei.  The CsC Observation 

Tool was used as a training and intervention tool.  Although it has been recommended for 

use in this way, it had previously only been used in the UK to profile school practice rather 

than to inform target setting and measure change as an outcome measure (Dockrell et al., 

2015; Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 2012).  

9.2 Research Question 1: Is children’s communication supported in Brunei 

primary school classrooms? 

The results from the classroom observations in the profiling phase indicated 

children’s communication was supported in all participating classrooms (n = 12).  This 

support was mostly provided through the physical classroom environment such as labelling 
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learning areas, teaching resources and displaying children’s work.  There was less evidence 

of supporting communication via opportunities like shared reading and peer talk, or 

through features of interactions with teachers.  

 9.2.1 Supporting Children’s Communication in participating Brunei Primary 

School classrooms 

This study showed children’s communication was supported in all twelve Brunei 

primary classrooms across all settings.  In these classrooms, more emphasis was placed on 

structuring the children’s learning environment (such as defining and labelling specific 

learning areas, displaying children’s work, managing background noise, availability of books 

and toys, and effective transition times) to develop their communication.  In comparison, 

structured language learning interactions and opportunities were observed less frequently.  

In particular, limited structured language learning opportunities (such as small group work) 

were provided to children in these classrooms.  All classrooms (MIS, non-MIS and pre-

school, year one) scored highest in the LLE dimension.  This was followed by the LLI 

dimension, and scores for the LLO dimension were the lowest.   

This pattern across the three dimensions of the CSC tool was also found in 

Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) study, where classrooms scored highest in the LLE 

dimension and lowest in the LLO dimension.  Similarly, in Sigafoos et al.'s (1994) study, 

only a small percentage of classrooms they observed provided children with the 

opportunities for communication.  Although Sigafoos et al.'s (1994) findings were for 

children with developmental disabilities, it supports the need for teachers to modify their 

practices to allow for more communication opportunities within classrooms.  This 

challenge of modifying teachers’ practice in enhancing interaction and opportunities for 

developing children’s language is also supported by Dickinson and Caswell's (2007) study.  

Their study suggested teachers were more able to implement physical modifications to 

enhance children’s literacy compared to changing their interaction styles and providing 

more opportunities after a teacher training programme.   

Overall, the results of the above studies with the current study suggest physical 

modifications for a structured language learning environment, are comparatively easier for 

teachers to implement.  Modifying teacher practices especially in areas of enhancing 

children’s language is more challenging (Dickinson, 2011) and this may potentially impact 

on initiatives in creating communication friendly classrooms in Brunei primary schools. 
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9.3 Research Question 2: Are there differences between classrooms in MIS and 

non-MIS in supporting children’s communication? 

When observed using the CsC Observation Tool, there were no significant 

differences found between classrooms in MIS (n = 6) and non-MIS (n = 6) in supporting 

children’s communication.  However, results indicated children’s communication was 

supported more in pre-school classrooms (n = 6) than year one classrooms (n = 6).   

 9.3.1 Differences in pre-school and year one classrooms in supporting children’s 

communication  

Although the aim of this study was to examine how classrooms in MIS and non-

MIS supported children’s communication, analyses was also conducted to explore how 

participating pre-school and year one classrooms supported children’s communication.  All 

pre-school and year one classrooms scored more highly in providing children with 

structured learning environments than in delivering structured interactions, and lastly the 

frequency of opportunities to develop children’s communication.  This indicates teachers 

attempt to facilitate children’s communication mostly through the classroom environment.  

In these classrooms, there was less evidence of sufficient activities (small group work 

facilitated by an adult, interactive book reading, and opportunities to engage in structured 

conversations with teachers and peers) and ways of communicating to further develop 

children’s communication (teachers providing children with choices, modelling language 

children were not using yet, and praising children’s listening and non-verbal 

communication).  This finding again lends support to Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) 

and Sigafoos et al.'s (1994) study of which limited opportunities for children to 

communicate in classrooms were observed.  This result also suggests teachers found 

modifications to the physical classroom environment comparatively easier to implement 

than changing their interaction behaviours and teaching practice to facilitate children’s 

language, as indicated by previous studies (Dickinson, 2011; Dickinson & Caswell, 2007).   

Pre-school classrooms scored significantly higher than year one classrooms 

particularly in the LLE and LLO dimensions. This suggests structured learning 

environments and opportunities to develop children’s communication available in pre-

school classrooms were not given the same emphasis and were not sustained in year one 

classrooms.  This is similar to Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) findings, where 

classrooms for older children (year two) were found to score significantly lower than the 

reception classrooms (equivalent to pre-school classrooms in the current study), particularly 

for the LLE dimension.  This finding of reception classrooms providing children with 

structured learning environments significantly better than year two classrooms suggest 
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teachers place less emphasis on providing children with structured learning environments 

as children get older.  This is supported by the findings of the current study where 

classrooms of younger children provide a more structured language learning environment 

and have more opportunities available to facilitate children’s communication.  

There are several possible explanations to why pre-school classrooms scored higher 

in all three dimensions compared to year one classrooms.  One reason could be due to the 

class sizes.  With the exception of one pre-school class that had 21 students due to it being 

the only pre-school class in the school, the number of children in the participating pre-

school classrooms ranged from 11 to 15.  The year one classrooms in this study had a 

higher number of children, ranging from 15 to 20 children per class.  The classroom 

teacher was the only adult responsible in all the pre-school and year one classrooms in the 

sample.  As class-sizes of pre-school classrooms were comparatively smaller than year one, 

this could account for higher scores achieved in the dimensions of the CsC Observation 

Tool as teachers had fewer children to focus on.   

Differences in the higher and lower scores of pre-school and year one classrooms 

in the LLE dimension may also be accounted for by class sharing.  In Brunei primary 

schools, classrooms from year one upwards tend to be shared across different groups of 

children and teachers, and for different purposes as described in 8.3.2.1 (page 136).  As 

such, with the exception of pre-school classrooms, most of the classrooms are used for 

different purposes in the mornings and afternoons.  Year one classrooms were observed to 

share storage space and display areas limiting teachers’ flexibility to arrange the classrooms.  

This to some extent impacts on the obtained scores of year one classrooms in the LLE 

dimension of the CsC Observational Tool.   

Another reason for pre-school classrooms scoring higher than year one classrooms 

may be due to the organisational structure of the Ministry of Education (MoE).  In 3.3.2 

(page 46) a description of the MoE’s education strategy was provided where eight policy 

directions were identified as part of several initiatives to develop the Brunei population.  

This includes investing in early childhood education (Ministry of Education, 2012).  The 

Early Childhood Care and Education Unit (ECCE) within the MoE was set up in 2010 and 

is responsible for monitoring and guiding early childhood programmes in government and 

private primary schools across Brunei (Thien & Jalil, 2016).  This means pre-school 

classrooms are under a different administration, have a different curriculum, and allocated a 

separate budget for teaching aids and resources than the other primary level classrooms 

(years one to six).  This may explain why the pre-school classrooms scored higher than the 
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year one classrooms, particularly in providing children with structured language learning 

environments.   

9.4 Research Question 3: Is an intervention programme based around the CsC 

Observation Tool successful in increasing teachers’ use of communication 

supporting behaviours? 

To address this research question, changes in how children’s communication was 

supported after intervention was examined in three ways: 1) changes in the proportion 

scores for individual dimensions (LLE, LLO and LLI) across time points, 2) changes in the 

combined scores (sum of the proportion scores of individual dimensions) across time 

points, and 3) achievement of selected intervention targets by teachers.    

A repeated measures design of three time points was employed: Time point 1 (T1), 

Time point 2 (T2) and Time point 3 (T3).  Classroom observations for each Intervention (n 

= 5) and Control (n = 5) classrooms were conducted three times throughout the 

intervention period (four months).  The intervention involved improving Intervention 

Classroom teachers’ scores in a maximum of three selected items from the CsC 

Observation Tool.  These items were identified as absent during the classroom 

observations at T2, and selected by the teachers to focus for intervention.  A discussion to 

inform the teachers on what each selected target item entailed and an action plan on how 

to improve their practice of these items was conducted at T2.  This action plan involved an 

agreed schedule between both Intervention Classroom and SENA teachers of each 

participating school to practise implementing the selected target items over the period of 

four months.  Differences in observation scores between T1 and T2 were to measure 

stability, and between T2 and T3 reflected the intervention effect.  Changes in the overall 

scores of the CsC Observation Tool, and for each selected target item from T2 to T3 

indicated the effect of intervention.    

The findings showed as a result of intervention: 1) there was no significant change 

in how children’s communication was supported in individual dimensions as measured by 

the differences in scores across T2 and T3 using the CsC Observation Tool, 2) classroom 

practices to facilitate children’s communication significantly improved overall, once again 

measured by the differences in classroom observation scores between T2 and T3, and 3) 

teachers improved in relation to their identified targets: implementing appropriate signage 

of learning areas and materials, conducting small group work to facilitate communication 

with teachers and among peers, and using ways of interacting with children to develop their 

communication.   
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 9.4.1 Changes in supporting children’s communication after intervention  

The mean combined scores for Intervention Classrooms increased significantly 

from T2 (Median = 1.32) to T3 (Median = 1.67) indicating a positive effect of the 

intervention.  This suggests teachers in these classrooms improved in their classroom 

practices in providing children with a structured language environment, the different 

opportunities available, and interaction methods to facilitate children’s communication.  

Results also showed no significant change in the mean combined scores between T1 

(Median = 1.45) and T2 (Median = 1.32) reflecting the stability of the scores during the 

baseline measures for the Intervention Classrooms.  The Control Classrooms only showed 

a significant change between T1 (Median = 1.05) and T2 (Median = 1.04) and not between 

T2 (Median = 1.04) and T3 (Median = 1.18).  This indicated the scores were not stable 

between T1 and T2, possibly due to the teachers from these classrooms still adjusting to 

being observed, and not receiving any feedback between these two time points.  There was 

no significant change in scores between T2 and T3 as predicted due to these classrooms 

not receiving any form of intervention.   

Intervention Classroom teachers selected a maximum of three items from the CsC 

Observation Tool to focus on.  These target items were the lowest scores obtained at T2 

across the three dimensions, and also items teachers were willing to address for 

intervention.  At T2, these classrooms did not score in all of the selected intervention 

targets, indicating the absence of the behaviour in supporting children’s communication.  

The intervention targets selected included three items of the LLE dimension (labelling 

learning areas, displaying and labelling children’s work, and labelling learning resources and 

materials), one from the LLO dimension (small group work facilitated by an adult), and 

four from the LLI dimension (providing children with choices, modelling language not yet 

produced by children, praising children’s listening and non-verbal communication).   Out 

of all the target items, praising listening skills was the most frequent LLI item selected by 

four of the five Intervention Classrooms.  

Both the Intervention Classroom teachers and the SENA teachers of each school 

collaborated to achieve their specific intervention target and this was recorded through a 

working document as described in 5.10.1.2 (page 84).  This also marked the start of the 

intervention period.  The progress of each school in achieving these targets was monitored 

approximately two months after.  This was also to investigate if schools had any 

complications in working towards the targets.  Three schools managed to partially achieve 

on all of their target items.  One of these schools identified an issue where the SENA 

teacher was promoted and moved to another school a month after the start of the 
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intervention.  In spite of this, the SENA and the Intervention Classroom teacher managed 

to work around the problem by setting up a schedule where the SENA teacher returned to 

the school to assist.  Two Intervention Classrooms did not make any progress on one of 

their intervention targets.  These items comprised of small group and modelling language 

children were not using yet.  During the monitoring phase, the teachers reported this was 

due to them needing more clarification on what each skill entailed.  The researcher then 

addressed this during the monitoring meeting through examples.   

The final review took place approximately four months after the start of the 

intervention at T3, which also marked the end of the intervention.  Changes in scores of 

the selected intervention targets were compared to the scores at T2.  This was to measure if 

the target items were achieved as a result of the intervention.  Two schools achieved all of 

their target items and these comprised of items from all three dimensions.  The recorded 

scores included the appropriate labelling of learning areas, learning resources and materials 

(LLE dimension), praising children’s listening and non-verbal communication (LLI 

dimension), and small group work facilitated by an adult (LLO dimension).  This indicates 

teachers in these classrooms were now supporting children’s communication through the 

classroom’s physical arrangement, activities and improved in interacting with children.  The 

highest increase in scores was observed for the LLI items of praising children’s listening 

and non-verbal communication.  The change in scores ranged from 1 to the maximum 

score of 5 for praising children’s listening, and between 2 to 5 for non-verbal 

communication.  

Items recorded as being partially achieved were observed in two Intervention 

Classrooms and these comprised of displaying and labelling children’s work, and teachers 

providing children with choices.  Both of these classrooms were year one classes.  With 

regard to displaying and labelling children’s work, the teacher reported this was due to 

further improvement being needed in this area.  The second classroom partially achieved in 

providing children with choices.  The teacher explained this was because she felt children 

still required tasks selected by adults.  Although she gave children a choice of activities 

twice during the observed lesson, she admitted to already having expectations of which 

activities she wanted children to select.  This could be due to teachers not fully 

understanding what this skill entails suggesting the importance of knowledge and further 

training in this area.  Two Intervention Classrooms reported target items as both partially 

achieved and achieved.  These items were both from the LLI dimension and once again 

involved providing children with choices and modelling language children were not yet 

producing.  In providing children with choices, the teacher reasoned this was due to 
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children still requiring teacher-directed tasks, similar to the opinion of the other teacher 

who partially achieved this target item.  The other Intervention Classroom teacher 

explained she was still not confident in modelling language children were not yet producing 

and believed more practise was needed.  This indicates teachers recognised the need for 

further information and training especially in interaction skills to facilitate children’s 

language.   

The most frequently selected intervention target items involved teachers’ 

interaction skills.  These items were identified at T2 suggesting children were not provided 

with specific teacher interaction behaviours to develop their communication.  Teachers’ 

interaction with children is recognised as an important component of developing children’s 

communication and in creating communication supporting classrooms.  Previous studies 

on modifying teachers’ interaction with children aimed to develop these skills.  Training 

teachers in modifying their interaction skills resulted in teachers becoming more responsive 

to children’s interaction, and implemented strategies to stimulate interaction among 

children (Girolametto et al., 2003).  McDonald et al. (2015) also found teachers significantly 

increased their use of communication-facilitating strategies as a result of intervention on 

modifying teachers’ interaction.   

The current study also revealed items partially achieved after the intervention 

period consisted mostly of items from the LLI dimension.  This suggests modifying 

teachers’ interaction behaviours was more challenging compared to the other intervention 

target items.  These findings lend support to Dickinson and Caswell's  (2007) study where 

the outcomes of a teacher intervention programme indicated teachers found physical 

modifications easier to implement than changing interaction behaviours, particularly in 

literacy-related practices.  Additionally modifying teachers’ interaction skills with children 

particularly in the area of early language growth, was a challenge identified by Dickinson 

(2011).  Pence et al. (2008) also found teachers required more practise in implementing 

interactional stimulating strategies to enrich pre-school children’s language.   

Teachers’ practice of praising children’s listening and non-verbal communication 

resulted in the highest increase in scores post intervention.  This suggests teachers were 

more aware of this skill and appeared to implement it frequently compared to the other 

target items.  This finding supports Crosskey and Vance's (2011) study where an outcome 

of training teachers to support children’s listening resulted in teachers implementing more 

focused listening strategies during teaching.  Explicitly praising children’s listening appeared 

not to be a common practice by teachers involved in the intervention.  This was evident 

from the classroom observations resulting in four of the five Intervention Classroom 
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teachers selecting this skill for intervention.  Feedback from the teachers also suggested 

children were praised if they were quiet.  Teachers interpret being quiet as children listening 

and paying attention.  This could be accounted for by the traditional perspective of 

associating silent classrooms with children listening and being productive (Cullinan, 1993).   

Another interaction item highlighted for improvement was teachers providing 

children with choices.  Feedback from teachers indicated difficulties on their part to allow 

children to have control of the classroom activities.  This suggests teachers were still not 

confident in implementing this practice most probably as a result of not fully 

understanding this skill.  To some extent it also reflects the culture of Brunei classrooms 

where teachers are viewed as being more knowledgeable, and more focused on traditional 

and exam-oriented methods of teaching, as indicated by Dhindsa's (2008) study.  Although 

Dhindsa (2008) examined a much older group, similar patterns were also observed in the 

primary classrooms, particularly year one and year two as teachers appeared to be more 

focused on getting through the curriculum according to schedule.  This may also account 

for the degree of teacher-dependency in classrooms, as teachers appeared to be in control 

of class activities in the majority of lessons.  However, as Dhindsa's (2008)  study indicated, 

this tends to decrease as children progressed further in their education.    

In addition to teachers’ interaction skills, the CsC Observation Tool also identified 

physical modifications of the classrooms as missing at T2.  This included labelling learning 

areas, learning resources and materials, and displaying and labelling children’s work.  In 

9.3.1 (page 150) the issue of classroom sharing was described particularly for classrooms 

from year one and above.  Classrooms were used by different groups of children and 

teachers or for religious schools and adult classes (Kementerian Hal Ehwal Ugama, 2009; 

Ministry of Education, 2015).  This could account for the difficulties some teachers had in 

arranging their classrooms including signage and displays.  However, this was mostly 

observed in the older classrooms (years one and two), as pre-school classrooms are under a 

separate management, as discussed in 9.3.1 (page 150), and were not involved in classroom 

sharing.  The physical arrangement of classrooms to support children’s communication is 

an essential aspect in creating communication friendly classrooms (Justice, 2004).  This 

includes children’s access to materials and displays that interest children and encourage 

them to interact with their surroundings (Duncanson et al., 2009; Kalmar, 2008; 

McCormick, 2003c).  In order for classrooms to be communication friendly, visual 

materials should be readily available to support children’s learning (Alper & McGregor, 

2015).  In the current study, this feature appeared to require further development especially 

in classrooms of older children.  This suggests the emphasis placed on labelling learning 
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areas, resources and materials, and displaying children’s work was not maintained in year 

one.  Once again this supports Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) findings where the 

provision of structured language learning environments reduced significantly in year two 

classrooms compared to reception.   

 9.4.2 The CsC Observation Tool as a teacher training and intervention tool  

This study explored the potential use of the CsC Observation Tool as part of a 

training and intervention programme to guide teachers in creating communication friendly 

classrooms, as recommended by Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al. (2012).  In the current study, 

the intervention involved teachers selecting a maximum of three target items from the CsC 

Observation Tool, which were identified as absent at the start of the intervention period.  

Progress to achieving these target items were conducted based on an agreed action plan 

between the Intervention Classroom and SENA teachers in each of the primary schools 

involved (n = 5).  Changes in the overall scores obtained using the CsC Observation Tool 

and the scores for each target items after the intervention period (four months) indicated 

the effect of intervention on teachers’ practice in supporting children’s communication.   

The findings suggested the CsC Observation Tool was able to measure existing 

classroom practices and enabled teachers to discover gaps in supporting children’s 

communication in participating Brunei primary classrooms.  By identifying specific skills to 

focus on during intervention, the CsC Observation Tool facilitated teachers to understand 

and learn more about communication supporting strategies.  It also allowed teachers to 

examine modifications to their classroom practice through changes in the scores in the CsC 

Observation Tool after the intervention period.   

Four advantages of incorporating the CsC Observation Tool as part of teacher 

training and intervention to facilitate children’s communication in Brunei primary schools 

were identified.  These include:  

 Identifying classrooms practices not observed at T2.  This provided teachers with 

evidence and allowed them to reflect on why these practices were not implemented 

during the observation, or in their classroom practice in general.   

 Changes in scores obtained after intervention.  This reflected teachers’ improvement 

in the specific areas and demonstrated to teachers the modifications to their 

classroom practice for supporting children’s communication.   

 Highlighted the need for further knowledge and training in specific areas to facilitate 

children’s communication within classrooms.  The importance of teachers being 

informed and trained especially in areas of children’s speech and language 

development, is essential as it impacts on modifying teachers’ practice to facilitate 
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children’s communication (Bain et al., 2015; Letts & Hall, 2003).  Ensuring Brunei 

teachers have the knowledge and are trained to support children’s learning was also 

identified by Hamdan (2006) especially for children with  special educational needs 

(SEN).  The findings of this study indicated the need for teachers to be equipped 

with the knowledge and understanding of communication supporting strategies to 

facilitate children’s communication.  These strategies should involve teachers’ 

interaction skills identified in this study, including praising children’s listening skills, 

non-verbal communication, providing children with choices, and teachers modelling 

language that children are not yet producing.   

 Enhanced collaborative practice between classroom and SENA teachers.  This was 

due to the nature of the intervention where both groups of teachers were responsible 

for achieving the intervention targets.  Although changes in classroom practice were 

measured through classroom teachers’ obtained scores on the CsC Observation 

Tool, an agreed action plan was set up prior to the intervention.  This was described 

in 5.10.1.2 (page 83) and involved a written document listing the responsibilities of 

both classroom and intervention teachers, and a schedule for practicing and 

implementing the selected items.  This collaboration may have also impacted on the 

study’s outcomes.  Collaboration between SENA teachers and regular classroom 

teachers was investigated by Taha et al. (2004).  The outcomes of their study 

identified both groups of teachers agreed on collaborating to identify children with 

SEN, but conflicted on collaborating for other purposes.  In Taha et al.'s (2004)   

study, SENA teachers were more in favour of collaborating for assessment 

modifications and the development and implementation of children’s individualised 

learning programmes than classroom teachers.  This suggests classroom teachers 

perceived the educational needs of children with SEN was mainly the responsibility 

of the SENA teachers.  However, Bradshaw's (2005) study indicated regular 

classroom teachers were generally positive about collaborating with others, including 

SENA teachers to support the learning needs of children with SEN in Brunei 

schools. Collaborating to devise strategies to support children with SLCN was also a 

finding from Mroz and Letts's (2008) study, especially for early years practitioners.  

These studies support the importance of collaborative practices between regular 

classroom teachers and SENA teachers.  This practice was facilitated in the current 

study through the shared responsibility of achieving intervention target items based 

on items in the CsC Observation Tool.   
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9.5 Research Question 4: What factors facilitate a ‘communication supporting 

classroom’ in all i.e. MIS and non-MIS Brunei primary schools? 

The focus groups in the profiling and intervention phases address the same 

research question, which is to identify facilitating factors in creating communication 

supporting classrooms in Brunei primary schools.  Teachers’ perspectives on facilitating 

and challenging factors were explored through: 1) four focus groups of different sub 

groups of teachers in the profiling phase (SENA MIS, SENA non-MIS, Special 

Educational Needs Coordinators, and regular classroom teachers), and 2) a focus group of 

SENA teachers involved in implementing the intervention during the intervention phase.  

These findings are combined in answering this research question.  Six factors were 

identified to facilitate communication supporting classrooms in Brunei primary schools 

including the types of teaching activities and strategies impacting on schools’ capacities to 

develop children’s communication, factors specific to the Brunei context involving physical 

aspects of school environment and facilities, and the education curriculum.     

 9.5.1 Class and school activities  

A key factor perceived to contribute to a communication supporting classroom 

environment involved arranging class and school activities.  These activities involved the 

use of different resources and language, and provide children with real life experience such 

as engaging in role play, drama, and visits to places of interest within and outside of 

schools.  Class activities included trips to the library or to other specific rooms within the 

schools, such as the resource or computer rooms.  School activities referred to visits to 

external sites, or opportunities for invited speakers from a range of professions to present 

in schools.  This finding emphasises the importance of exposing children to a range of 

activities to enrich their communication experience.  Providing children with such 

opportunities has been shown to benefit children’s communicative development (Auten, 

1985; Dickinson, Hofer, Barnes, & Grifenhagen, 2014).  Children are more likely to learn 

new words, and are motivated to interact with others on topics based on shared 

experiences where they are actively involved (Auten, 1985; Bain et al., 2015; Gross, 2013; 

Justice, 2004).  Goswami and Bryant (2010) also emphasised the importance of providing 

children with diverse experiences to enhance their learning.  Activities implemented in 

Brunei schools suggest children were currently provided with a range of language enriching 

experiences within and outside of their classrooms.  For example role playing was found by 

Smith and Dickinson (1994) to positively facilitate the classroom language environment.  

Visits to different places of interests, and allowing children to interact with people from 

various professional backgrounds, also provide them with a rich and stimulating language 



 

159 

 

experience resulting in effective communication among children (Gross, 2013; Kalmar, 

2008; Roskos & Neuman, 2001).  However, to ensure children achieve the desired 

communication targets as a result of this experience, teachers play an important role in 

guiding children’s language (Auten, 1985; McCormick, 2003c).    

 9.5.2 Communicating through technology 

The second facilitating factor in creating communication supporting classrooms in 

Brunei schools was the practice of teachers communicating with children through 

technology, including emails and text messages.  This initiative suggested teachers’ were 

aware of the complex nature of communication and attempted to include all children with 

diverse communicative abilities.  This was reported to be a common practice teachers 

tended to use with older children (secondary schools), or those in primary schools who 

were able to operate such devices.  The strategy of communicating through technology was 

different to specialist assistive devices used to aid children with special needs in their daily 

life.  Communicating through technology was used in circumstances where teachers were 

aware children were reluctant to speak in class including asking questions.  Shahrill and 

Clarke's (2014) study observed similar behaviours in their examination of children’s 

behaviour during Mathematics lesson at the secondary level.  They found children 

comparatively asked more questions to teachers individually than during the lesson.  In the 

current study, teachers also informed children about specific tasks and homework through 

the use of technology.  This enabled teachers to include and communicate with all children, 

and this appeared to result in positive responses.  Through the use of technology, children 

were provided with a purpose and a means to interact not only with their peers but with 

other relevant individuals (Gross, 2013; National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, 

2007).  Therefore, in the context of Brunei schools, children were provided with an 

alternative means of communication with their peers and teachers that served a functional 

purpose.  

 9.5.3 Classroom sizes, resources and facilities in MIS buildings 

Classrooms in MIS buildings (specialised SEN classrooms) have an advantage in 

providing children with a communication supporting environment compared to classrooms 

which are not within the MIS building itself, and also in non-MIS (regular classrooms).  

This was identified by the group of participants who worked in MIS buildings (SENA 

teachers from MIS), and based this on their actual experience.  Specialised SEN classrooms 

have the space and necessary resources enabling teachers to arrange the classrooms to be 

conducive for children’s learning, compared to regular classrooms.  To recap, MIS are 
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additional blocks built within the existing school compound.  This meant although it is part 

of the school, it is a separate building connected to the main school usually by a walkway.  

To date, there are only five primary MIS since its inception in 2008, as a response of the 

Ministry of Education to provide better services for children with SEN (Ministry of 

Education, 2008b; Special Education Unit, 2016a; UNESCO, 2009).  These MIS buildings 

comprise of several classrooms specially equipped with facilities and resources to assist in 

teaching children with SEN.  Therefore, specialised SEN classrooms have special funding 

for teaching resources, have better facilities, and are mainly used for teaching children with 

SEN.  

Various studies have reported the importance of the physical layout of the 

environment as a factor to support children’s communication development.  This includes 

the organisation of the environment, how the furniture is arranged, how much physical 

space is available, access to resources, as well as the quality of the resources in motivating 

children to communicate (Adelman & Walker, 1974; Duncanson et al., 2009; Gross, 2013; 

Jarman, 2008; Justice, 2004; McCormick, 2003c; Sommer, 1977).  Having well equipped 

classrooms and access to teaching resources also contributed to the attractiveness of the 

teaching profession in the Brunei context, as examined by Yong (1994).  This was viewed 

to provide a more favourable teaching and learning environment for teachers and children, 

especially in primary schools.  Providing children with a structured language learning 

environment also facilitates children’s communication within classrooms as suggested by 

Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al. (2012).  The findings of the current study suggest specialised 

SEN classrooms in MIS buildings were better equipped with the necessary facilities and 

resources for a communication supporting environment.  However in this context it 

appears to be constrained to children with SEN and not accessible to a wider group of 

children and teachers.  

 9.5.4 The current education initiative 

The fourth facilitating factor is the current education initiative of the Brunei 

education system.  Reforms to the current initiative geared towards being more ‘student-

centred’ (Ministry of Education, 2008b, 2013) and viewed as the driving force in changing 

how children’s communication is supported in schools.  As described in 3.11 (page 60), an 

essential learning domain of this reformed curriculum is the emphasis on children’s 

communication skills, including listening, speaking, reading and writing (Ministry of 

Education, 2013).  This was reflected in the participants’ feedback as they reported children 

were encouraged to communicate more, and provided with opportunities to assume the 

communication lead role within classrooms.  Gross (2013) discussed this in the context of 
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schools providing children with a ‘real reason to use talk, for a range of purposes’ (p.53), 

where some schools in the UK follow the principle of teachers talking less, and children 

doing more of the talking.  This emphasis on children’s communication skills in the Brunei 

education system, suggests positive outcomes for schools to support children’s 

communication.  Moreover, children’s communication skills were also part of the school 

assessment procedure including measures of children’s literacy.  This is similar to the UK 

context where Alexander (2001, 2008b) described schools as placing emphasis on 

classroom talk primarily for children to socialise and gain competence in literacy.   

 9.5.5 Collaboration in the Brunei context 

Collaborative practices in Brunei schools were identified as facilitating 

communication supporting classrooms in three contexts: a) classroom sharing b) issues 

with school budget, and c) teaching practice.  This was mainly for the maintenance of the 

classroom layout, teaching resources and storage facilities, and positively impacting on 

teaching practice.   

9.5.5.1 Classroom sharing 

Classroom sharing involved sharing of physical space, furniture and storage 

facilities by different groups of children and teachers across a range of year levels and 

subjects (discussed in 8.3.2.1, page 136).  It also includes sharing of classrooms for different 

educational purposes, such as for religious schools and adult academic or living skills.  

Issues with classroom sharing are discussed in the following challenges section.  The 

importance of collaboration between teachers and children, and other individuals involved 

in the sharing of the classrooms was recognised as essential to maintaining the classroom 

environment and resources.  This was especially for the physical arrangement of 

classrooms, display of children’s work, and the storing of teaching resources within the 

classrooms.  However this would only work providing there was cooperation and 

understanding among all those involved.  Therefore collaboration among the teachers and 

children in the classroom sharing practice is essential to enable Brunei classrooms to 

become communication friendly.  

9.5.5.2 School budget issues 

Issues with the school budget included limited supply of teaching resources and 

storage facilities due to school budget cuts (presented in 8.3.2.2, page 136). However, 

collaboration among teachers and incentives provided by some schools resulted in 

overcoming these issues.  Teachers spent their own money either individually or 

collectively towards purchasing teaching and storage resources to facilitate communication 
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supporting classrooms.  Examples included books, toys, display items and storage units.  In 

some schools, a practice to encourage teachers to organise and maintain the physical 

classroom environment was implemented through incentives.  This included reimbursing 

teachers for the money spent on these resources and through competitions where prizes 

would involve money towards these resources or actual resources.  The collaborative effort 

involved in these practices appeared to positively impact on teachers’ motivation in 

providing children with structured language learning classroom environments.  This finding 

emphasises the importance of having well-equipped classrooms as providing favourable 

teaching and learning environments, in addition to attracting Brunei teachers to the 

teaching profession (Yong, 1994).  Hamdan's (2006) study also indicated teachers were 

aware many of Brunei classrooms required adaptations to the physical layout particularly to 

support the learning of children with SEN.  This suggests teachers generally recognised the 

importance of collaborating to overcome material limitations in supporting the learning of 

all children in Brunei primary classrooms.  Having limited access to teaching resources was 

also identified by Marshall et al. (2002) as a barrier to the inclusion of children with speech 

and language difficulties.  

9.5.5.3 Teaching practice 

Collaboration among teachers also appeared to impact positively on their teaching 

practice.  This involved collaboration between Intervention Classroom teachers and SENA 

teachers in working towards the intervention targets.  Both groups of teachers were 

involved in obtaining the knowledge and skills in communication supporting strategies.  

Additionally there was a shared sense of responsibility in the preparation of resources 

required for teaching and in classroom organisations to facilitate children’s communication.  

Feedback from teachers indicated encouraging improvements to teachers’ classroom 

practices in supporting children’s communication.  This may be a result of teachers being 

clear about the intervention aims and the shared responsibilities between SENA and 

Intervention Classroom teachers to achieve these targets.   

In the current study, collaboration between Intervention Classroom and SENA 

teachers to achieve the intervention targets enabled knowledge to be obtained, shared and 

practised according to a schedule.  This may have impacted on teachers’ increased use of 

the target behaviours during the final classroom observation suggesting the effectiveness of 

the intervention method.  Teacher-training programmes are more effective if implemented 

through repetition and practice, resulting in teachers increased application in their teaching 

(McDonald et al., 2015).  This systematic and practical form of training was stressed by 

Dockrell and Lindsay (2001) as essential to ensuring teachers are equipped with the skills 
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and are adequately informed to meet children’s educational needs.  Findings from Wilson 

et al.'s (2015) and Glover et al.'s (2015) study suggested teachers were aware of the 

importance of collaboration, particularly with speech and language therapists (SLTs), in 

acquiring knowledge and teaching strategies to support the learning of children with 

speech, language and communication needs (SLCN).  In the Brunei context, there were 

also positive views on collaboration between classroom and SENA teachers, especially in 

the appropriate educational provisions for children with SEN in Brunei classrooms 

(Bradshaw, 2005; Hamdan, 2006; Taha et al., 2004).   

 9.5.6 Teachers’ knowledge of supporting children’s communication  

The importance for teachers to be informed about and have knowledge of 

classroom practices to develop children’s communication was another facilitator in creating 

communication supporting Brunei classrooms. A positive result of constructing 

intervention targets from the CsC Observation Tool was the identification of teaching 

behaviours absent during the observations.  Teachers were able to isolate these behaviours 

to focus on for the intervention, and learn how to implement the skills to facilitate 

children’s communication.  During this process, the participants acknowledged the CsC 

Observation Tool informed them of the classroom practices involved in creating 

communication supporting classrooms.  The CsC Observation Tool also emphasised the 

significance for teachers to be aware of the different teaching strategies and have access to 

resources to facilitate children’s communication.  As a result of teachers’ increased 

understanding and knowledge of communication supporting strategies, they were able to 

modify their teaching practices to develop children’s communication within the 

participating classrooms.  This finding lends support to previous studies examining the 

importance of teachers to know and understand communication supporting strategies, and 

in addressing the need for teachers to be informed and trained in this area (Bain et al., 

2015; Glover et al., 2015; McDonald et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2015).  Moreover  Dockrell 

and Lindsay (2001) emphasised the need for teachers to understand the nature of children’s 

learning difficulties, and be systematically trained to appropriately address their educational 

needs.   

Positive responses from all children were observed as a result of teachers’ increased 

use of praising children’s listening and non-verbal behaviour, modelling, providing choices, 

and opportunities for small group activities.  These included increased children’s 

interaction and participation among their peers and with teachers.  Teachers also observed 

encouraging responses from children categorised with SLCN in their classrooms.  Children 

with SLCN were usually left out and had difficulties participating as class activities tended 
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to be individually based.  This suggests teachers may not have the knowledge and skills of 

strategies to include children with SLCN in class activities.  This lack of knowledge and 

skills may have also negatively impacted on teacher’s attitudes and perception towards 

children with SLCN, such as observed in Marshall et al.'s (2002) and Forlin's (2001) study.  

Both of these studies indicated insufficient teacher training and knowledge as barriers to 

providing appropriate educational provisions for children with diverse learning abilities 

(Forlin, 2001; Marshall et al., 2002).  However, a result of teachers conducting more 

grouped-based activities, children with SLCN became more involved and interacted with 

other children during these activities.  This finding highlights the benefits of small group 

activities for children as they are more likely to participate and communicate with their 

peers, as observed in this study (Cullinan, 1993).  Dickinson and Porche (2011) also 

highlighted the significance of group-based activities in fostering children’s language 

learning particularly in pre-school settings.  Teachers reported children were more 

responsive when their listening and non-verbal behaviour were praised.  This resulted in a 

more interactive classroom environment, supporting Crosskey and Vance's (2011) finding 

of  improvements to children’s language environment resulting from a teacher training on 

strategies to support children’s listening.    

In this study, equipping teachers with the knowledge and skills to develop 

children’s communication during intervention resulted in encouraging outcomes in creating 

communication supporting classrooms in Brunei schools.   

9.6 Research Question 5: What factors are challenges in creating such a 

classroom environment in Brunei schools?  

Information from the focus groups identified 11 factors perceived as challenges in 

creating communication supporting classrooms in Brunei primary schools.  These were: 

issues with school and classroom practices, teaching strategies, material and human 

resources, teacher and children related factors, physical environment and issues specific to 

the Brunei educational system.   

 9.6.1 The impact of technology 

As was previously discussed in 9.5.2 (page 159), the use of technology can be 

beneficial in supporting children’s communication (Gross, 2013; National Council for 

Curriculum and Assessment, 2007).   In the context of Brunei schools, this specifically 

referred to teachers communicating with children through email or text messages due to 

some children’s reluctance to speak up in class.  Additionally, teachers also use this method 

to inform children regarding school tasks and homework.  Two disadvantages to using this 
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communication practice were highlighted.  The first disadvantage was the potential of an 

inappropriate influx of text messages from children to teachers.  This could likely result in 

overstepping of barriers, where children may not be clear on what constitutes appropriate 

content and frequency of directing text messages to teachers.  Secondly, the negative 

impact on communicating in person for both children and teachers.  This refers to 

individuals talking face-to-face with each other, and sentences and words (especially in 

written form) are more likely to become shorter and abbreviated, resulting in ‘electronic 

language’.  Several studies have examined the concept of ‘electronic language’ of which the 

underlying principle is the emergence of ‘new’ forms of words and structures due to certain 

limitations of constructing sentences on a mobile phone (Hassan & Hashim, 2009; Marzuki 

& Walter, 2013).  These include limitations due to screen size and the number of characters 

allowed in a single text message.  Additionally, Hassan and Hashim (2009) also discussed 

how certain abbreviations or short forms of words serve a social purpose to identify with a 

particular group albeit electronically.  

 9.6.2 The fear of talking in classrooms 

Another challenge in creating communication supporting Brunei classrooms was 

the fear of talking experienced by some children.  Two reasons were identified as the cause 

for this fear:  1) due to limited communication skills, and 2) children afraid to speak up in 

class.  For children with communication difficulties, their reluctance to talk may be due to 

their lack of ability to communicate as a result of their limitations (Martin & Miller, 2003; 

McCormick & Loeb, 2003; Thompson, 2003).  Children who were simply ‘afraid to speak 

up in class’ may be due to their individual personal and cultural factors.  They may have 

had a negative previous experience of speaking up in class, and this resulted in their 

unwillingness or fear to talk during the lesson (Lindsay et al., 2010; Martin, 2000).  Another 

explanation could be due to cultural norms where speaking up is not a common practice 

(Bunce, 2003).  Especially in the Brunei culture, showing respect to elders is a highly 

regarded value in an individual, according to the local customs (Kwintessential, 2014; The 

Government of Brunei Darussalam, 2015).  Children may be afraid to respond in class 

because they were not accustomed to it, depending on the upbringing of the individual 

child.  Moreover, children may also be reluctant to express their own opinions due to the 

educational culture of Brunei classrooms where teachers are traditionally viewed as being 

more knowledgeable.  Evidence to support this comes from Dhindsa's (2008) study 

indicating children tend to be more vocal the more proficient they are in the English 

language, and the higher their education level.   Factors relating to children’s and teachers’ 
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characteristics, support from classmates and classroom sizes may also impact on children’s 

willingness to talk in classrooms as indicated by Abdullah et al.'s (2012) study.   

 9.6.3 The physical limitations of Brunei classrooms 

In 9.5.3 (page 159), advantages of classrooms in MIS buildings (specialised SEN 

classrooms) were discussed as facilitating communication supporting classrooms.  Aspects 

of regular classrooms (classrooms in the main part of the school within MIS and 

classrooms in non-MIS) were identified as challenges in creating communication 

supporting classrooms.  Unlike specialised SEN classrooms, regular classrooms tend to be 

at disadvantage due to higher numbers of these classrooms throughout the school and the 

population of children in each class.   As such, regular classrooms were also limited in the 

allocation of teaching resources and classroom facilities compared to specialised SEN 

classrooms.  The physical arrangement of regular classrooms was also constrained to the 

limited amount of space available, challenging teachers in creating communication 

supporting classrooms.  The importance of the physical layout and resources were 

highlighted by various studies as essential factors in supporting children’s communication 

development (Adelman & Walker, 1974; Duncanson et al., 2009; Gross, 2013; Jarman, 

2008; Justice, 2004; McCormick, 2003c; Sommer, 1977).  In Brunei schools, the indication 

of the current study was the challenges faced by regular classrooms in creating a 

communication supporting environment, due to limited classroom space, teaching 

resources and facilities available.  This resulted in classrooms only providing children with a 

limited number of specific learning areas to facilitate their communication.  

 9.6.4 Restrictions on class and school visits 

The benefits of class and school activities to children’s communication were 

discussed in 9.5.1 (page 158).  This included organising visits to places of interest within 

and outside of schools.   However, feedback from the focus groups highlighted a challenge 

for schools with regard to restrictions imposed on conducting external school activities.  

Teachers perceived these restrictions impacting on developing children’s communication, 

as it limits their opportunity for first-hand experience. Restrictions imposed by the Ministry 

of Education involved mandatory regulations required for Brunei primary schools to 

conduct external school visits.  As a result, external school activities tended not to be 

carried out, as many of these schools were unable to fulfil these obligations due to various 

reasons.  
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 9.6.5 Change in the language of instruction 

Another challenge in creating communication supporting classrooms in Brunei 

primary schools, was identified by the participants as the change in the language of 

instruction from Malay to English between pre-school and year one.  Teachers in the 

current study viewed the language switch, from Malay to English, as ineffective in teaching 

mathematical concepts and spelling.  The change in instructional language was perceived to 

confuse children (at least initially) and demanded teachers to invest additional time to re-

teach already taught concepts. 

The bilingual education policy of the Brunei education system (Brunei Darussalam 

Government Gazette, 2007; Hamid, 2000; Ministry of Education, 2014b; Oxford Business 

Group, 2013) recognises the importance placed on using both Malay and English in 

schools due to historical and political reasons.  Therefore, both languages are used as 

mediums of instruction and at the same time, also taught as school subjects in all 

government primary and secondary schools (Ministry of Education, 2012; Mundia, 2009).  

The switch of instructional language from Malay to English occurs from year one onwards, 

particularly for the core subjects of Science and Mathematics (Sammons, Davis, Bakkum, 

Hessel, & Walter, 2014).   

The findings of the current study reflect the impact of the transition in instructional 

language on teachers’ teaching and children’s learning especially between pre-school and 

year one.  The success of children learning English as a second language in schools may be 

affected by personal or cultural factors, which in turn may affect their ability to learn 

concepts, meanings and linguistic structures (Brice, Miller, & Brice, 2006; Bunce, 2003; 

Martin & Miller, 2003).  Cultural expectations, such as being passive and showing respect 

to elders and those more knowledgeable, may impact on children’s willingness to talk and 

participate in class activities (Abdullah et al., 2012; Dhindsa, 2008; Kwintessential, 2014; 

The Government of Brunei Darussalam, 2015).  Children therefore may be less willing to 

talk and offer their own opinions in class, as this may be perceived by teachers as being 

rude and disrespectful.  Teachers may also be limited by cultural expectations 

(Kwintessential, 2014).  For instance, respect of those in senior positions, such as officers 

in the Ministry of Education (MoE) and expectations to accept the challenges brought on 

by the bilingual education system.    

However, contrary findings were reported in a recent multi-method case study 

research project commissioned by the Centre for British Education Teachers (CfBT) 

examining the outcomes of Brunei’s bilingual education policy (Sammons et al., 2014).  The 

data was collected from interviews (English language teachers, senior education officers, 
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school administrative staff, CfBT officers and students), school visits, relevant documents 

and previous research related to the teaching of English in Brunei schools.  Of particular 

interest were the perspectives of principals and teachers from three primary and six 

secondary schools on the transitional period in instructional language.  Participants 

perceived the transition from Malay to English in year one as mostly positive, particularly 

as they believed it would lessen the impact of linguistic discontinuity in Science and 

Mathematics subjects (Sammons et al., 2014).  Furthermore, teachers acknowledged the 

benefits of the bilingual education policy on the top 50 percent of the Brunei student 

population (Sammons et al. 2014).  

Confusion in children due to learning and using multiple languages, such as in the 

Bruneian context, is a frequent occurrence but tends to disappear after a few years (Martin 

and Miller, 2003).  The change in instructional language in schools has undeniably resulted 

in additional demands with regards to supporting children’s learning in Brunei classrooms 

(Martin, 1996; Sammons et al., 2014).  There is also a need to ensure appropriate support is 

in place to assist children most at risk for difficulties due to the instructional language 

change.  Sammons et al. (2014) highlighted the importance of investigating the population 

of students who were struggling with learning English, particularly those located in remote 

areas of Brunei.  

Several initiatives have therefore been undertaken by the MoE to support children 

through this whole process.  These initiatives include the ‘Malay and English Literacy 

Program for Primary Schools’, and the ‘Sustainability of the Reading and English 

Acquisition approach in teaching and learning English Language’ (Ministry of Education, 

2012, 2013).  Additional support programmes include night classes and writing 

competitions for children, and plans for a nationwide outreach programmes to increase 

parental support and involvement (Sammons et al., 2014).    

The MoE maintains strict guidelines on the use of both Malay and English as the 

language of instruction at both primary and secondary school levels (Martin, 1998).  

Despite this policy, the research on the classroom practices in Brunei schools suggests that 

not all teachers adhere to this rule.  Although teachers are expected to only use one 

language (either Malay or English depending on the lesson) when teaching, examinations of 

Brunei classrooms indicate that code switching is a frequent occurrence and a common 

teaching strategy (Jones et al., 1993; Martin, 1996, 1999; Sammons et al., 2014).  Teachers 

rationalise that code switching is an essential approach to help children understand 

complex concepts and minimise the linguistic stress brought on by the bilingual policy 

(Jones, Martin, & Ożóg, 1993; Sammons et al., 2014)).  Hence code switching, particularly 
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for primary school teachers, is viewed as a necessary strategy to support children’s learning 

and facilitate teaching.  However, due to the lack of official tolerance of code switching, 

teachers tend to limit mixing English and Malay especially during visits from ministry 

officials (Martin, 1996). 

Exposure to English outside of the school context is also viewed as an important 

consideration in preparing children for the bilingual education policy (Martin, 1998).  It is 

unsurprising therefore, that interacting in English, especially by the younger generation, 

was claimed to be the practice in some homes by parents to prepare children for the 

additional demands of the bilingual education system (Jones et al., 1993).  Furthermore, 

being able to communicate in English was perceived to be beneficial for children to 

increase education and employment opportunities on a larger scale, in line with Brunei’s 

aim for a nation equipped with 21st century skills (Ministry of Education, 2012; Sammons 

et al., 2014). 

Despite the political will towards implementing a bilingual education system, it is 

also important that teachers recognise and acknowledge all children’s rights to have access 

to education in the regular curriculum, and in ensuring that their differences are valued and 

respected (Purdue, 2009).  A study conducted by Engelbrecht et al. (2015) examined the 

understanding of 49 teachers through semi-structured individual and focus group 

interviews from a representative sample of schools in South Africa.  In their findings, 

teachers were aware of the rights of all children to be included in mainstream education, 

but are limited due to the lack of knowledge, skills and resources.  These factors have also 

been identified in previous studies (Dockrell & Lindsay, 2001; Marshall, Ralph, & Palmer, 

2002) in addition to teachers’ attitudes towards children with special needs, which are 

influenced by the type and degree of support required (Forlin, 2001; Purdue, 2009; Serajul 

Haq & Mundia, 2012).   

In the Brunei context, both the bilingual and inclusive education policy places 

additional demands on the teaching and learning process for both teachers and children in 

schools.  Brunei’s cultural practices, as previously mentioned, may potentially act as barriers 

in achieving the education aims for all children.  Cultural factors, for example teachers as 

more knowledgeable, expectations for children to be passive in class, and views towards 

children with special needs, were identified as barriers to successful inclusive education 

(Abdullah et al., 2012; Timmons & Alur, 2004; Wickremesooriya, 2012, 2015).  Wells 

(1999) also discussed the perceived conflict by teachers in achieving the educational goals 

of instilling children with cultural knowledge and practices, but at the same time nurturing 

and enhancing their individual abilities.  Therefore, there is a need to critically evaluate 
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educational practices, cultures and policies, particularly to ensure the diverse needs of all 

children are met and respected (Miles, 2000; Purdue, 2009; Wickremesooriya, 2012). 

 9.6.6 Impact of the current education initiative on children’s cultural and social 

values 

As previously discussed, Brunei customs have strong roots in the Malay and Islamic 

values particularly in relation to how the younger generation interacted with individuals 

who were more senior in age and position (Kwintessential, 2014; The Government of 

Brunei Darussalam, 2015).  Participants in the current study identified that the Brunei 

education initiative contributed to creating communication supporting classrooms by 

encouraging new teaching strategies.  However, the participants also recognised that this 

initiative challenged the promotion of children’s communication within the boundaries of 

culturally specific values and etiquette.  In particular, children did not display culturally 

appropriate behaviours such as the use of appropriate salutation titles, using a low tone of 

voice and bowing the head when greeting and respecting teachers.  

Dhindsa (2008) reported that the traditional perspective of teachers viewed as more 

knowledgeable and superior within Brunei classroom settings, resulted in children’s 

reluctance to express their own opinions.  This was attributed to the level of education and 

proficiency in the English language in that children became more vocal as they progressed 

further in their studies.  In addition, the bilingual education policy implemented in Brunei 

schools meant that success in school was often associated with increased English 

proficiency (Jones et al., 1993).  

Promoting children’s communication, including the introduction of school based 

assessments (SBA), was one of the essential skills and changes emphasised in the reformed 

educational system towards achieving the Brunei National Vision 2035 (Ministry of 

Education, 2012, 2013; Oxford Business Group, 2013).  SBA measure children’s learning 

progress over a longer period of time and play a major role in the new curriculum designed 

to be more learner-centred, focusing on enhancing learning through activities thus reducing 

‘emphasis on exam-oriented instruction’ (Ministry of Education, 2013, p. 76).  This implies 

that children’s ability to communicate would impact their overall school progress as their 

learning outcomes, including their communication skills, were now being assessed on a 

continuous basis throughout the academic years.  

While this initiative was viewed as the driving force for teachers to promote 

children’s communication, the participants in the current study reported a drawback to this.  

They perceived children as being more competent in their communication skills but lacking 

in highly regarded cultural values and etiquette, and was seen to be losing their ‘Bruneian 
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identity’.  The participants appeared to be in conflict with their desire to keep to Bruneian 

values (children showing respect to teachers in schools) and recognising the positive impact 

of the education initiative on promoting children’s communication (improvement to 

children’s educational attainment).   

Such conflict between implementing the educational initiative and keeping to 

cultural expectations, has been reported in previous studies examining the Western 

influence on Brunei’s culture (Jones et al., 1993; Martin, 1998).  As such, the Malay Islamic 

Monarchy, or Melayu Islam Beraja (MIB) philosophy in the school curriculum was 

introduced as an attempt to minimise the ‘loss’ in ‘Bruneian identity’.  The MIB philosophy 

emphasises the teachings of Islam and the Malay culture, and sets out to uphold children’s 

traditional and cultural values in ensuring the Bruneian identity is not lost in the face of 

modernisation (Hamid, 2000; Ministry of Education, 2008b, 2012, 2013).   

Teachers’ willingness to be involved in developing communication supporting 

classrooms in Brunei primary schools could be affected due to the tension in promoting 

children’s communication without compromising the cultural expectations of the MIB 

philosophy.  In other words, teachers may struggle to find the balance between 

implementing the curricular expectations and their own expectations for children to 

maintain culturally appropriate behaviours.  Factors relating to cultural norms were also 

identified as challenges in promoting the inclusion of children with speech, language and 

communication needs in regular classrooms (Wickremesooriya, 2012, 2015).  Teachers’ 

conflict in complementing two main educational goals, which include; 1) informing 

children on cultural knowledge and practices, and 2) to nurture their optimal individual 

abilities, was also discussed by Wells (1999), and mirrors the perceived conflict reported in 

the current study.   

In an effort to increase parents’ awareness of the reformed education system, 

dialogue sessions were conducted in the initial stages of implementation (Ministry of 

Education, 2013).  These sessions informed parents on the emphasis placed on parental 

involvement in the organisation and conducting of school programmes and activities.  

However, little is known about parents’ knowledge and views regarding the changes to the 

education system, particularly on how children’s communication is assessed.  Information 

regarding this matter is crucial given the importance placed on parental involvement in the 

education curriculum, and on children’s communication in general.  Surveys and interviews 

could be carried out to investigate parents’ level of awareness and perceptions regarding the 

changes to the education system.  This is in light of the fact that previous studies have 

established the importance of parental role in developing children’s communication (Bain 
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et al., 2015; Buschmann, Multhauf, Hasselhorn, & Pietz, 2015; Iacono, Chan, & Waring, 

1998; Ramey, Campbell, & Ramey, 1999).  In particular, parenting styles are indicated to 

have a direct impact on parents’ role in developing their children’s communication 

(Keshavarz & Baharudin, 2009; Shahrill, Lim, Poh, & Riah, 2013).  Shahrill et al. (2013) 

conducted a survey to investigate the perception of 1083 Bruneian youths aged between 17 

to 20 years old on the type of parenting style of their parents according to three categories 

(authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive).  Parents were viewed as adopting the 

authoritative parenting style approach, with mothers being comparatively so than fathers.  

The authoritative parenting style involved a seemingly balanced approach compared to the 

other two styles, and involved parents being both directive and demanding, yet are willing 

to listen and respond to their children’s needs (Shahrill et al., 2013).  Shahrill et al.'s (2013) 

findings is indicative of the type of adult-child interaction that occurs in Brunei, however it 

is limited to the perception of the youths involved in the study. 

In 2009, Keshavarz and Baharudin conducted a study on the parenting style of 

Malay parents in Malaysia, which hold similarities to Brunei with respect to religion, 

language and the Malay culture.  Malay parents were reported to implement a more 

directive approach aimed to teach their children the attitudes and behaviours in line with 

the teachings of Islam and the Malay culture (Keshavarz & Baharudin, 2009), similar to the 

situation in Brunei.   

In summary, it can be seen that the current education initiative in Brunei has had an 

impact on children’s cultural and social values.  Previous studies, including this current 

study, go some way to indicate the important roles played by both teachers and parents in 

developing children’s communication while ensuring their Bruneian values and etiquette 

remain intact.  This needs to be further explored with specific attention drawn to adult-

child interaction not just within schools but also outside the school context. 

 9.6.7 Time constraints for teachers  

Factors relating to time were frequently mentioned by the participants, particularly 

in the context of the organisation of classrooms, preparation of resources, and to practise 

skills in working towards the intervention targets.  Issues relating to teachers’ time 

constraints were not unique to the current study but were cited as a factor in many studies 

(Feiler & Watson, 2011; Forlin, 2001; Glover et al., 2015; Marshall et al., 2002; Mohidin et 

al., 2008; Wickremesooriya, 2012, 2015)  The general consensus was teachers were weighed 

down with the teaching workload, and attending professional development training.  

Teachers therefore perceived these additional responsibilities as limiting their time for 
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other matters, including arranging classrooms to become more communication friendly and 

learning strategies to facilitate children’s communication.  

Time constraints were a challenge for collaboration between classroom and SENA 

teachers in implementing individualised education plans for children with SEN in Brunei 

schools (Taha et al., 2004).  Challenges to collaboration between teachers and SLTs in 

mainstream schools due to time was also identified by Glover et al. (2015) and Feiler and 

Watson (2011).  Teachers’ time constraints further impacted on the inclusion of children 

with speech and language difficulties (Marshall et al., 2002) and in the implementation of a 

remediation programme in Brunei primary schools (Mohidin et al., 2008).  Therefore the 

issue of teachers’ limited time for matters besides completing the educational curriculum 

may reduce the potential for the development of communication supporting classrooms in 

Brunei primary schools.   

 9.6.8 Classroom sharing in Brunei schools 

Classroom sharing practice in Brunei primary schools was described in 8.3.2.1 (page 

136), and how this impacted on collaboration among those involved was discussed in 

9.5.5.1 (page 161).  However, a consequence of classroom sharing was the lack of sense of 

‘ownership’ felt by teachers due to them not having flexibility to display relevant materials, 

and keep teaching resources in these classrooms.  This reduces the opportunity for teachers 

to arrange their classrooms to support children’s communication.  This highlights the 

importance of collaboration and support from all those involved in maintaining the 

classroom arrangement, display of children’s work, and the storing of teaching resources in 

the classrooms.  In other words this involves collaboration from the whole school 

including the head teacher to ensure the success of appropriate classroom sharing.  

Involvement of the whole school in an intervention programme for children with SLCN 

produced encouraging results as indicated by Leyden et al.'s (2011) study.  However, this 

was dependent on how committed schools were in implementing the intervention in the 

first place. Collaborative practices between SENA and classroom teachers in the 

educational provision of children with SEN in Brunei primary schools was also indicated 

by previous studies in the Brunei context (Bradshaw, 2005; Hamdan, 2006; Taha et al., 

2004).  This suggests the challenge of classroom sharing in creating communication 

supporting Brunei classrooms can be overcome through collaboration among those 

involved.   
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 9.6.9 Issues with the school budget 

In 8.3.2.2 (page 136), the impact of school budget issues on various aspects of 

classroom practice was presented.  School budget cuts resulted in limited access to teaching 

resources and storage facilities in classrooms.  Teachers reported difficulties with utilising a 

range of teaching materials during teaching, as they had limited access to these materials 

and were also not able to store them in their classrooms due to a lack of appropriate 

storage.  Issues relating to a lack of funds and resources were identified as barriers to 

inclusion in Brunei schools as indicated by Sim and Koay (2004).  Limited access to 

specialised teaching materials due to schools’ budget cuts also impacted on teachers 

learning support for children with SEN and SLCN in mainstream schools (Mohidin et al., 

2008; Taha et al., 2004).  As such, the challenge faced by Brunei primary schools in creating 

communication supporting classrooms is due to restrictions on the school budget.  This 

finding supports Glover et al.'s (2015) study where funding related issues was identified as 

challenges to supporting children with SLCN in schools.    

 9.6.10 Praising of listening skills  

Explicitly praising children’s listening by teachers was not a common practice in 

Brunei schools and identified as a challenge in creating communication supporting 

classrooms.  Teachers tended to frequently praise children who were verbal and provided 

correct answers to questions.  Children who were quiet were often explicitly praised by 

teachers and used as examples for other children who were not displaying the same 

behaviour. Although it appeared the concept was to encourage children to listen to 

teachers during the lesson, the way praising was implemented focused on openly praising 

children for being quiet and not on their listening.  When this was highlighted, some 

Intervention Classroom teachers reported that they assumed praising of children’s listening 

was implicit in the praise for children being quiet.  This is in line with the traditional value 

of associating silent classrooms with children listening and producing work (Cullinan, 

1993).  

In the current study, the intervention undertaken to modify teachers’ 

communication supporting behaviours in the classroom, took place over a period of four 

months.  At the end of this period, an informal feedback session was conducted with each 

Intervention Classroom teacher.  Although not comprehensive, these sessions served to 

provide insight into teachers’ perception of any changes to their classroom practices, and 

their understanding of the key concepts in supporting children’s communication.  Based on 

the teachers’ observations, children were reported to be more interactive and involved in 

classroom activities when teachers’ implemented communication supporting behaviours.  
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These behaviours included praising children’s listening skills and non-verbal 

communication, modelling language not yet produced, and providing choices.  The first-

hand experience at modifying classroom practices positively impacted teachers’ experience, 

which in turn led teachers to appreciate the significance and benefit of supporting 

children’s communication.  

Changes in teachers’ practice was also evident from the positive increase in the 

classroom observation scores, pre and post intervention. This reflects an increase in 

teachers’ understanding of the value in supporting children’s communication through 

modifying their interaction behaviours.  The positive score change also suggest teachers 

required more information and specific training on praising children’s listening and other 

interaction behaviours to support children’s communication.  This study’s findings indicate 

that teachers were more likely to engage in communication supporting behaviours 

following appropriate training and knowledge acquisition.  Crosskey and Vance's (2011) 

findings lend support to this whereby informing and training teachers resulted in improved 

teaching practices to support children’s listening.  Teacher training that involved repetition 

and practice, as indicated by McDonald et al. (2015), and as implemented in the current 

study, may contribute to teachers’ increased use of communication supporting behaviours.  

The importance for teacher training to be direct and specific was also evident from this 

study.   

However, the current study did not explore in detail teachers’ understanding of the 

key concepts in supporting children’s communication.  Teachers’ observations and 

reflections during the informal feedback sessions highlight the need to examine this 

further.  It would be useful to conduct the intervention over a longer period of time and to 

adopt more quantitative methods of measuring teachers’ understanding of changes in their 

classroom practice which support children’s communication.  For example, teacher-child 

interactions could be videotaped during the pre and post intervention periods and later 

viewed during feedback sessions for analysis and teacher reflections.  The videotaped 

sessions would also serve to highlight the positive impact of modifying classroom practices 

in supporting children’s communication. 

 9.6.11 Parental involvement 

A challenging factor in creating communication supporting classrooms in Brunei 

schools was parental involvement.  Teachers reported that parents were not involved in 

their children’s overall development at home, and placed the responsibility of children’s 

learning on teachers.  Involving parents in children’s learning was an emerging practice in 

Brunei primary schools.  An example was a book reading scheme where schools provided 
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children with books for them to read at home with their parents.  The issue of parents 

being less involved in their children’s overall learning development was also a practice 

observed in the UK.  An example was highlighted by Gardner (2006) particularly in relation 

to parental involvement in speech and language intervention of their school-aged children.  

Parental involvement has been shown to impact positively on children’s later 

language development (Buschmann et al., 2015; Iacono et al., 1998; Ramey et al., 1999).  

Bain et al.'s (2015) study demonstrated the important role of parents in supporting 

children’s communication development especially in the early years, and also in preparing 

children for the learning process (Martin & Miller, 2003).  The importance of involving 

parents is recognised as essential especially in supporting inclusive education in schools 

(Lindsay & Dockrell, 2004; UNESCO, 1994).  Teachers have also acknowledged the 

significance of parental involvement in supporting children with SEN in Brunei schools 

and view this involvement as positive (Bradshaw, 2005; Hamdan, 2006; Taha et al., 2004).  

The lack of parental involvement as a challenging factor in creating communication 

supporting classrooms suggested the need for Brunei schools to involve parents in 

children’s communication development.  This is important as teachers and parents may 

place different values on children’s learning outcomes as indicated by Baxendale et al. 

(2013).   

9.7 Evaluation of Study Design 

 9.7.1 Strengths of study design 

The mixed methods approach employed in this study enabled the researcher to 

quantify the level of support children received in participating classrooms, and understand 

more about this concept from teachers’ perspectives. This allowed for a more 

comprehensive understanding of communication supporting classrooms than if only either 

a quantitative or qualitative approach was used in isolation (Creswell, 2009; Creswell et al., 

2004; Östlund et al., 2011).  This mixed method approach to examine support for 

children’s communication in classrooms was similar to Gràcia et al.'s (2015) study, 

involving both classroom observations and semi-structured teacher interviews.  The 

current study’s mixed method approach to examining communication supporting 

classrooms in Brunei primary schools therefore drew on the strength of two distinctive 

research methods.  Each approach assessed different and overlapping aspects of 

communication supporting classrooms in Brunei schools for the purpose of 

complementarity (Glogowska, 2011; Greene et al., 1989; Morgan, 1998; Östlund et al., 

2011).  This entailed one approach enhancing the other resulting in enriched understanding 

of communication supporting classrooms in the Brunei context.   
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A strength of this study was the use of a standardised observation tool to conduct 

the classroom observations, i.e. the CsC Observation Tool.  As presented in section 2.3.3 

(page 23), the development of this tool was based on an extensive literature review of key 

elements and practices in creating communication supporting classrooms.  Therefore, the 

classroom practices observed in the Brunei classrooms involved in this study, reflects how 

children’s communication was supported against evidence-based practices.   

The use of inter-rater reliability measures in the current study is another advantage 

of the study design.  As classroom observations were employed in measuring how 

children’s communication was supported in the participating classrooms, it was important 

to make sure the scores obtained were not based only on the researcher’s judgment.  This 

was to ensure the generality and the consistency of the observation scores (Multon, 2010).  

The use of a repeated measures design was another strength of the current study.  

According to Field (2013), studies that employ this type of design are more powerful in 

detecting the effects of intervention in research compared to independent study designs.   

The current study also demonstrated good retention of the participants throughout 

the whole study.  In particular, as presented in section 6.3.3 (page 106), during the 

intervention phase a SENA teacher was promoted and transferred to another school which 

was not involved in the study.  However, this teacher was willing to continue with the 

intervention by agreeing on a schedule with the Intervention Classroom teacher.  This 

involved the SENA teacher returning to the previous school involved in the study, and 

supporting the Intervention Classroom teacher in achieving the intervention target items.   

Additionally, the inclusion of Control Classrooms matched for age and year level to 

the Intervention Classrooms provided evidence for the effect of intervention.  This allowed 

for a comparison of the outcome measures between the control groups and the 

intervention or experimental groups (Peng & Ziskin, 2008).  In the current study, changes 

in Intervention Classroom teachers’ practices in supporting children’s communication pre 

and post intervention were measured through differences in the scores obtained using the 

CsC Observation Tool.  This was then compared to the changes in scores of the Control 

Classrooms during the intervention period to determine the effect of the intervention.   

Another strength of this study was the increased collaborative opportunities 

between classroom and SENA teachers, which impacted on modifying teachers’ classroom 

practice to facilitate children’s communication.  This was largely due to the intervention 

approach involving both groups of teachers working together to achieve the intervention 

targets.  Through collaboration, SENA and classroom teachers collectively gained 

knowledge, shared information, and practised communication facilitating strategies.  This 
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resulted in increased application of these strategies in classrooms, indicating effectiveness 

of the intervention.  The practice of involving SENA teachers in school based intervention 

programmes was essential as they are the key person in delivering and supporting class 

teachers in the educational provisions for children with SEN (Koay, 2012; Lim et al., 2006).  

Positive impact of collaborative intervention between SLTs and mainstream secondary 

school teachers on modifying teachers’ classroom practice was indicated by Starling, 

Munro, Togher and Arciuli's (2012) study.  In this study, teachers showed significant use of 

language modification strategies resulting in improvement in students’ written and listening 

outcomes.   This was similar to the current study where teachers showed increased use of a 

number of communication supporting strategies resulting in encouraging responses from 

children.  Although the current study involved collaboration between SENA and classroom 

teachers, it indicated teachers’ need for ongoing support from those more knowledgeable 

in the area of children’s speech and language, such as SENA teachers and SLTs.  Benefits 

of collaboration between classroom and SLTs, has also been shown to positively impact on 

modifying teachers classroom practices and improve the language environment for children 

with SLCN (Dockrell & Lindsay, 2001; Glover et al., 2015; Leyden et al., 2011; McDonald 

et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2015).  Previous Brunei research has also indicated positive views 

on SENA and classroom teacher collaboration in schools (Bradshaw, 2005; Hamdan, 2006; 

Taha et al., 2004).   

 9.7.2 Limitations of study design  

A limitation of this study was the small sample size of ten classrooms (five 

intervention and five control classrooms) involved in the intervention phase.  A small 

cohort was a result of the time needed to assess baseline classroom practice, set targets in 

collaboration with teachers, monitor progress and evaluate outcomes.  There were not 

enough resources to complete this detailed process with a larger cohort.  The number of 

participating teachers limits the applicability to generalise the findings of this study and also 

reduces statistical power.  Large sample sizes in research studies increases the statistical 

power to detect effects and are better approximations of the population sample (Field, 

2013).  Future research should develop this study’s findings with a larger number of 

participating schools.   

Another limitation of this study was the potential of teacher sample bias as the five 

SENA teachers involved in the intervention may be more motivated than other SENA 

teachers.  These teachers were all relatively new in their position (an average of four years 

of working among them) and were willing to gain experience in research as all of them 
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planned to pursue further education themselves.  As a result, their perspectives may not be 

representative of the views and experiences of SENA teachers in general.   

The low inter-rater reliability scores observed particularly for the Language 

Learning Opportunities (LLO) dimension in both the profiling and intervention phases was 

a further limitation to the current study.  These scores suggested there was low agreement 

between the raters in the LLO dimension compared to the Language Learning 

Environment and Language Learning Interaction dimensions.  Further examinations to 

determine the cause of the low inter-rater agreement for the LLO dimension is important 

to strengthen the usefulness of the results generated from the classroom observations.  

Additionally the findings indicated the need for cultural adaptations to the CsC 

Observation Tool.  Specifically, this was in reference to the practice of praising children’s 

listening, and the use of musical instruments to support children’s communication in the 

classrooms involved.  The need for adaptations was only evident after the data was 

collected from both the profiling and intervention phases of the current study.  Although 

the pilot study conducted in the initial stages suggested the CsC Observation Tool was able 

to measure how children’s communication was supported in Brunei classrooms, this was 

only based on a very small sample. 

A further limitation was the absence of a longitudinal follow-up study to measure if 

improvements to teachers’ classroom practice were maintained over time.  This was not 

possible within the current study due to the timescale of the scholarship.  A follow-up 

study will also inform if collaboration between SENA and classroom teachers to facilitate 

children’s communication continued after intervention.   

An important limitation and perhaps the most significant one was the lack of child 

measures.  At the end of the intervention period, the participants perceived positive gains 

in children’s communication behaviour, including those identified with speech, language 

and communication needs, due to teachers’ modifying their interaction skills (praising 

children’s listening skill, non-verbal communication, modelling language not yet produced, 

and providing children with choices), and providing more opportunities for group based 

activities.  Children were reported to be more involved during the lessons and to have 

increased interaction with their peers and teachers.  However, this information was only 

obtained from informal feedback sessions with the participants after intervention, and 

mainly based on their observations rather than on quantitative data or measures of 

children’s communication behaviour.  Information on how children's communication 

changed in response to modifying teachers’ behaviour is important as it can provide insight 

into how teacher intervention and training could impact children’s communication through 
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the use of the CsC Observation Tool.  Such information should include examining any 

changes to children’s communication behaviour and skills, before and after teacher 

intervention.  This could be conducted through observations of children in class, pre and 

post measures of language acquisition and expressive language output, or a simple rating 

scale for children to rate any perceived changes to their communication resulting from 

teachers’ modified classroom practices. Furthermore, it is important to validate the 

effectiveness of school-based intervention programmes, as implemented in the current 

study, to ensure optimum effectiveness and increase potential success of the desired 

outcomes (Ratner, 2006; Snowling & Hulme, 2011).   

9.8 Implications on Supporting Children’s Communication in Brunei Primary 

Schools 

This study’s findings revealed several important practical and theoretical 

implications to developing communication supporting classrooms.   

 9.8.1 Practical applications of CsC Observation Tool 

1. This study has demonstrated the use of the CsC Observation Tool in primary 

schools in Brunei.  The findings indicate the CsC Observation Tool measured 

classroom practices to support children’s communication in Brunei classrooms 

suggesting the generalisability of its use across countries.  An adapted version of the 

CsC Observation Tool can be used in Brunei.  If it is to be rolled out, this study 

indicates that some items should be adapted.  This includes guidance notes on the 

use of musical instruments in schools as described in 8.3.3.2 (page 138).  

Additionally, teachers’ practices to support children’s comprehension and vocabulary 

development in both English and Malay should be recognised and included in this 

adapted CsC Observation Tool.   

2. The CsC Observation Tool has successfully measured teacher outcomes of: a) 

changes to the overall classroom practice and, b) progress in individual target items.  

This supports Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al.'s (2012) suggestion of its use as a training 

and intervention tool, and to evaluate the effectiveness of an intervention 

programme.   

3. Lower inter-rater reliability scores were observed for the LLO dimension in both the 

profiling and intervention phases (see sections 6.2.1, page 90 and 6.3.1, page 98).  

This indicates a need to investigate what aspect of this dimension resulted in this low 

inter-rater reliability.  
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 9.8.2 Implications for educational practice 

1. This study highlighted the need for increased teachers’ understanding and knowledge 

of strategies to support children’s communication, and how it impacts on their 

educational attainment.  Moreover, focused training on specific classroom and 

teacher practices identified in this study as lacking in the classrooms involved, is 

required.  This includes teacher interaction behaviours such as praising children’s 

listening skills and non–verbal communication, modelling language children were not 

yet producing, and opportunities for small group work.  As such the findings of this 

study supports previous studies in this area (Bain et al., 2015; Dockrell & Lindsay, 

2001; Glover et al., 2015; Letts & Hall, 2003; McDonald et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 

2015) indicating teachers need to have access to information, knowledge and specific 

training particularly in developing children’s communication within classrooms. 

2. An interesting finding of this study was the importance of cultural and local aspects 

of children’s communication viewed by teachers.  Although the CsC Observation 

Tool was developed based on extensive literature of evidence-based practices to 

develop communication supporting classrooms, culture-specific factors may impact 

on its use especially in Brunei context.  This suggests a need to explore observational 

measures of classroom supporting classroom practices while simultaneously 

respecting Brunei cultural and local traditions.  The importance of research to 

investigate the extent of the impact of cultural factors on evidence based classroom 

practices for children and their learning was also highlighted by Alexander (2001).   

3. Importance of collaboration between classroom teachers and SENA teachers, and 

with SLTs as an effective strategy to modify teachers’ practice, as indicated by this 

study’s findings.   

4. The intensity of teacher training was another important implication that emerged 

from the current study.  This was evident in situations where classroom teachers 

were able to modify their communication supporting behaviours with support from 

the SENA teachers during the intervention period.  The importance of the amount 

and frequency of support provided to teachers during an intervention programme 

was also demonstrated by McDonald et al.'s (2015) study where it led to increased 

up-take of new skills by teachers.  Further exploration of the intensity of teacher 

training is therefore warranted to gain more information on the effectiveness of such 

intervention programmes.  
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 9.8.3 Implications for Brunei context 

1. The change in instructional language from Malay to English was reported to cause 

confusion for children especially in the early primary years.  This was supported by 

Dhindsa's (2008) findings where issues with English proficiency reduced as children 

progressed further in school.  Changes in instructional language resulted in teachers 

having to spend more time to reteach and ensure children understood concepts 

previously learnt.  This indicated more work for teachers, limiting time to focus on 

other aspects of classroom practice in creating communication supporting 

classrooms.  Time constraints have been shown to impact on teachers’ ability to 

collaborate with others, acceptance of children with SLCN, and in implementing 

intervention programmes (Feiler & Watson, 2011; Glover et al., 2015; Marshall et al., 

2002; Mohidin et al., 2008).   

2. The importance of exposing children to different language experiences through visits 

within and outside of schools was recognised in this study as an important activity to 

develop children’s communication, based on existing literature (Gross, 2013; Martin, 

1999; Miller, 2003).  This suggests participants were aware of the benefits of such 

activities to support children’s communication in Brunei context.  However, an issue 

was the regulations imposed by the MoE particularly for conducting external school 

visits.  Participants perceived this impacted on reduced opportunities for providing 

children with first-hand language experience across different settings, which can 

stimulate effective communication in children (Jarman, 2008; Roskos & Neuman, 

2001).  This indicates the need to resolve this issue through increased understanding 

of the benefits of such activities on children’s communication at the school and 

Ministry level.   

3. Teachers also perceived the current education initiative to negatively impact on 

promoting children’s traditional and cultural values as aimed by the Malay Islamic 

Monarchy (MIB) concept of the school curriculum (Hamid, 2000; Ministry of 

Education, 2008b, 2012, 2013).  This may influence teachers’ attitudes and 

willingness to facilitate children’s communication.  However this was only the 

perception of a small sample of teachers implying a need to explore this further with 

a larger sample.   

9.9 Directions for Further Research 

A number of recommendations are suggested for further research on developing 

communication supporting classrooms in Brunei primary schools.  
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1. A larger randomised control study involving more primary schools and include a 

wider range of classrooms and children (pre-school, year one and year two).  This 

will allow for a wider examination of how children’s communication is supported in 

classrooms across the country increasing generalisability and validity of the findings.  

This study should also aim to explore the outcomes on teachers’ classroom and 

teaching practice, and on children’s communication.  Moreover, classroom teachers’ 

perspectives of being involved in intervention should be included.  This is because 

teachers play a major role in the implementation of any educational reforms and 

school based interventions (Dockrell & Lindsay, 2001; Flores & Alonso, 1995).  

Examining teachers’ perspectives may also inform on the feasibility of incorporating 

the CsC Observation Tool as part of an intervention programme in Brunei schools 

and assist in evaluating the effectiveness of this method of intervention.   

2. A longitudinal study to investigate if changes to teachers’ classroom and teaching 

practices as a result of intervention using the CsC Observation Tool is maintained 

and what factors impact on facilitating or hindering continuous progress.  This is 

important, as this will inform on the effectiveness and success of intervention and 

training through the use of the CsC Observation Tool (Dockrell, Bakopoulou, et al., 

2012).     

3. Future studies should include child measures as part of teacher intervention 

programme particularly those that examine the impact of modifying teachers’ 

communication supporting behaviours on children’s communication and learning.  

This is because information on how children respond to such behaviours will inform 

on the effectiveness of incorporating the CsC Observation Tool as part of teacher 

intervention to develop children’s communication within classrooms.  

4. The teachers’ observations and reflections during the informal feedback sessions 

after the intervention period highlight the need to further explore their 

understanding of the key concepts in supporting children’s communication.  Video 

recordings of teacher-child interaction before and after intervention could be used 

for teachers to self-reflect and analyse the impact on children’s communication 

behaviour.                

5. This study has suggested cultural and local factors contribute to how Brunei primary 

schools support children’s communication.  To explore this further, future studies 

should be conducted on a larger scale to include a wider range of perspectives from 

school administrators, key people from the Ministry of Education, class teachers 

from different year levels, parents and children.     
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9.10 Conclusion  

This study examined the support for children’s communication in participating 

Brunei primary classrooms.  It explored how children’s communication was facilitated in 

these classrooms based on three dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool: LLE, LLO and 

LLI.  Differences in the level of support for children’s communication were investigated 

between classrooms in MIS and non-MIS, and between pre-school and year one.  

Incorporating the CsC Observation Tool as part of a teacher training and intervention 

programme to support children’s communication in classrooms was also explored.  

Furthermore, the feasibility of developing communication supporting classrooms in Brunei 

primary schools was investigated through teachers’ perspectives.      

The findings of this study indicated the primary school classrooms involved were 

supporting children’s communication.  Provisions for structured language learning 

environments were frequently observed in all classrooms.  This suggested teachers found 

organising the classroom environment easier to implement than modifying teacher 

interaction behaviours, and the provision of opportunities.  This highlights a need for 

improved teacher awareness, knowledge and training in the areas of developing children’s 

communication, supporting findings of previous research in this area (Bain et al., 2015; 

Dockrell & Lindsay, 2001; Glover et al., 2015; Letts & Hall, 2003; McDonald et al., 2015; 

Wilson et al., 2015).  There were no differences between classrooms in MIS and non-MIS 

involved in this study in supporting children’s communication, but this support was better 

in pre-school classrooms compared to year one classrooms.  This suggests participating 

year one classrooms were not sustaining the same level of support in all three dimensions. 

This study also explored the CsC Observation Tool as part of an intervention and 

training for teachers, and examined any changes in how children’s communication is 

supported as a result.  The CsC Observation Tool identified classroom and teaching 

practices teachers were not implementing or required enrichment.  This provided teachers 

with a focused intervention programme to develop their knowledge and skills in 

implementing the targeted teaching and classroom practices.  Teachers were also able to see 

modifications to these practices through the comparison of the scores obtained by the CsC 

Observation Tool pre and post intervention.  This method assisted in informing if 

intervention targets were achieved, and evaluated the effectiveness of this intervention 

method.  Differences in scores obtained through the CsC Observation Tool showed 

teachers’ classroom practices to facilitate children’s communication improved significantly.  

Teachers also achieved all of their intervention targets supporting the effectiveness of   the 

CsC Observation Tool as a teacher training and intervention tool in this study.       
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Teachers’ perspectives on developing communication supporting classrooms in 

Brunei primary schools were also investigated.  This revealed aspects of supporting 

children’s communication in Brunei classrooms not provided through classroom 

observations, supporting the benefits of a mixed method approach (Creswell, 2009; 

Creswell et al., 2004; Östlund et al., 2011).  The information obtained from the focus 

groups was rich in data and informed on factors facilitating or challenging schools in 

creating communication supporting classrooms.  A range of factors related to teachers, 

children, the physical environment, teaching resources and strategies, and factors specific to 

the Brunei education system were identified.  An indication of the overall findings was the 

perception by teachers of the limited support provided to schools for supporting children’s 

communication.   

The current study has presented a preliminary insight into how Brunei primary 

classrooms support children’s communication.  To the researcher’s knowledge, no previous 

studies have investigated this in Brunei primary schools.  This study has the potential to 

serve as a guideline for teachers to improve their classroom practices to facilitate children’s 

communication.  It also provides some initial support to utilising the CsC Observation 

Tool as part of teacher training and intervention.  For Brunei schools to develop 

communication supporting classrooms, it is essential for teachers to have access to 

knowledge, resources and training in supporting children’s communication.  However 

further research on a larger and more detailed scale is required to strengthen the evidence 

for communication supporting classrooms, both internationally and in the Brunei context.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Legal Framework of Education in Brunei  

Following the Bilingual Education Policy, the National Education Policy was 

introduced and implemented in 1992 (Ministry of Education, 2008b).  According to this 

policy, all children are provided with a minimum of twelve years of education 

encompassing a year of preschool, six years of primary education, three years in lower 

secondary and another two years of upper secondary (Brunei Darussalam Government 

Gazette, 2007; Ministry of Education, 2014a; UNESCO, 2009).  The registration, 

supervision and inspection of all schools and educational institutions in Brunei are 

regulated by a formal legal framework known as the Education Order, 2003.  According to 

this order, all school-aged children are “given the opportunity to attend primary and 

secondary school and complete the course of study provided therein” (Brunei Darussalam 

Government Gazette, 2007, p.996).  

However, MoE then went a step further in ensuring that education was made 

mandatory for all school-aged children.  This initiative resulted in the Compulsory 

Education Order 2007, which makes it a requirement by law for all children to attend either 

private or government schools for six years in primary and another three years of lower 

secondary education (Ministry of Education, 2008b).  According to the MoE (2008a), any 

parent(s) who fails to ensure that their school-aged child attends school on a regular basis, 

“is guilty of an offence and liable on conviction to a fine not exceeding B$5,000, 

imprisonment for a term not exceeding one year or both” (p. 9).  
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Appendix B: Ethical Approval 

Profiling Phase 
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Appendix C: The Pilot Study 

 

A pilot study was carried out prior to the profiling phase with the aims to:   

1. Test out the feasibility of using the CsC Observation Tool in the Brunei context; 

2. Examine any logistical or procedural issues that may arise;  

3. Allow both the researcher and a secondary researcher to become familiar with the 

CsC Observation Tool.  This was to check whether the CsC Observation Tool can 

be used accurately and the information obtained was consistent for reliability issues 

in the main study.  

For the pilot study, a total of four year two classrooms from four different 

government primary schools were observed.  The children were aged between 6 years 9 

months to 7 years 9 months.  Two of the schools were categorised as model inclusive 

schools while the other two schools were not.  From the four classrooms, half of the 

observations were for the English subject while the other half was for Mathematics.  

Findings of Inter-rater Reliability Measures 

Based on the initial study by Dockrell, Bakopoulou, Law, Spencer, and Lindsay, 

(2012), inter-rater reliability was calculated and demonstrated for the classroom 

observations.  For the pilot study, data for inter-rater reliability was collected in just one 

classroom observation.  This was due to difficulties in setting up a schedule that suited 

both researchers and the schools as a result of other commitments.  Table 1 displays the 

percentage agreement values.  There was a 63.2% agreement between raters for the 

Language Learning (LLE), 80% agreement for the Language Learning Opportunities 

(LLO) dimension, and a 75% agreement for the Language Learning Interaction dimension 

(LLI).  Further analysis to determine the statistical reliability between the raters was 

conducted using Cohen’s kappa (k) and this resulted in fair agreement for the LLE (k = 

.27, 95% CI (-.17 to .22), p = .245), and moderate agreement for the LLO (k = .54, 95% CI 

(-.17 to 1.25), p = .171), and LLI (k = .59, 95% CI (.24 to .94), p = .007), dimensions.  This 

indicated there was quite a low agreement particularly for the LLE dimension, which could 

be accounted for by the fact that both researchers did not have the opportunity to meet up 

and discuss each item in the CsC Observation Tool prior to the observations.  As a result 

the researchers went into the observation with a different concept of the CsC Observation 

Tool.  

As agreement between raters was essential particularly for the main part of the 

study, this was something that needed to be addressed.  The pilot recommended the 

following:  
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1. To ensure the consistent presence of the secondary rater: 

a. Through advanced confirmation of dates suitable for all relevant parties (i.e. 

schools and the secondary rater);  

b. If this was not possible then another rater should be recruited, for example a 

university student studying in a related field or work.  

2. To ensure high agreement between raters, more training and practice in 

implementing the CsC observation Tool was required.  

 

Table 1: Table showing the Number of Agreements and Percentage Agreement Values.  

Dimension Number of 

agreements 

Percentage of agreement (for both ‘present’ 

and ‘absent’ items) 

LLE 12/19 = 0.63 63.2% 

LLO 4/5 = 0.80 80.0% 

LLI 15/20 = 0.75 75.0% 

 

Findings of the Classroom Observations Scores 

The teachers reported mornings before break time were best to conduct the 

observations as the students tended to be more restless after that time.  Some of the 

teachers were particularly nervous about the observation due to being informed that the 

observers were SLTs working at the SEU.  As a result some of the teachers made the extra 

effort of changing their teaching style and activities that put unnecessary pressure on them.  

In order to ensure or minimise this occurring during the main data collection, the 

researcher met up with the teachers before the observation to explain to them the actual 

purpose.  This was also addressed and included in the participant’s information sheet. 

Table 2 displays the descriptive statistics for all four classrooms in the three 

dimensions of the CsC Observation Tool, and this is illustrated in Figure 1.  Overall, the 

classrooms achieved a higher mean proportion score in the LLE dimension (M = 0.48, SD 

= 0.12) compared to the other two dimensions.  This was closely followed by the LLI 

dimension (M = 0.47, SD = 0.13). The lowest mean proportion score was achieved in the 

LLO dimension (M = 0.15, SD = 0.12), where the lowest score was 0.  
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Table 2: Table showing the Descriptive Statistics of Proportion Scores for the Three Dimensions across 

All Settings.  

 Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum n 

P.S. LLE .48 .52 .12 .32 .58 4 

P.S. LLO .15 .16 .12 .00 .28 4 

P.S LLI .47 .52 .13 .28 .55 4 

Note. P.S. = Proportion scores; SD = Standard Deviation; n = Number of observations. 

 

 

 
 
Figure 1. Graph showing the mean (+/- SE) proportion scores for the three dimensions 

across all settings. 

Table 3 and Figure 2 present the proportion scores for classrooms in MIS and non-

MIS across the three dimensions.   The mean proportion score for classrooms in MIS was 

lower than the non-MIS for the LLE dimension (MIS M = 0.40, SD = 0.11; non-MIS M = 

0.58, SD = 0.11).  This was also found for the LLI dimension with classrooms in non-MIS 

scoring a higher mean proportion score than classrooms in MIS (MIS M = 0.42, SD = 

0.19; non-MIS M = 0.52, SD = 0.14).  Classrooms in MIS did relatively better in the LLO 

dimension obtaining a higher score than classrooms in non-MIS (MIS M = 0.24, SD = 

0.06; non-MIS M = 0.06, SD = 0.08).  Statistical analysis was conducted to determine if 

differences were statistically significant.   

Non-parametric tests were used due the data not assuming normal distribution and 

the presence of outliers.  The results of the Mann-Whitney tests revealed no significant 

difference in the mean proportion scores of MIS (Median = 0.40) and non-MIS (Median = 

0.58) classrooms for the LLE dimension, (U = 0.00, z = -1.55, p = non-significant).  

Similarly, no significant differences were also observed for the LLO dimension MIS 
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(Median = 0.24) and non-MIS (Median = 0.06), U = 0.00, z = -1.55, p = non-significant, 

and the LLI dimension (MIS Median = 0.42; non-MIS Median = 0.52), U = 2.00, z = -

0.00, p = non-significant.  

 
 
Table 3: Descriptive Statistics Table of Proportion Scores for MIS and Non-MIS across Dimensions 

 School Category 

 MIS (n = 2)  Non-MIS (n = 2) 

 Mean Median SD Min Max  Mean Median SD Min Max 

P.S. LLE .40 .40 .11 .32 .47  .58 .58 .01 .57 .58 

P.S. LLO .24 .24 .06 .20 .28  .06 .06 .08 .00 .12 

P.S. LLI .42 .42 .19 .28 .55  .52 .52 .01 .51 .53 

Note. P.S. = Proportion Scores; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; Min = Minimum; Max = Maximum; n 
= Number of schools. 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 2. Graph showing the mean (+/-SE) proportion scores of MIS and non-MIS across 

dimensions. 

Issues with the Scoring and Analysis 

Although data from the pilot study was not included in the main study, it was 

scored and analysed.  The rationale for this was to provide practice for the researcher in 

scoring and data analysis using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 

22.  Furthermore it also enabled the researcher to explore the different statistical tests 

possible and the results that each test yielded.  This also served to inform the researcher on 

the most appropriate test to use for the data collection in the main study, and discover any 

potential problems in the proposed techniques for data analysis (van Teijlingen & Hundley, 
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2001, p. 2).  This was exactly what was uncovered later on where scoring of the Tool for 

inter-rater reliability was done incorrectly, which led to inaccurate results. 

There were three dimensions in the Tool, namely the Language Learning 

Environment (LLE), Language Learning Opportunities (LLO) and the Language Learning 

Interaction (LLI) dimension.  Each of these dimensions had a different number of items 

and scoring for the latter two was done on a basis of five occurrences, i.e. LLE has 19 

items, where scoring for each item was either ‘not seen’ or ‘observed’, LLO had five items 

and the LLI has 20 items, but was scored on the number of five occurrences during the 

observation period, i.e. 25 and 100 respectively.  However, for the reliability measures, 

scoring should have been on the number of agreed ‘present’ and ‘absent’ scores between 

the raters based on the total number of items, rather than the maximum scores.  

Furthermore, instead of scoring for the agreement for both the ‘absent’ and ‘present’ 

responses of the raters, only the latter was scored.  This definitely had an effect on the 

overall inter-rater reliability scores as this did not represent the agreement among the raters.  

Summary 

The pilot study for the profiling phase was viewed as a feasibility study and pre-

testing of the CsC observation Tool in the Brunei context.  The outcomes of the pilot 

study identified several issues regarding the implementation, scoring and analysis process.  

Procedures to address these issues were applied in the main data collection of the current 

study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

221 

 

Appendix D: Approval from the Ministry of Education 
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Appendix E: Sample Letter, Information sheet and Consent Form 

Sample Letter of Invitation 
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Sample Information Sheet 
 
 

 
 
 



 

224 

 

 
 
 



 

225 

 

 
 



 

226 

 

 
 
 



 

227 

 

 
 



 

228 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

229 

 

 
Sample Consent Form 
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Appendix F: Communication Supporting Classroom Observation Tool 
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Appendix G: Testing for Normality 

Profiling Phase 

Prior to selecting the appropriate statistical tests for analysis, the data was first put 

through a series of further testing to check for the assumption of normality.  This is 

important especially in selecting the type of test statistics that the data will be subjected to, 

which is parametric tests for normally distributed data, or non-parametric tests for data 

which is not normally distributed (Field, 2013).  As there are two independent variables 

(school category and year levels), it is necessary to check for the distribution of the data 

within each of these groups separately (Field, 2013).  

The distribution of the proportions scores and combined scores were tested for 

outliers and deviation from normality.  Only the proportion and combined scores for 

across the year levels (pre-school and year one) were found to violate normality.  Outliers 

were observed in the proportion scores of the LLO dimension and combined scores for 

both pre-school and year one classrooms.  This can be seen in Figures 1 and 2.  

Additionally a significant p-value was obtained from the Shapiro-Wilk test for the 

combined scores of the pre-school classrooms, W (6) = .67, p = .003, indicating that these 

scores deviated significantly from normal.   

 

 
Figure 1. Graph showing mild outliers of the LLO proportion scores for the pre-school and 

year one classrooms. 
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Figure 2. Graph showing mild and extreme outliers of the LLO proportion scores for pre-

school and year one classrooms.  

 

Intervention Phase 

Testing for normality was done separately for the intervention and control classrooms, for 

each of the three dimensions of the Tool, and was examined according to three levels of 

the independent variables (T1, T2 and T3).   

The proportion scores for the intervention classrooms in the LLI dimension were 

found to violate normality due to the presence of outliers across the three time points 

(Figures 3 to 5). Significant p-value at time point 1, W (5) = .70, p = .010, time point 2, W 

(5) = .64, p = .002, and a significant violation of homogeneity of variance at time point 2, F 

(2, 12) = 4.56, p = .034, were also observed.  

 

 
 
Figure 3. Graph showing mild and extreme outliers of the LLI proportion scores at time 

point 1.  
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Figure 4. Graph showing an extreme outlier of the LLI proportion scores at time point 2. 

 

 

 
 
Figure 5. Graph showing a mild outlier of the LLI proportion scores at time point 3.  

 

 
For the control classrooms, the proportion scores in the LLI dimension at time 

point 1, and the LLO dimension at time point 2 were observed to have outliers (Figures 6 

and 7).  Violation of normality was found for the LLE dimension at time point 1, W (5) = 

.98, p = .006.  Significant violations for homogeneity of variance was also seen for the 

proportion scores across the three time points; T1, F (2, 12) = 3.43, p = .066; T2, F (2, 12) 

= 6.13, p = .015; and T3, F (2, 12) = 4.18, p = .042.  
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Figure 6. Graph showing a mild outlier of the LLI proportion scores at time point 1. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 7. Graph showing mild outliers of the LLO proportion scores at time point 2. 

 

 
Distribution of the combined scores for both the intervention and control 

classrooms was found to violate normality due to the presence of outliers between time 

points 1 and 2, and time points 2 and 3 (Figures 8 and 9).  A significant p-value for the 

difference in the combined scores across time point 2 and 3, W (5) = .78, p = .051, 

indicated that these scores deviated from normal.   
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Figure 8. Graph showing mild and extreme outliers for the differences in the combined 

scores between time points 1 and 2, across classroom categories.  

 
 

 

 
Figure 9. Graph showing mild and extreme outliers for the differences in the combined 

scores between time points 2 and 3, across classroom categories.  
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Appendix H: Inter-rater Reliability (Profiling Phase) 

Inter-rater reliability was conducted for six of the twelve classroom observations.  

Details of these classrooms and the scores are presented in Table 1. Scoring for inter-rater 

reliability was completed based on the number of agreements between both raters, i.e. 

‘present’ and ‘absent’ scores.  This was completed for the number of items in each of the 

three dimensions, 19 items in the Language Learning Environment (LLE) dimension, five 

for the Language Learning Opportunities (LLO) and 20 items for the Language Learning 

Interaction (LLI) dimension.   

Percentage Agreement 

Table 1 shows that percentage agreement for the CsC observation Tool was 

consistently high for the LLE and LLI dimensions, but values had a wide range for the 

LLO dimension.  Specifically, details are discussed below:  

1. LLE: Percentage agreement for all six observations ranged from 84.21% to 100%. 

2. LLO: Percentage agreement ranged from 40% to 100%.  An agreement score of 40% 

was achieved for only one observation, two classrooms yielded a percentage agreement 

score of 60% while the remaining three classrooms achieved more than 80% agreement.  

The low agreement score was a result of the raters not agreeing on three out of the five 

items in the opportunities dimension, specifically on the occurrence of structured 

conversations with teachers and adults, with their peers and on the active involvement 

of all children in the class.  

3. LLI: Agreement scores for the six classrooms ranged from 75% to 100%.  

Cohen’s Kappa 

The Cohen’s kappa (k) statistics and the strength of the agreements are presented in 

Table 2.  Strengths of agreement from Cohen’s kappa statistics is based on Landis and 

Koch's (1977) and Viera and Garrett's (2005) characteristics where values less than 0 are 

categorised as ‘poor’, between 0.41 and 0.60 as ‘moderate’, between 0.61 and 0.80 as 

‘substantial’, and values above 0.81 as ‘almost perfect’ agreement.  For the LLE dimension, 

three out of the six observations achieved substantial agreement and the remaining three 

yielded almost perfect agreement.  This indicated that agreement between the two raters 

was consistently high for this dimension.   

Similar to the percentage agreement values observed in the previous section for the 

LLO dimension, three of the six observations showed poor agreement, one observation 

had substantial agreement, while another observation had almost perfect agreement.  One 

classroom observation yielded no statistics when kappa analysis was computed.  This was 
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because both raters scored exactly the same for each item in this particular session.  

Overall, the range of agreement scores suggested that agreement between raters was not 

consistently high for this particular dimension.  Specifically, the raters agreed on half of the 

observations but did not agree on the other half.  For the LLI dimension, it was found that 

half of the observations gained almost perfect agreement, two observations achieved 

moderate agreement and the last score showed substantial agreement.  This indicated that 

overall, both raters’ agreement was consistently high for all six observations for this 

particular dimension.   

Intra-class Correlation Coefficient 

The intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) values and the strength of the 

agreements for the LLO and LLI dimensions are displayed in Table 3.  Strengths of 

agreement was based on Cicchetti's (1994) scale where values less than 0.40 are classified as 

‘poor’, between 0.40 to 0.59 as ‘fair’, between 0.60 and 0.74 as ‘good’, and values above 

0.75 as ‘excellent’.  For the LLO dimension, only one observation gained poor agreement, 

another observation had good agreement, two observations obtained fair agreement 

between raters, and the remaining two resulted in excellent agreement.   

The poor agreement was a result of both raters only agreeing on the occurrence of 

two out of the five items in the LLO dimension, hence resulting in the very low score.  

With the exception of the single poor agreement, most of the classroom observations 

indicated that both raters agreed on the number of times a particular behaviour occurred in 

this dimension, within the fair to excellent range.  In the LLI dimension, half of the 

observations resulted in good agreement while the other half yielded excellent agreement.  

This showed that for the interaction dimension, both raters highly agreed on the 

frequencies of the occurrence of the behaviours. 
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Table 1: Table of Agreed Scores for Primary and Secondary Raters  

Sch. Cat. Year Dim. N / na % agreementb 

1 MIS Pre-school LLE 16/19  84.21% 

LLO 5/5  100.00% 

LLI 19/20  95.00% 

2 MIS Year 1 LLE 18/19  94.74% 

LLO 2/5  40.00% 

LLI 15/20  75.00% 

3 Non-MIS Year 1 LLE 19/19  100.00% 

LLO 3/5  60.00% 

LLI 14/20  70.00% 

4 MIS Pre-school LLE 17/19  89.47% 

LLO 3/5  60.00% 

LLI 17/20  85.00% 

5 MIS Pre-school LLE 17/19  89.47% 

LLO 5/5  100.00% 

LLI 20/20  100.00% 

6 MIS Year 1 LLE 18/19  94.74% 

LLO 4/5  80.00% 

LLI 19/20  95.00% 

Note. Sch. = School; Cat. = Category; Dim. = Dimension; N = Number of agreements; n = number of items;  

ᵃThe number of agreements between raters divided by the number of items in the dimension. 
b Percentage agreement for both the present and absent items by both raters.    
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Table 2: Table of Kappa Values for Inter-rater Agreement across Dimensions 

 

Note. Strength of agreement is based on the scale by Vierra and Garrett (2005) and Landis and Koch (1977); 
Dim. = Dimension; Obs. = Observation; k = kappa statistic. 
aNo statistics were computed as both raters scored exactly the same.  As a result the denominator becomes 
zero hence the kappa value is indeterminate according to http://www-
01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg21476750. 
*p < .05. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Dim. Obs. k statistic Agreement 

LLE 1 k = .66, 95% CI (0.33, 0.99), p = .002 Substantial  

 2 k = .89, 95% CI (0.69, 1.10), p < .001 Almost perfect  

 3 k = 1.00, 95% CI (1.00, 1.00), p < .001 Almost perfect  

 4 k = .79, 95% CI (0.52,1.06), p < .001 Substantial  

 5 k = .69, 95% CI (0.30, 1.08), p = .002 Substantial  

 6 k = .89, 95% CI (0.69, 1.10), p < .001 Almost perfect  

    

LLO 1 k = 1.00, 95% CI (1.00, 1.00), p = .025* Almost perfect  

 2 k = -.36, 95% CI (-0.90, 0.17), p = .361 Poor  

 3 k = -.25, 95% CI (-0.59, 0.09), p = .576 Poor  

 4 k = -.25, 95% CI (-0.59, 0.09), p = .576 Poor  

 5 No statistics were computed because Rater 

A and Rater B scores are constants a 

- 

 6 k = .62, 95% CI (-0.01, 1.24), p = .136 Substantial  

    

LLI 1 k = .83, 95% CI (0.50, 1.15), p < .001 Almost perfect  

 2 k = .50, 95% CI (0.17, 0.83), p = .010* Moderate  

 3 k = .42, 95% CI (0.06, 0.78), p = .043* Moderate  

 4 k = .63, 95% CI (0.24, 1.01), p = .005 Substantial  

 5 k = 1.00, 95% CI (1.00 , 1.00), p < .001 Almost perfect  

 6 k = .89, 95% CI (0.67, 1.10), p < .001 Almost perfect  
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Table 3: Table of Intra-class Coefficient Values for Inter-rater Agreement across the LLO and LLI 
Dimensions 

Dim.  Obs. ICC statistic Agr. 

LLO 1 ICC (3,2) = .57, 95% CI (-3.12, .96), F (4,4) = 2.33,  

p = .216 

Fair  

 2 ICC (3,2) = -1.33, 95% CI (-21.41, .76), F (4,4) = .429, 

p = .784 

Poor  

 3 ICC (3,2) = -.67, 95% CI (-15.01, .83), F (4,4) = .600,  

p = .684 

Good 

 4 ICC (3,2) = .53, 95% CI (-.3.48, .95), F (4,4) = 2.14,  

p = .239 

Fair  

 5 ICC (3,2) = .89, 95% CI (-.07, .99), F (4,4) = 9.00,  

p = .028* 

Excellent  

 6 ICC (3,2) = .80, 95% CI (-.92, .98), F (4,4) = 5.00,  

p = .074 

Excellent  

    

LLI 1 ICC (3,2) = .80, 95% CI (.48, .92), F (19,19) = 4.87,  

p = .001 

Excellent  

 2 ICC (3,2) = .71, 95% CI (.27, .89), F (19,19) = 3.44,  

p = .005 

Good  

 3 ICC (3,2) = .74, 95% CI (.34, .90), F (19,19) = 3.81,  

p = .003 

Good  

 4 ICC (3,2) = .71, 95% CI (.27, .89), F (19,19) = 3.45,  

p = .005 

Good  

 5 ICC (3,2) = .82, 95% CI (.54, .93), F (19,19) = 5.46,  

p < .001 

Excellent  

 6 ICC (3,2) = .83, 95% CI (.56, .93), F (19,19) = 5.75,  

p < .001 

Excellent  

Note. Strength of agreement is based on the scale Cicchetti (1994); Dim. = Dimension; Obs. = Observation; ICC = Intra-
class coefficient statistic; Agr. = Agreement.  
*p < .05. 
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Appendix I: Inter-rater Reliability (Intervention Phase) 

As there were different raters for each school, tests to assess the consistency of 

these raters were conducted.  Specifically, this was done for each observation of both 

Intervention Classrooms and Control Classrooms for the five schools at the individual time 

points.  The analysis followed similar procedures to the profiling phase.  Percentage 

agreement values were calculated for the three dimensions at the individual time points 

(Table 1).  The k statistics were also calculated to determine statistically reliable results 

(Tables 2 to 4).   Table 5 displays the ICC values for the LLO and LLI dimensions. The 

findings are presented separately below.  

Percentage Agreement 

Percentage agreement values for the Intervention Classrooms in the LLE 

dimension ranged from 63.16% to 89.47% (T1), 73.68% to 89.47% (T2), and 73.68% to 

100.00% (T3).  The Control Classrooms on the other hand yielded values that ranged from 

68.42% to 89.47% (T1), 57.89% to 84.21% (T2), and 78.95% to 94.74% (T3).   Overall, 

with the exception of one Control Classroom that obtained an agreement score of 57.89% 

(11/19 agreed items for school 4, T2) all the classrooms yielded consistent scores of above 

60%.  For the LLO dimension, this ranged between 40% to 80% (T1) and 60% to 80% (T2 

and T3) for the Intervention Classrooms.  The low agreement was scored by two of the 

classrooms (schools 2 and 3) at T1, where the raters only agreed on two out of the five 

items.  The Control Classrooms obtained values ranging from 60% to 80% (T1 and T2), 

and from 80% to 100% (T3).  Despite the two low scores of 40% of the Intervention 

Classrooms at T1, the rest of the observations achieved scores of 60% and above.  The LLI 

dimension yielded percentage agreement scores of 75% to 95% (T1), 80% to 95% (T2), 

and 95% to 100% (T3) for the Intervention Classrooms, and obtained scores ranging from 

55% to 95% for T1 and T2 and from 70% to 100% for T3 for the Control Classrooms.  

The low score of 55% was obtained by two Control Classrooms from school 2 at T1 and 

T2, which was the result of the raters only agreeing on 11 out of the 20 items in the 

interaction dimension.   

The results of the percentage agreement values for all the schools across the three 

time points were quite wide particularly for the LLO dimension where two classrooms 

achieved a percentage agreement of 40%.  In the LLE dimension, only one classroom 

obtained a score of 57.89%, while two classrooms scored 55% for the LLI dimension.  In 

spite of these low scores, the rest of the percentage agreement values obtained were 60% 

and above, particularly between T2 and T3 that was when intervention occurred, indicating 
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that the raters’ agreement improved with time.  It also suggested that overall there was 

quite a good inter-rater reliability across the observations.  

 

Table 1: Table of Agreed Scores by Raters across Dimensions, Time points and Classroom Categories 

Dim. Cat. Sch. 
T1 T2 T3 

na % agreementb  na % agreementb na % agreementb 

LLE IC 1 17 89.47 16 84.21 18 94.74 

(N=19)  2 16 84.21 14 73.68 18 94.74 

  3 12 63.16 16 84.21 14 73.68 

  4 15 78.95 17 89.47 19 100.00 

  5 15 78.95 17 89.47 15 78.95 

         

 CC 1 15 78.95 16 84.21 17 89.47 

  2 16 84.21 15 78.95 18 94.74 

  3 13 68.42 12 63.16 16 84.21 

  4 17 89.47 11 57.89 18 94.74 

  5 16 84.21 13 68.42 15 78.95 

         

LLO IC 1 4 80.00 4 80.00 3 60.00 

(N=5)  2 2 40.00 3 60.00 4 80.00 

  3 2 40.00 4 80.00 4 80.00 

  4 3 60.00 4 80.00 4 80.00 

  5 4 80.00 3 60.00 4 80.00 

         

 CC 1 3 60.00 3 60.00 4 80.00 

  2 4 80.00 4 80.00 5 100.00 

  3 4 80.00 3 60.00 4 80.00 

  4 4 80.00 4 80.00 4 80.00 

  5 3 60.00 4 80.00 4 80.00 

         

LLI IC 1 15 75.00 17 85.00 20 100.00 

(N=20)  2 15 75.00 18 90.00 20 100.00 

  3 19 95.00 19 95.00 19 95.00 

  4 18 90.00 16 80.00 20 100.00 

  5 19 95.00 16 80.00 19 95.00 

         

 CC 1 19 95.00 15 75.00 19 95.00 

  2 11 55.00 11 55.00 15 75.00 

  3 16 80.00 18 90.00 18 90.00 

  4 17 85.00 19 95.00 20 100.00 

  5 16 80.00 19 95.00 14 70.00 

Note. Dim. = Dimension; Cat. = Category; Sch. = School; T = Time point; IC = Intervention classroom; CC = Control 
classroom; N = Number of items; n = number of agreements; CI = Confidence Intervals.  

ᵃThe number of agreements between raters divided by the number of items in the dimension. 
b % agreement for both the present and absent items by both raters.    

 

Cohen’s Kappa 

The findings showed that for both the Intervention Classrooms and the Control 

Classrooms in the LLE dimension, the observations largely ranged between fair to almost 

perfect agreement, with the exception of one observation that achieved slight agreement in 
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both categories.  This was a result of the raters only agreeing on 12 out of the 19 items for 

the Intervention Classrooms (school 3, T1) and the Control Classrooms (school 3, T2).  

For the LLO dimension the Intervention Classrooms obtained agreement that ranged 

between poor to moderate.  The poor agreement was a result of only two and three items 

that were agreed on by the raters (school 2 at T1 and T2), out of the five items in the 

dimension.  There were also three observations where no k statistics were computed due to 

either one or both of the raters scores being constant throughout the observations.  

However, for these observations, the raters agreed on three (school 4, T1) and four 

(schools 4 and 5, T3) items.  The Control Classrooms achieved slight to moderate 

agreement, but two schools also had no k statistics computed.  These observations were a 

result of four and five agreed items for school 2 at T2 and T3 respectively.  In the LLI 

dimension, the agreement between the raters for both the Intervention Classrooms and the 

Control Classrooms ranged between fair to almost perfect.  However, for the Intervention 

Classrooms, two observations again resulted in no k statistics.  Here the raters were found 

to agree on 20 (school 4, T3) and 19 (school 5, T3) items out of the 20 items in the LLI 

dimension.  

 With the exception of two classroom observations with poor agreement (LLO 

dimension), slight agreement obtained by ten classroom observations and seven 

observations with fair agreement across the three dimensions, and no computed kappa 

statistic for seven classroom observations (LLO and LLI dimensions), the majority of the 

classroom observations did obtain values that ranged from moderate to almost perfect 

agreement, particularly at T3, suggesting that agreement improved with time.  It also 

showed that there was a wide variation in the agreement of the scores among the raters, but 

it also indicated that a majority of the observations were consistently high throughout 

particularly for the LLE and LLI dimension.  This suggested that there was a need to 

explore the reasons for the differences in the raters’ agreement, especially for the LLO 

dimension.  However, an explanation for this could be that particularly for the SENA 

teachers who were the secondary raters for each respective school, they needed more 

training and practice to become familiar with the procedure and items of the tool in order 

to achieve a higher consistency agreement.   
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Table 2: Table of Kappa Values for Inter-rater Agreement across Time points for LLE Dimension 

Cat. Sch. 

T1 T2 T3 

k Agr. k Agr. k Agr. 

 IC 1 k = .73, 95% 
CI (.38, 1.08),           
p = .001 

Substantial  k = .48, 95%    
CI (-.03, .98),         
p = .035* 

Moderate  k = .77, 95% 
CI (.35, 1.20), 
p = .001 

Substantial  

 2 k = .67, 95% 
CI (.33, 1.01),           
p = .003 

Substantial  k = .50, 95%    
CI (.18, .83),           
p = .012* 

Moderate  k = .89, 95% 
CI (.69, 1.10), 
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect  

 3 k = .18, 95% 
CI (-.27, .64),             
p = .419 

Slight  k = .50, 95%    
CI (.04, .95),           
p = .012* 

Moderate  k = .42, 95% 
CI (-.01, .84), p 
= .067 

Moderate  

 4 k = .58, 95% 
CI (.21, .95), 
p = .012* 

Moderate  k = .78, 95%    
CI (.50, 1.07),         
p = .001 

Substantial  k = .100, 95% 
CI (1.00, 1.00),             
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect  

 5 k = .55, 95% 
CI (.18, .93), 
p = .013* 

Moderate  k = .79, 95%    
CI (.52, 1.06),         
p < .001 

Substantial  k = .58, 95% 
CI (.23, .94),   
p = .009 

Moderate  

        

CC 1 k = .51, 95% 
CI (.10, .93), 
p = .025* 

Moderate  k = .57, 95%    
CI (.13, 1.00),         
p = .013* 

Moderate  k = .68, 95% 
CI (.28, 1.09), 
p = .003 

Substantial  

 2 k = .65, 95% 
CI (.29, 1.01),           
p = .004 

Substantial  k = .55, 95%    
CI (.18, .93),           
p = .013* 

Moderate  k = .89, 95% 
CI (.68, 1.10), 
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect  

 3 k = .27, 95% 
CI (-.19, .73),              
p = .241 

Fair  k = .17, 95%    
CI (-.20, .55),         
p = .348 

Slight  k = .57, 95% 
CI (.13, 1.00), 
p = .013* 

Moderate  

 4 k = .77, 95% 
CI (.48, 1.07),           
p = .001 

Substantial  k = .22, 95%    
CI (-.13, .56),         
p = .243 

Fair  k = .90, 95% 
CI (.70, 1.10), 
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect  

 5 k = .69, 95% 
CI (.38, 1.00),           
p = .002 

Substantial  k = .38, 95%    
CI (.01, .75),           
p = .069 

Fair  k = .57, 95% 
CI (.19, .94),    
p = .013* 

Moderate  

Note. Strength of agreement is based on the scale by Vierra and Garrett (2005) and Landis and Koch (1977); T = Time 
point; k = kappa statistic; Sch. = School; Cat. = Category; IC = Intervention classroom; CC = Control classroom; Agr. = 
Agreement; CI = Confidence Interval.  
*p < .05. 
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Table 3: Table of Kappa Values for Inter-rater Agreement across Time points for LLO Dimension 

Cat. Sch. 
T1 T2 T3 

k Agr. k Agr. k Agr. 

IC 1 k = .62, 95%   CI 
(-.01, 1.24),         
p = .136 

Substantial  k = .62, 95% 
CI (-.01, 1.24), 
p = .136 

Substantial  k = .17, 95% 
CI (-.71, 
1.04),            
p = .709 

Slight  

 2 k = -.15, 95%  CI 
(-.97, .66),           
p = .709 

Poor  k = -.25, 95% 
CI (-.59, .09),   
p = .576 

Poor  k = .62, 95% 
CI (-.01, 
1.24),            
p = .136 

Substantial  

 3 k = .12, 95%   CI 
(-.18, .42),           
p = .576 

Slight  k = .62, 95% 
CI (.01, 1.24),  
p = .136 

Substantial  k = .55, 95% 
CI (-.17, 
1.26),            
p = .171 

Moderate  

 4 No statistics computed because 

Rater B scores are constantsᵃ 

k = .62, 95% 
CI (-.01, 1.24), 
p = .136 

Substantial  No statistics computed 
because Rater B scores are 

constantsᵃ 

 5 k = .62, 95%   CI 
(-.01, 1.24),         
p = .136 

Substantial  k = .17, 95% 
CI (-.71, 1.04), 
p = .709 

Slight  No statistics computed 
because Rater A scores are 

constantsᵃ 

        

CC 1 k = .17, 95%   CI 
(-.71, 1.04),         
p = .709 

Slight  k = .29, 95% 
CI (-.25, .82),   
p = .361 

Fair  k = .62, 95% 
CI (-.01, 
1.24),            
p = .136 

Substantial  

 2 k = .62, 95%   CI 
(-.01, 1.24),         
p = .136 

Substantial  No statistics computed 
because Rater A scores are 

constantsᵃ 

No statistics computed 
because Rater A and B 

scores are constantᵃ 

 3 k = .55, 95%   CI 
(-.17, 1.26),         
p = .171 

Moderate  k = .17, 95% 
CI (-.71, 
1.04),            
p = .709 

Slight  k = .55, 95% 
CI (-.17, 
1.26),            
p = .171 

Moderate  

 4 k = .62, 95%   CI 
(-.01, 1.24),         
p = .136 

Substantial  k = .54, 95% 
CI (-.17, 
1.26),            
p = .171 

Moderate  k = .62, 95% 
CI (-.01, 
1.24),            
p = .136 

Substantial  

 5 k = .17, 95%   CI 
(-.71, 1.04),         
p = .709 

Slight  k = .62, 95% 
CI (-.01, 
1.24),            
p = .136 

Substantial  k = .55, 95% 
CI (-.17, 
1.26),            
p = .171 

Moderate  

Note. Strength of agreement is based on the scale by Vierra and Garrett (2005) and Landis and Koch (1977); T = Time 
point; k = kappa statistic; Sch. = School; Cat. = Category; IC = Intervention classroom; CC = Control classroom; Agr. = 
Agreement; CI = Confidence Interval.  

ᵃNo statistics were computed as either both raters scored exactly the same or the scores were constant. As a result the 
denominator becomes zero hence the kappa value is indeterminate according to http://www-
01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg21476750. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www-01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg21476750
http://www-01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg21476750
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Table 4: Table of Kappa Values for Inter-rater Agreement across Time points for LLI Dimension 

Cat. Sch. T1 T2 T3 

k Agr. k Agr. k Agr. 

IC 1 k = .29, 95% 
CI (-.19, .77),  
p = .197 

Fair  k = .63, 95% CI 
(.28, .99),          
p = .002 

Substantial  k = 1.00, 95% CI 
(1.00, 1.00),        
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect 

 2 k = .44, 95% 
CI (.05, .84),    
p = .035* 

Moderate  k = .77, 95% CI 
(.47, 1.07),           
p < .001 

Substantial  k = 1.00, 95% CI 
(1.00, 1.00),        
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect 

 3 k = .64, 95% 
CI (.01, 1.28),  
p = .002 

Substantial  k = .77, 95% CI 
(.35, 1.20),           
p < .001 

Substantial  k = .64, 95% CI 
(.01, 1.28),          
p = .002 

Substantial  

 4 k = .44, 95% 
CI (-.20, 1.09),             
p = .047* 

Moderate  k = .47, 95% CI 
(.02, .91),          
p = .037* 

Moderate  No statistics computed because 
Rater A and B scores are 

constantᵃ 

 5 k = .77, 95% 
CI (.35, 1.20),  
p < .001 

Substantial  k = .47, 95% CI 
(.05, .90),          
p < .028* 

Moderate  No statistics computed because 

Rater A scores are constantsᵃ 

        

CC 1 k = .77, 95% 
CI (.35, 1.20),  
p < .001 

Substantial  k = .47, 95% CI 
(.07, .87),          
p = .035*  

Moderate  k = .86, 95% CI 
(.59, 1.13),          
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect 

 2 k = .15, 95% 
CI (-.17, .47),  
p = .369 

Slight  k = .06, 95% CI 
(-.35, .48),         
p = .769 

Slight  k = .50, 95% CI 
(.12, .88),             
p = .025* 

Moderate  

 3 k = .22, 95% 
CI (-.33, .76),  
p = .335 

Fair  k = .46, 95% CI 
(-.14, 1.06),       
p = .015* 

Moderate  k = .62, 95% CI 
(.15, 1.08),          
p = .003 

Substantial  

 4 k = .58, 95% 
CI (.14, 1.00),  
p = .010* 

Moderate  k = .77, 95% CI 
(.35, 1.20),        
p < .001 

Substantial  k = 1.00, 95% CI 
(1.00, 1.00),              
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect  

 5 k = .47, 95% 
CI (.05, .90),    
p = .028* 

Moderate  k = .83, 95% CI 
(.50, 1.15),        
p < .001 

Almost 
perfect  

k = .29, 95% CI 
(-.16, .74),           
p = .201 

Fair  

Note. Strength of agreement is based on the scale by Vierra and Garrett (2005) and Landis and Koch (1977); T = Time 
point; k = kappa statistic; Sch. = School; Cat. = Category; IC = Intervention classroom; CC = Control classroom; Agr. = 
Agreement; CI = Confidence Interval.  

ᵃNo statistics were computed as either both raters scored exactly the same or the scores were constant. As a result the 
denominator becomes zero hence the kappa value is indeterminate according to http://www-
01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg21476750. 
*p < .05. 

 

Intra-class correlation coefficient 

 The Intra-class coefficient (ICC) tests showed that in the LLO dimension, the 

agreement obtained by the Intervention Classrooms ranged between poor to excellent, and 

for the Control Classrooms between fair to excellent across T1 and T2.  However this 

improved at T3 where the Intervention Classrooms achieved only one observation with 

poor agreement and the rest were excellent, while the Control Classrooms obtained good 

to excellent agreement.  One Control Classroom observation had no ICC statistic 

http://www-01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg21476750
http://www-01.ibm.com/support/docview.wss?uid=swg21476750


 

253 

 

calculated as both raters’ scored exactly the same throughout the observation (school 2, 

T3).  For the LLI dimension, across T1 and T2, the Intervention Classrooms achieved 

agreements that ranged between good to excellent, and fair to excellent for the Control 

Classrooms.  At T3, both the Intervention Classrooms and the Control Classrooms largely 

obtained good to excellent agreement with the exception of one observation in each 

category (school 5, Intervention Classroom and school 2, Control Classroom).  The results 

of the ICC values showed that for the LLO dimension, half of the classroom observations 

across the different times and schools had agreement values that ranged from fair to poor, 

while the other half scored within the good to excellent range.  This indicated that there 

was a wide variation in the consistency among the raters.  This also suggested that more 

practice and shared understanding is required among the different raters in order to achieve 

a much more consistent agreement pattern.   

Conversely, the LLI dimension showed a much more consistent pattern where the 

different raters tended to highly agree on the frequencies of the behaviour occurrence for a 

majority of the observations.  This was despite two observations achieving poor agreement 

at T3, and four classroom observations gaining fair agreement at T1 and T2.   Overall, it 

can be seen that for both the LLO and LLI dimensions, the ICC inter-rater reliability 

scores mostly ranged between the fair to excellent agreement across the schools, 

classrooms and time points. This indicated that the different raters tended to rate the 

occurrence of the behaviours similarly, especially for the LLI dimension.   
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Table 5: Table of Intra-class Coefficient Values for Inter-rater Agreement at the Three Time points for the LLO and LLI Dimension 

Dim. Cat. Sch. 

T1 T2 T3 

ICC Agr. ICC Agr. ICC Agr. 

LLO IC 1 ICC (3,2) = .43, 95% CI(-.4.52, .94), F(4,4) = 
1.74, p =.302 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .75, 95% CI(-1.40, .97), F(4,4) = 
4.00, p =.104 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .61, 95% CI(-2.73, .96), F(4,4) = 
2.58, p =.191 

Good  

  2 ICC (3,2) = .33, 95% CI(-5.40,.93), F(4,4) = 1.50, 
p =.352 

Poor  ICC (3,2) = -.67, 95% CI(-.15.01,.83), F(4,4) 
= .600, p =.684 

Poor  ICC (3,2) = .61, 95% CI(-.2.78,.96), F(4,4) = 2.54, 
p =.194 

Good  

  3 ICC (3,2) = .00, 95% CI(-8.61, .90), F(4,4) = 
1.00, p =.500 

Poor  ICC (3,2) = .57, 95% CI(-3.12, .96), F(4,4) = 
2.33, p =.216 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .95, 95% CI(.55,1.00), F(4,4) = 21.40, 
p =.006 

Exc. 

  4 ICC (3,2) = .23, 95% CI(-6.39,.92), F(4,4) = 1.30, 
p =.403 

Poor  ICC (3,2) = .95, 95% CI(.54,1.00), F(4,4) = 
21.00, p =.006 

Exc.  ICC (3,2) = .71, 95% CI(-1.79,.97), F(4,4) = 3.44, 
p =.129 

Good  

  5 ICC (3,2) = -.22,95% CI(-10.69,.87), F(4,4) = .82, 
p =.573 

Poor  ICC (3,2) = .41, 95% CI(-4.64,.94), F(4,4) = 
1.70, p =.309 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .32, 95% CI(-5.49,.93), F(4,4) = 1.48, 
p =.357 

Poor  

         

 CC 1 ICC (3,2) = .64, 95% 95% CI(-2.47, .96), F(4,4) = 
2.77, p =.174 

Good  ICC (3,2) = -.17, 95% CI(-10.24, .88), F(4,4) 
= .86, p =.559 

Poor  ICC (3,2) = .71, 95% CI(-1.74, .97), F(4,4) = 
3.50, p =.126 

Good  

  2 ICC (3,2) = .51, 95% CI(-3.67, .95), F(4,4) = 
2.06, p =.251 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .00, 95% CI(-8.61, .90), F(4,4) = 
1.00, p =.500 

Poor  Scale has zero variance itemsᵃ 

  3 ICC (3,2) = .56, 95% CI(-3.27,.95), F(4,4) = 2.25, 
p =.226 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .87, 95% CI(-.21,.99), F(4,4) = 
7.92, p =.035* 

Exc.  ICC (3,2) = .60, 95% CI(-2.84,.96), F(4,4) = 
2.500, p =.198 

Good  

  4 ICC (3,2) = .97, 95% CI(.69,1.00), F(4,4) = 31.00, 
p =.003 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .33, 95% CI(-5.40,.93), F(4,4) = 
1.50, p =.352 

Poor  ICC (3,2) = .88, 95% CI(-.12,.99), F(4,4) = 8.60, p 
=.030* 

Exc. 

  5 ICC (3,2) = .47, 95% CI(-4.11,.95), F(4,4) = 1.88, 
p =.278 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .81, 95% CI(-.83,.98), F(4,4) = 
5.25, p =.069 

Exc.  ICC (3,2) = .75, 95% CI(-1.40,.97), F(4,4) = 4.00, 
p =.104 

Exc. 

LLI         

 IC 1 ICC (3,2) = .84, 95% CI(.59,.94), F(19,19) = 6.18, 
p < .001 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .89, 95% CI(.72, .96), F(19,19) = 
9.12, p < .001 

Exc.  ICC (3,2) = .77, 95% CI(.42, .91), F(19,19) = 
4.38, p =.001 

Exc. 

  2 ICC (3,2) = .69, 95% CI(.23,.88), F(19,19) = 3.26, 
p =.007 

Good  ICC (3,2) = .91, 95% CI(.77,.96), F(19,19) = 
11.07, p<.001 

Exc.  ICC (3,2) = .82, 95% CI(.55,.93), F(19,19) = 5.58, 
p<.001 

Exc. 

  3 ICC (3,2) = .86, 95% CI(.65,.95), F(19,19) = 7.23, 
p <.001 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .78, 95% CI(.45,.91), F(19,19) = 
4.59, p =.001 

Exc.  ICC (3,2) = .79, 95% CI(.47,.92), F(19,19) = 4.77, 
p =.001 

Exc.   

  4 ICC (3,2) = .65, 95% CI(.12,.86), F(19,19) = 2.88, 
p =.013* 

Good  ICC (3,2) = .67, 95% CI(.16,.87), F(19,19) = 
3.01, p =.010* 

Good  ICC (3,2) = .95, 95% CI(.95,.86), F(19,19) = 
18.29, p <.001 

Exc. 
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Table 5. Continued. 

  5 ICC (3,2) = .82, 95% CI(.54,.93), F(19,19) = 5.44, 
p <.001 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .80, 95% CI(.49,.92), F(19,19) = 
4.98, p <.001 

Exc.   ICC (3,2) = .15, 95% CI(-1.15,.66), F(19,19) = 
1.17, p =.365 

Poor  

         

 CC 1 ICC (3,2) = .68,  95% CI(.20,.87), F(19,19) = 
3.14, p =.008 

Good  ICC (3,2) = .86, 95% CI.65,.95), F(19,19) = 
7.18,  p <.001 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .96, 95% CI(.90,.99), F(19,19) = 
26.26, p <.001 

Exc. 

  2 ICC (3,2) = .50, 95% CI(-.12,.67), F(19,19) = 
1.99, p =.072 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .53, 95% CI(-.19, .81), F(19,19) 
= 2.13, p =.054 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .37, 95% CI(-.59,.75), F(19,19) = 
1.59, p =.160 

Poor  

  3 ICC (3,2) = .68, 95% CI(.18,.87), F(19,19) = 3.08, 
p =.009 

Good  ICC (3,2) = .91, 95% CI(.77,.96), F(19,19) = 
10.89, p < .001 

Exc.   ICC (3,2) = .77, 95% CI(.43,.90), F(19,19) = 4.39, 
p =.001 

Exc.   

  4 ICC (3,2) = .88,  95% CI(.70,.95), F(19,19) = 
8.51, p <.001 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .77, 95% CI(.41,.91), F(19,19) = 
4.26, p =.001 

Exc. ICC (3,2) = .85, 95% CI(.63,.94), F(19,19) = 6.83, 
p <.001 

Exc. 

  5 ICC (3,2) = .50, 95% CI(-.29,.80), F(19,19) = 
1.96, p =.075 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .58, 95% CI(-.07,.83), F(19,19) = 
2.35, p =.035* 

Fair  ICC (3,2) = .68, 95% CI(.19,.87), F(19,19) = 3.12, 
p =.009 

Good  

Note. Strength of agreement is based on the scale by Cicchetti (1994); IT = Time point; ICC = Intra-class coefficient; Sch. = School; Cat. = Category; IC = Intervention classroom; CC = Control classroom; 
exc. = Excellent; Agr. = Agreement.  

ᵃBoth raters’ scores were constant and exactly the same throughout resulting in no variance in the scores, hence no ICC coefficient.  
*p < .05. 
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Appendix J: Focus Group Questions (Profiling Phase) 

No. Question 

To explore: 
Existing knowledge on children’s communication skills and how they relate to educational attainment. 
Perception on significance of children’s communication skills. 
Use of communication skills for teachers and children. 

1 Can you tell me what you understand by communication skills? What do you think it means? 

2 From a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = not at all important, 5 = extremely important), how would you 
rate the importance of communication skills?  

3 Do you think there is a link between communication skills and education? What are your 
reasons? 

4 How important do you think communication skills are for children in schools? Rate from a 
scale of 1 to 5.  (1 = not at all important, 5 = extremely important).  

5 How and why will children use communication skills in schools? 

6 How important do you think communication skills are for teachers in schools? Rate from a 
scale of 1 to 5.  (1 = not at all important, 5 = extremely important). 

7 How and why will teachers use communication skills in schools? 

To explore how children’s communication skills are supported in schools: 

8 Can you tell me examples of how teachers support communication skills in the classrooms? 

9 What other things do you think teachers can do to support communication skills in our 
outside the classrooms? 

To explore the three dimensions of the CsC observation tool: 

10 How should the classroom environment be organised to support children’s communication 
skills? 

11 Can you tell me what activities or tasks you think would support children’s communication 
skills in the classrooms? 

12 How do you think adults should interact with children to help develop their communication 
skills? 

 

Development of Focus Group Questions  

The changes to questions 5 and 7 were done as a result of feedback:   

 Question five was amended from “What sort of things will children use communication 

skills for in schools?” to “How and why will children use communication skills in 

schools?” 

 Question seven was changed from “What do you think teachers use communication 

skills for in schools?” to “How and why will teachers use communication skills in 

schools?” 
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Appendix K: Focus Group Questions (Intervention Phase) 

No. Question 

To explore the SENA teacher’s experience in implementing the Tool. 

1 Can you tell me about your experience of carrying out the ‘Communication Supporting 

Classroom Observation Tool’? 

2 In your opinion, how suitable or appropriate do you think the tool is to be used in our 

Brunei context? 

3 When you talk about culture specific, which parts of the tool, as you remember there are 

three parts, which one would you say the culture specific applies to? All three or just the 

environment, interaction or opportunities dimension? 

4 On a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = very easy, 5 = extremely difficult), how easy or difficult did you find 

the tool was to complete overall? 

5 Which parts of the tool did you find were easy to complete and why? 

6 Which parts of the tool did you find difficult to complete and why? 

To explore any changes in expectations and knowledge in terms of creating a communication-friendly classroom after 

using the Tool: 

7 What were your expectations about a communication supportive classroom environment 

before being involved in this study? 

8 Can you tell me what new things you have learnt about creating a classroom environment 

that supports children’s communication during this study? 

9 Do you feel that the tool has helped you understand more about how classrooms in your 

school support children’s communication skills? How? 

Awareness of what is currently being practiced in Brunei classrooms and areas for improvement: 

10 In the classrooms that you observed, can you give me some examples of what was available 

to support children’s communication skills? 

11 Can you give me some examples of what could be improved in the classrooms that you 

observed, to support children’s communication skills? 

12 What are the challenges in doing that do you think? 

13 Are there any other comments that you would like to add regarding the tool or about your 

involvement in this study? 
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Development of Focus Group Questions  

 
Based on feedback received on the question, changes are detailed below:  

1. Question one was changed from, “Can you tell me about your experience in carrying 

out the ‘Communication Supporting Classroom Observation Tool’ during this study?” 

to “Can you tell me about your experience of carrying out the ‘Communication 

Supporting Classroom Observation Tool’?” 

2. Question two was amended from, “From a scale of 1 to 5 (1= very easy, 5= very 

difficult), how easy or difficult did you find the tool was to complete?” to “On a scale of 

1 to 5 (1= very easy, 5= very difficult), how easy or difficult did you find the tool was to 

complete overall?” 

3. Question three, from, “Which parts of the tool did you find easy to do?” to “Which 

parts of the tool did you find easy to complete, and why?” 

4. Question four from, “Which parts of the tool did you find difficult to do?” to “Which 

parts of the tool did you find difficult to complete, and why?” 

5. Question six was changed from, “Can you tell me what new things have you learnt 

about creating a classroom environment that supports children’s communication during 

this study?” to “Can you tell me what new things you have learnt about creating a 

classroom environment that supports children’s communication during this study?” 

6. Question seven, from “Do you feel that the tool has helped you understand more about 

how classrooms in your school support children’s communication skills?” to “Do you 

feel that the tool has helped you understand more about how classrooms in your school 

support children’s communication skills? How?” 

7. Question eight, from, “In the classrooms that you observed, can you give me some 

examples of what were available to support children’s communication skills?” to “In the 

classrooms that you observed, can you give me some examples of what was available to 

support children’s communication skills?” 

8. Question nine, from, “Can you give me some examples of what could be improved in 

the classrooms that you observed, to support communication skills in children?” to 

“Can you give me some examples of what could be improved in the classrooms that you 

observed, to support children’s communication skills?” 

The researcher also added impromptu questions based on the information provided 

by the participants.  These questions were used to draw out more information and build on 

participants’ initial responses.  These questions are detailed below:  
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Chapter 1 “In your opinion, how suitable or appropriate do you think the tool is to be used 

in our Brunei context?” 

Chapter 2 “When you talk about culture specific, which parts of the tool, as you remember 

there are three parts, which one would you say the culture-specific applies to, all three or 

just the environment, interaction or opportunities dimension?” 

Chapter 3 “What are the challenges in doing that do you think?” This was a follow up 

question to question nine, which was, “Can you give me some examples of what could 

be improved in the classrooms that you observed, to support children’s communication 

skills? 

 


