Appendix C1: Administration and return of questionnaire
	Group
	Administration route
	Participated / returned A
	Refused to participate B
	Wanted more time to complete but did not return C
	Did not return D
	Respondent letters

	Staff
	Pigeon holes, voluntary return (i.e. unsupervised)
	8 E
	n / a
	n / a
	28
	A – H

	L6 Students F
	Supervised in lesson time but voluntary
	3 E
	1
	6
	n / a
	I – K

	Yr 11 Students F
	Supervised in tutorial time but voluntary
	9 E
	0
	1
	n / a
	L – T


Note A: On a staff return rate of less than 25%, 2 of the 3 SMT responded. 4 other completions were by other relatively senior figures and one by the Duke of Edinburgh co-ordinator; only 1 was by classroom staff with no other evident role relating to explicit leadership of an aspect of school life. See main text.
Note B: Students were given an explanation of purpose and about 20 minutes to complete the questionnaire; they could refuse to participate if desired. Only 1 did so, and his response  was itself telling: he stated “What’s the point trying the change the way the school does things? It never listens to us anyway. This is a waste of time.” This respondent is a Sixth Former; these comments were not delivered in a heated but a calmly cynical way.
Note C: A total of 7 students wanted more time to complete the questionnaire (and the 6 Sixth Formers at least were evidently very engaged by it: they had not stopped writing over 20 minutes in and were perhaps heading for a response in more detail than those respondents whose returns are analysed here.) Although prompted once they did not return the questionnaire; admittedly it was the end of term and a number of major school events were coinciding as were coursework deadlines. Due to the complexity of possible reasons, no conclusion is drawn, although this reflects the difficulty of “fitting in” character. 
Note D: Staff were unsupervised in completion either returned or did not, so two categories of response do not apply. They each received one reminder. A return rate of nearly 25% is considered sufficient to project from given the depth, complexity and equivalence of response data; but see note A, above.
Note E: Only 1 staff respondent returned “anonymously” (no name on title page) although then discussed their paper with me. One Sixth Former used only initials although, in the context of this school, this represents name (he also handed me the paper.) One yr 11 student handed in the paper with only the letter “A” for name; knowing him personally, and given that the paper was personally handed to me, this is interpreted as a casual rather than anonymous approach. Thus all respondents were happy to be identified in all categories. There seems no discomfort in engaging with these questions.
Note F: Sixth Form sample was of mixed gender and mixed for boarding / day; the year 11 sample was all boys’ boarding (by reasons of constitution of available group.) This means the sample is skewed heavily towards boys. I adopt these findings as cross-gender with some discomfort; see Noddings’ remark in the main text to the effect that women might have an ethic of care rather than justice. But this is not a topic for this dissertation.

Appendix C2: Detail: table of students’ beliefs about teacher responses

	Question
	Students’ own view of this issue
	Students’ expectations of teacher views
	Notes or expansions

	What balance of praise and criticism do teachers give?
	Middling normal distribution
	Middling normal distribution
	No consensus on whether teachers thought they were more positive than students found them or not

	Is teachers’ praise short or expansive?
	Generally short
	Generally expansive
	Two disagreements and four about the same; otherwise consistent instinct that teachers think they are being more expansive than students find them

	Is teachers’ criticism short or expansive?
	Short to middling
	Short to middling
	A distribution of views with both sets averaging about the same; but clear sense that most comments are short

	Do teachers think young people show good character?
	Broad distribution centred on middling to no
	Broad distribution centred on middling to yes
	A mixed view as to whether young people show good character and (perhaps surprisingly) more positive that teachers think this too; several very strong views

	Is your school good at developing character?
	Some strong disagreement but mostly clear no
	Broad distribution but averaging a slight yes
	Fascinating and complex: strong mixed opinions and a general contempt for the school’s efforts to develop character, combined with a view that teachers think otherwise – a worrying picture; 

	Are teachers good at developing character?
	Almost entirely middling to strong no
	Almost entirely middling to very strong yes
	Again a worrying artefact: a clear gulf between perceptions paints a picture of teachers with more faith (positive) or blind idealism (negative) in their ability to develop character, contrasted with an absolute lack of confidence amongst students that they can do so


Other notes:

· no statistical analysis has been performed on this information; the overviews given use qualitative language but imply not statistics
· on each question, respondents were divided into three categories: little or no difference; clearly teachers more at one end; clearly students more ( the volume of responses in each was then used to comment

· the complexity of the questions, despite a simple layout, may have caused confusion; placed this late in the questionnaire, and taken alongside the mixed (although not very mixed) spreads, this may indicate a casual / cautious response; alternatively, the confusion of views may indicate a profoundly complex and worth-investigating spectrum of interesting opinion – either way, an interview follow-up would be appropriate and necessary in a fuller study

· a general pattern was found by which most respondents’ answers to a number of questions reflected a common trend in their other answers: they have a fixed perception of teachers’ self-perceptions which pervades all their comments; by implication, this will mean a belief about the merits of listening and responding to, efforts to develop character by teachers – which again merits further investigation

