
Participants 
Teachers. A total of 95 (33 males and 62 females) secondary school teachers and 70 (18 males and 52 females) primary school teachers from South Wales, UK, voluntarily completed an online survey. For secondary school teachers, ages ranged from 21 to 62 years (M=41, SD=4.23) and years of service ranged from 1 to 27 years (M=17, SD=4.96). For primary school teachers, ages ranged from 21 to 59 years (M=33, SD=3.69) and years of service ranged from 1 to 24 years (M=15, SD=3.25).
TAs. A total of 80 (13 males and 67 females) secondary school TAs and 77 (6 males and 71 females) primary school TAs from South Wales, UK, voluntarily completed an online survey. For secondary school TAs, ages ranged from 19 to 61 years (M=41, SD=3.23) and years of service ranged from 1 to 11 years (M=7, SD=2.10). For primary school TAs, ages ranged from 18 to 60 years (M=37, SD=2.95) and years of service ranged from 1 to 15 years (M=10, SD=3.98). Table 1 shows the demographic information for all teachers and TAs.	 
Recruitment. Emails explaining the nature of the study were sent to the Heads of 200 schools in South Wales; 81 secondary schools and 119 primary schools. A link to the survey was placed at the end of the email, and the Heads of school were kindly asked to disseminate to all teachers and TAs in their schools. The total response rate was 385. However, 63 questionnaires were incomplete, so were not included. Therefore, 322 responses from teachers and TAs were used in the analysis.
Materials
The survey included an information sheet, a demographic questionnaire, an ADHD-specific knowledge (SASK) scale, an ADHD-specific attitudes (SASA) scale (Mulholland, 2016) and a debrief sheet. Both teachers and TAs received the same questionnaires. Some of the original questions in the SASA were altered to make them more appropriate for TAs. For example, the question ‘it is challenging to teach students who exhibit behaviours associated with ADHD’ was changed to ‘it is challenging to teach/work with students who exhibit…’ Demographic information asked about participants’ gender, age, school type, highest qualification and years of service. Responses for experience with ADHD, ADHD-specific training and perceived support from their school with regards to ADHD required a YES or NO answer. 
The SASK scale assesses teacher knowledge about aetiology, treatment, symptoms and prevalence/assessment via 20 questions, using a true/false/don’t know answer choice. Question examples are ‘children with ADHD tend to have poor concentration’ and ‘children with ADHD benefit from stricter parenting and schooling.’ Scores range from 20 to 60, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .878. The SASA scale assesses teacher attitude towards ADHD-type behaviours via 30 questions using a six-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Scores range from 30 to 18. The scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of .893. The scale has seven sub-scales that address both feelings and beliefs towards teaching students with ADHD (positive and negative), accommodations, knowledge and training and a desire for more training. Question examples are ‘students who exhibit behaviours associated with ADHD misbehave because they don’t want to follow the set rules’ and ‘I believe ADHD is over-diagnosed.’
Demographic table
Table1 Demographic information of respondents in frequencies and percentages  
	
Demographic Variables
	Teachers 
N                   %
165               51   
	TAs 
N                  %
157               49

	Gender
    Male           
    Female
School type
    Primary
    Secondary 
Educational qualification
    Certificate 
    Diploma
    Bachelor degree
    Graduate Diploma
    Master’s Degree
    PhD
    Other
Experience with ADHD
    Yes
    No
Training on ADHD
    Yes
    No
Support from school
    Yes
    No
	
 51                 31
114                69

 70                 42
 95                 58

  1                    .5
  2                   1
100                 6.5
 28                 17
 26                 16
  -                      -
   8                   5

157                95
   8                   5

105                64
 60                 36

 70                 42
 95                 58

	
 19               12
138              85

 77               49
 80               51

 22               14
 52               33
 44               28
  8                  5
  3                  2
  -                  -
 28                18

145               92
 12                 8

104               66
 53                34

 85                54
 72                46


Percentage – teachers – 165, 51 men - % - 51/165x100 = 30.9 (31%)
Results (2x2 within-subjects design)
The effects word length (long and short) and articulatory suppression (suppression and no suppression) on the number of correct words recalled in a memory test are displayed in this section.  

Table 1 
Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for word length and articulatory suppression 


	Condition                        Mean 
	SD

	Short words                12.75
Long words                   8.66
No Suppression            6.13
Suppression                  4.41
	2.76
1.92
2.94
1.92



Table 1 shows the number of correct words recalled was greatest in the short words condition and poorest in the suppression condition 2.  A two-way ANOVA was carried out and showed the following results:
A significant main effect for Word length – F(1,24)=0.351, p=.000, with short words producing better recall scores than long words.
A significant main effect for Articulatory suppression – F(1,24)=6.18, p=0.017, with the no suppression condition producing better recall scores than the suppression condition.
Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations for the interaction effect.

Table 2 
Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for word length and articulatory suppression interaction

	Condition                        Mean 
	SD

	Short/no sup              11.35
Short/sup                      7.66
Long/no sup                 8.12
Long/sup                       5.41
	1.16
1.42
1.94
1.32



Table 2 shows that the best recall was for short words with no articulatory suppression (mean- 11.35) and the poorest recall was in the long words with articulatory suppression condition (mean- 5.41).  Word length X Articulatory suppression revealed a significant interaction F(1,24) =0.22,p=0.00. This shows us that word length scores were affected by suppression – with short words in the no suppression condition producing the best recall score.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Describing your data.
TAs: Almost all (92%) TAs agreed with statements about positive feelings towards teaching students with ADHD (22% more than teachers). Ninety-four percent of TAs agreed that ‘students with ADHD are rewarding to work with’, and 89% agreed that ‘ADHD is a benefit to the growth of my teaching skills’. These were much higher percentages than that of teacher responses (73% and 59%, respectively). The percentages for TAs on agreeing with negative feeling statements towards teaching children with ADHD were much lower. Teachers agreed with 69% of statements, compared to 42% for TAs. Sixty-one percent disagreed that ADHD interferes with their teaching, compared with just 7% of teachers. Under half (43%) of TAs agreed that ‘behaviours associated with ADHD are irritating in the classroom’ (teachers: 79%), with 52% disagreeing that ‘ADHD-type behaviours cause me to experience stress’ (for teachers, 39%). A similar percentage of TAs (compared with teachers) agreed that ADHD is a valid diagnosis (90% and 89%, respectively). Almost three-quarters (74%) of all TAs disagreed with negative belief statements (teachers disagreed with significantly less - 46%). Fifty-four percent disagreed with the negative belief that ‘students need more structure and discipline, not assistance with their academic work’, and 52% disagreed that ‘children need to try harder’, compared with just 21% of teachers. Fifty-seven percent of TAs disagreed with the negative belief that ADHD is over-diagnosed, with 92% of TAs disagreeing that ‘children who exhibit ADHD type behaviours are deliberately misbehaving’ (considerably more than teachers – 69%). 
In relation to accommodation questions, the majority of TAs (84%) agreed that they would ‘refer a student to the school counsellor for a possible ADHD assessment’, while only 37%, compared to 77% of teachers, agreed that they already ‘change lessons and teaching styles to accommodate those with ADHD’. Less TAs, than teachers, disagreed that they were knowledgeable about ADHD (43% and 57%, respectively), while 66% of them agreed that they could effectively teach students with ADHD, compared to 52% of teachers. Sixty-eight percent of TAs disagreed that they had received adequate professional development, and 96% of them agreed with the three desire for training statements.  
Four Independent t-tests were carried out to measure the difference in beliefs and feelings between teachers and TAs.  Results revealed significant differences in three out of the four analyses (table 3).
Table 3.  Means, SD and p-values for positive and negative beliefs and feelings by teacher type. 
	
	Teacher
	TA
	p-value

	Positive beliefs
Negative beliefs
Positive feelings
Negative feelings
	  8.49  (1.60)  
24.21  (3.73)
16.35  (2.64)
23.75  (3.29)
	 8.38   (1.50) 
18.49  (4.69)  
18.84  (2.36)  
18.59  (3.88)  
	.532
.000
.000
.000



Table 3 shows us that for negative feelings and negative beliefs, teachers scored significantly higher than TAs, and for positive feelings, TAs scored significantly higher than teachers. Responses on positive belief questions were similar across teachers and TAs. 

Correlation 
For teachers, there was a significant positive correlation between knowledge and positive attitudes (r =.138, N=165, p=0.39) but not for TAs (r =.006, N=157, p=.472). This suggests an increase in knowledge results in an increase in positive attitudes for teachers. For TAs, there was also a significant negative correlation between knowledge and negative attitudes (r = -.203, N=157, p=.005), but not for teachers (r =.011, N=165, p=.443). Thus, for TAs, an increase in knowledge resulted in a decrease in negative attitudes.
If you do want to include a correlation table – follow the APA format.
[image: Image result for correlation table apa 6th edition]
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Chi-square
The results for positive attitudes revealed significant associations between training and perceived support for teachers (χ² (1, N = 165) = 76.64, p <.05) and TAs (χ² (1, N = 157) = 6.214, p <.05). Teachers and TAs who had received training, and believed that their school supported them, held more positive attitudes than those without training and support. For negative attitudes, a significant association was found between training and perceived support for teachers (χ² (1, N = 165) = 65.50, p <.05) and TAs (χ² (1, N = 158) = 56.59, p <.05). For both teachers and TAs, training and support had resulted in more negative attitudes than those without training and support. 
Table 4. Association of attitude scores and p-values between training and perceived support (percentages).
	
ADHD-specific training 
	Teacher             p-value    
Yes        No
	   TA                      p-value
   Yes        No

	Positive belief and feelings 
     Perceived support
     Yes                                                                            
     No
Negative belief and feelings
     Perceived support
     Yes                                                                           
     No
	                 

81          19         .000                         
48          52         


77          23         .000
55          45
	

     70          30          .013
     62          38


   69           31         .017
   60           40




Multiple regression 
Regression Table
	Personality type
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	1.57
	0.23
	.23
	2.39
	.020

	Introversion
	1.26
	2.26
	.05
	0.58
	.560

	Agreeableness
	-1.65
	0.17
	-.28
	2.92
	.005


________________________________________________________________________
The first symbol is the unstandardized beta (B). This value represents the slope of the line between the predictor variable and the dependent variable. So for Variable 1, this would mean that for every one-unit increase in Variable 1, the dependent variable increases by 1.57 units. Also similarly, for Variable 3, for every one-unit increase in Variable 3, the dependent variable decreases by 1.65 units.
The next symbol is the standard error for the unstandardized beta (SE B). This value is similar to the standard deviation for a mean.  The larger the number, the more spread out the points are from the regression line. The more spread out the numbers are, the less likely that significance will be found.
The third symbol is the standardized beta (β). This works very similarly to a correlation coefficient. It will range from 0 to 1 or 0 to -1, depending on the direction of the relationship. The closer the value is to 1 or -1, the stronger the relationship. With this symbol, you can actually compare the variables to see which had the strongest relationship with the dependent variable, since all of them are on the 0 to 1 scale. In the table above, Variable 3 had the strongest relationship.
The fourth symbol is the t test statistic (t). This is the test statistic calculated for the individual predictor variable. This is used to calculate the p value.
The last symbol is the probability level (p). This tells whether or not an individual variable significantly predicts the dependent variable. You can have a significant model, but a non-significant predictor variable, as shown with Variable 2. Typically, if the p value is below .050, the value is considered significant.
Write-up
Multiple regression analysis was used to test if the personality traits significantly predicted participants' ratings of aggression. The results of the regression indicated the two predictors explained 35.8% of the variance (R²=.38, F(2,55)=5.56, p<.01). It was found that extraversion significantly predicted aggressive tendencies (β = .23, p<.01), as did agreeableness (β = -.28, p<.01).
We can then go further by talking about the B. So – for So for every one-unit increase in extraversion, aggressiveness increases by 1.57 units (points of your scale). Also similarly, for every one-unit increase in agreeableness, aggressiveness decreases by 1.65 units (points of your scale). Looking at the standardized beta (β) – agreeableness (with aggressiveness) had the strongest relationship. The negative relationship shows that the higher the agreeableness the lower the aggressiveness (you would see this in the plots you run). 

(You will state if the findings support your hypothesis at the start of your discussion)
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Table X

Correlations Between Five Cognitive Variables and Age

Measure 1 2 3 4 5
1. Working memory s

2. Executive function 96 —

3. Processing speed 78 78 —

4.Vocabulary 27 45 .08 —

5. Episodic memory 73 75 52 38 —
6.Age -59 -56 -82 22 -4
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Means, standard deviations, and corvelations with confdence intervals
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Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation,respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95%
confidence inferval for each correlation. The confidence interva i a plausible range of population correlaions that could have caused
the sample comelation (Cumuming, 2014). * indicates p < 05. ** indicates p < 01




