DNCUNENT RESONB

ED 175 860 SP 014 762

AUTHOR Anderson, Linda M.: And Others

TITLE Dimensions in Classroom Management Derived frcn
Recent Research. R&6D Repdrt No. 6006.

INSTITOTION Texas UOniv., Austin. Ressesarch and Development Center

SPORS . 'NCY

for Teacher Educaticn.
National Inst. of Educatiosn (DHEW), washingten,
DoC.

PUB DATE Apr 79
CONTBACT OBR~NIE~G-7B-0216
NOTE 76p.: Paper presented at the Annual Meetina of the
American Educaticonal Research Association (San
Francisco, Californie, Apzil 8-12, 1979}
EDRS PRICE NFO1/PCO4 Plus Postege. ,
DESCRIPTIORS *Class Management: *Class Orqagization: Classroos
. “Research: Discipline: Early Cchildhood Education:
/! sEf fective Teaching: Efficiency: Inservice Teacher
Education: *0rganizational Effectiveness: Preservice
Education: -rimary Education: Skill Development:
*Teacher Behavior
ABSTRACT

A vear-long study of 28 third-gqrade teachers vielded
extensive data describing their classroom management practices. The
seven Rost effective and ¢he seven least effective teachers were
compared to deteraine what dimensicns of mangemernt discriminated
betveen theam. Teachers who qualified as "better nanaqers? hadia firm
preconceived notior of acceptable student behaviors and oned
their classrooa structurec in such a way as to actively discourage
intoleratle behaviors. ThAy also exhibited superb task analysiz and
an expertise in coordinating teacher and student activities in the
most efficient panner. The "less effectiva" msnagers appeared *o
suffer froe the lack of a clear set of expectation reqarding student
behavior and student work level. They coasidered student activity
prigsarily on the basis of discouraqing refractory deportsent and did
not display an adequately aggrescive disposition towards positive
student involvemsent. Althouqh analysis i3 incomplete., some working
hvpotheses about +the differences between the two types of
teacher-manaders are presented. (LH)

R EEEIRIEELERREEZ IR RE I YRARRERIN IR 22 2R R IR RIS 222 2 3RS R R R TR SR 03 2

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best “hat can be nmade *

* from the original jocument. »
D N Y T TITT I Y e




‘PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

MATESIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y WY OEFARTMENT OF NEALTN

.(_{q gV ¥tV EQUCATION A WELFaARE
- - 43 NATIONAL INATITUTE OF
— "y EOUCATION
If'"( ‘ﬂﬁ J JM'?M" TS DOCUMENT maS BEEN WREPHRO
N el [N . -

LCED EXACTLY AS RECE.WED FROA
THE PERYON OR ORGANIZATION DR GrM.
ATING IT POINTSOF viEW OR OPINIONS
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES LratED DO NOT NECESSaRLL Y REPRE

. SENTOEFIC 1AL MATOmMAL sNST TUTE OF
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) E£OUCATION POYTION DR POLICT

ED175860

Dimensinns in Classroom Manazement

Derived from Recent Research

Linda M. Anderson
Carolyn M. Evertson
Edmund T. Emnmer

R&D Center for Teacher Fducation
The University of Texas at Austin

Paper presented in sywposium, Perspectives on Classroom !Management Research,

Stefan Dasho, Chair, Session 17.19, at the Annual Meeting of the Americen
Educational Research Association, April 8-12, 1979

R&D Rep. No. 6006
(COET No. 79-4)

This study was supported in part by the National Institute of Education,
Contract OB-NIE-G-78-0216, The Research and Development Zenter for Teacher
. Education, The University of Texas a® Austin. The opinions expressed
! herein do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National

' Institute of Education and no official endorsement by that office should be
! inferred.

L3
wd



Footnote

The authors acknowledge and apprecfate the cooperation of several
persons In the Austin Independent School District who gave us assistance
and encouragement in planning the study: Dr. M. George Bowden (Division of
Instruction) and his staff; Dr. Freda Holley (Office of Research and
Evaluation) and her staff; Lee Laws and Frances Arrowsmith (Office of
Developmental Programs). We are especially grateful to the nine principals
and 28 teachers who allowed us iInto the classroors at the beginning of
school. This proféssional courtesy made it possible for us to gather the
information contained here. It 1s our hope that the results of the study
will be use{ul to other teachers as they face the task of beginning the new

school year.
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. Abstract

A Year~long study of 28 third-grade teachers ylelded extensive and
rich narrative data describing their management pfac;iCES from the
beginning of the year. The seven most effective and seven least effective
teachers were compared to determine what dimensions of management
discrimincied between thems Analyses are still in progress, and this paper
presents some working hypotheses about the differences between the two
gro.ps of teachers. Teacher behaviors are examined for the‘information
that was conveyed to students about the purposes of cooperative hehavior
and how ;o behave in the classroom« In addition, the teachers'! skills at
diagnosing students’ needs for information and immediate concerns are
discussede The latter is related to the teachers' abilities to manipulate

the "signal systems” of activities and maintain the students' attention.
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Dimensions of Classroom Management Derived

from Recent Research

This paper presents some results from a large study of classroon

management in third-grade classrooms. Data are-still being analyzed;

therefore, this report is limited to several working hypotheses about ways

that more and less effective managers differ. This paper was the basis of
an oral presentation; a detailed paper is in progress ﬁhich will more
systematically incorporate observational data.

The Classroom Organization Study was conducted by thé Research and
Development Center for Teacher Education during the school year 1977-78.
The purpose of the study was to gather extensive information about how
third~grade teachers in low=~SES schools organized their classes at the
beginning of the year and how subsequent management was affected. The
background and methodology of the study are given in Evertson and Anderson
(Note 1). Impetus for the study was provided by the local school district
administrators, who asked the researchers to gather information about
management practices in low~SES elementary schools, with the ultimate
objective being use of the information in in-service and pre-service
programs.

Because of this‘;ractical objective, most of the data collected in the
study were descriptive and narrative, in order to provide specific examples
.of more and less effective strategies. However, quantitative data were
also collected about rates of student on-task behavi&r in order to §er1fy
subjective {mpressions. ’ |

The observers were trained te focus on certain common activities and

behaviors that we expected to be pertinent, to classroom management
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{observer guideiines and training are described in Evertson and Anderson,
Note 1). However, the researchers did not know in advance what larger
categories or global dimensions of behavior would be useful in analyzing
the descriptions. Although there has been much useful wofk done on
manrgement, most of it is descriptive of what good managers are doing once
the school year is established., Tor exaaple, we expected to find that
better managers would be “withit,f would maintain momentun in lessons,
would carefully monitor student behﬁvior, would have lower rates of student
misbehavior and higher rates of student engagement on academic work, and
would have more efficient transiﬁions and time use in general. In a sense,
these characteristics, described by Kounin (1970), Brophy and Evertson
(1976), and others, are the effects of the establishment of an efficient
management system. They did not inform us about how teachers could reach
that point, or EEZ certain kinds of strategies might be wmost effective.
Therefore, the data gathered about the beginning of the school year and
subsequent management practices were not coded into preconceived categories
of teacher behavior, becauss we were not sure what categories would be most
important to describe the causes and mediators of effective management.
Because the data were descriptive and narrative, the data analysis
activities have been largely inductive. The authors read narratives of the
27 teachers (no small feat, in that each teacher's file includes about 200
pages describing at least 40 hours of observation.) After initial reading
and discussion, agreement was reached about some ways that the teachers'
management could be described and summarized. We began to digest the
des@riptions by rating.and sumiarizing the teachers on several dimensions
that implied_effectivenéss of management. These "reader ratings” were used

along with other information to form a composite criterion measure of
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'manageriél effectiveness. After claésifying teachers into groups that

differed in effectiveness, we reread the descriptions, and, in ceonjunction
' {

+

with other data analyses, have begun to refine outr understandings of;how
management systems were established and maintained. Al though that aéglvity
is still in progress, sevetél ideas are gresented here that we expecé to bel
useful in analyzing differences between more and less effective managers.

First, however, our criteria of "good management” should be spellé;
out more clearly. We conceived of "management activities" as anything that
the teacher did to organize students, space, time, and mater1;1§ so that
finstruction in content and student learning activities could take place.
Therefore, management was considered to encompass .much more than discipline
and enforcement of rules about noise and movement, although these ‘tasks may
be considered as part of overall management.

One goal of the study” was to identify managemenf practices that
maximized ghe the time that students spend actively engaged in learning
activities (e.g., receiving‘instructiﬁn, completing written assignments,
reading, doing projects.) We were committed to this goal because of an
interest in increasing academic achieyement in ;he basic skills. Much
other research has demonstrated links between the amount of time that
students spend actively engaged with academic content andxthe amount of
achievement in that content area (e.g., Rosenshine &'quliner, 19?8;'W11ey
& Harnischeger, 1974; *Fisher, Filby, HarliaQe, Cahen, Dishaw, Moore, &
Berliner, Note 2). Other research had alsv suggested that teiachers who
were better classroom managers were able to maximize this engaged time.

For example, these are rome specific correlates of achievement that can be

interpreted as manégement functions and outcomes that may contribute to
L

higher engagement: shorter, more efficient transitions, fewer student
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misbehaviors, more use of routines and procedures to handle daily business,

and arranging for sufficient appropriate work with minimal time whea
students are unotcupied (Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979; Brophy &
Evertson, 1976; Brophy & Putnam, 1979; McDonald & Elias, Note 3; Stallings
& Kaskowitz, Note 4). |
" Therefore, our criteria for "good management”™ were a nigh degree of
apparent on-task involvement by the students with & minimum of misbehavior,
and efficient use of class time devoted to academic activities. We
classified teachers as "better maﬁagefs" when: 1) they demonstrated
leadershiﬁ in controlling stuﬂenté' behavior, taking responsibility for
students' engagement in learning activities and clearly instilling and
enforcing expectations for such behavior; and 2) their management
strategies reflected instructional leadership in that they séheduled wost
of the school day for productiveﬂwork, they provided adequate, involving
work for the students to do, and‘éhey made sure that learning was taking
place. |
There are many possible ways of describing classroom management, but
no single conceptual scheme or set of dimensions can adequately account for
all aspects of management. Therefore, the following ideas are not
preéented as a unified thieory or model, but instead as one framework that
may help practitioners think about and make decisions about management.

Basically, management strategies are discussed in terms of the information

that is conveyed to the students about why they should cooperate and stay

on-task, and how they should do so.

For many years, ‘practitioner wisdom has emphasized the importance of
“teacher credibility.” Experienced teachers know that students do not take

all teacher statements at face value, and that “actions often speak louaer

o »
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th;n words.” This assumes that what a student understands about &
teacher's meaning may be different and more {mportant than the teacher's
intent{on,

Thgrefore, it seems useful to look at teachersi managenent behaviore
in terms of what they are likely o mean to the students--what information
18 conveyed about the way the classroom operates. Qﬁat the‘teacher says,
and falls to say, and what the teacher does, and fails to do, all {nform
students about what behaviors are expected, what will be tolerated, and
what will be rewarded and punished.

Tﬁis point of view assumes that the student {s the critical medlator
of the teacher's management strategles: {f students (both {ndividually and
as a group) do not understand and/or accept the teacher's version of
desired behaviors, then the management system does not accomplish’ its
objectives of creating those behaviors. Therefore, what may be most
fimportant about what teachers do to manage their classrooms {8 what the
students accept and understand.

At thir point, with this set of data, we must make some assumptions

about what the students understand and how they perceive the teacher's
wmanagement strategies. We do not have direct informaticn about student
perceptious. However, we do have data on studeant behavior, and we are
assuming that a generally high level of cooperative, on—task behavior
reflects sftudent acceptance and knowledge of the teacher's behavior
standards. We are assuming that a teacher whose students demonstrate “good

behavior” and higher rates of on~task involvement has succeeded in

-. establishing the reputation as a credible leader of the class. We are also

assuning that he or she achiieved this state by several behaviors that

communicated to thr» students why and how they should behave in desired

£



way;. Therefore, we are exanining teachers' managerial behaviors for the
quality of information conveyed to the students about desired behavior.

Obviously, student influEncé on the teacher and on classroom processes
can not be ignored. Students enter a new classroom With some knowladge of
Qhat to expect, and they oftei.i enter with very different objectives than

¢ .
the teacher‘(Doyle, 1979)., Admittedly, séme groups of students are easier
or more difficult to manage than ochers. lome and school factors outside
her control still affect a teacher's job. However, it is important to
remember that, in spite of all of the other influences on students’
behavior, the individual teacher can make a tremendous'différenCe. As one
example, consider the teachers in the present study. “Of the 14 teachers
identified for intensive anaiysis because of their very high or very low
ratings on mqﬁagerial effectiveness,lthere aie six pairs within same
schools who are rated at opposite extremes. That is, the teachers in a
pa.r can be contrasted as being G!%y high or very low in effectivenesé, but
they were working in the same schools with similar students. Therefore,
we believe that the student Anfluence, although admittedly important, 1is
not the primary determinant of the effectiveness of & teacher's management
system. However, as wiil be pointed out below, the more successful
managers seemed toO be very sensit{ve to what their students were learning
about the way the classroom would run and their roles in it.

Below are presented three clusters of teacher behaviors that have
implications for the quality and quantity of informationlprovided to
students?

1. Teacher beﬁaviors that may convey -purposefulness and.
weaningfulness of academic activities {i.e., the students are informed

about why on-task behaviors are important).



2. Teacher behaviors that instruct students in the skills of good
behavior ({.e., the students are informed about how to behave).
a 3. Teacher behaviors that imply a sense of students' level of
understanding and need for {nformation and teacher selection of aéeivities
that reflth this.

Teacher Behaviors That May Convéy Purposefulness

Teachers who were better managers demonstrated many behaviors that
probably were conveying purposefulness and seriousness about school
learning to the students. In so doing, they were providing a rationale for
e;pected performance-—telling the students why {t was importa;t that they
cooperate and stay involved in school tasks. In contrast, te<chers who
were less good m#nagers often behaved in ways that may have communicated a
lack of clear purpose and a feeling that “going through the motions™ was

F

adequate, that filling in the time with acceptable activities was the most

important objective each day.

Many of these behaviors may seem more “instructional” than
"managerial,” but they are included here because they required decisions by
éhe teacher aboﬁt classroom ;outines and allocation of time.

Some of the behaviors {n this realm demonstrated by the more effective

managers Were:

-=--Students were held accountable for completing work within the time
allotted. In order to insuée this, the teachers frequently reminded the
students aboﬁt the timé, and helped them learn to use the clock to pace

their work. When a gtudent’s work was not completed within the allotted

time, he or she generally finished it after school or during a “free time."




J

{The teachers wese not inflexible, of course, and made other arrangeménts -

- when the student'’s fallure was reasonable.)

-T'The teachers schaduled regular times each day ﬁgr themselves to
revicd’the wprk of the preceding period (such as the morning seatwork and
r -
reading up time). In this way, they quickly determined if anyone was
having difficulty completing the work, and offered assistance as soon as ——

possible.

-

-~—-The teachers also regulériy and'systeﬁatiCally circulated through
the room during seatwork periods, so that each student was checked
frequently. B \{» ]

-—Anpqher way in which teachers held students accountable was by
requiring participation by all students in group activities. This meant
requiring attention as well as participation. One teachnique used
frequently was patterned turrs, {i.e., insuring that everyone had egqual
and prediétable opportunities Eo respond) although this was not used in all
contexts.

~--There were regular procedures for turning in completed.ﬁork and
noting student progress.

~—=~Another way in which teachers prg?ably communicated seriousness
apout school tasks was by syetematicall?*%roviding feedback to the-students
about h?w‘well they had done. The students were accountable for doing
their work, but the teacher also held herself or himself accountable for
quickly reéurning it to them. In order to accomplish this, various systems
.were established. IOne teacher set up nallboxes for each student, anda they
knew to check them each afternoon. Another teacher established the first

1

"15 minutes of the mo.olag for rhe return of the previous day's papers.

—

i



When students had made errors, they were to correct{ them and then file fhem
in a designated box. The teacher would check the box during the day.

—Many of the teachers who set aside time each morning to review the
work als¢ used that rime to providé immediate feedbacrk to students who
needed it.

-==In generai: most contacts about work by the more effective managers
were task-oriented; it seemed apparent that the teacher's concern was that
the gtudenf learn the content, not simply that he or she be still and quiet
and finish the worke.

~—-The better managers' use of time demonstrated a concern with the
importance of instruction. Time spent in necessary procedurﬁl natters
(lunch money, 101! call) was minimized; often, éeachers performed such
duties while the students were occupied with a task. Materials and
supplies were redady in advance of activities, and the teacher spent most of
the school day in sctual instruction, except for the times required to
review student progress to determine the need for feedback.

-~~The teacher projected 3 positive attitude about the work,
suggestive of {ts importance. For example, work that was done well was
regularly displayed, with the d;sirable qualities often highlighted in some
waye. Again, such behaviors may seem more instructional than managerial,
but they required planning by the teacher for use of classroom ¢n"ace,
preparation and changing of bulletin boards, ezc.

In summary,‘the better managers established classrooms with routines
and procedures that iﬁsured that instruction and learning took top
priority, aﬁd that the students were informed about their responsibilities
for performing the work, as well as about the importance of the work to the

teacher. This does not mean that the better managers were stern
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task-masters who ruled by the clock. Instead, their classrooms were very
congenial and pleasant, but definitely oriented toward learning academic
content.,

Such teacher behaviors, performed consistently from the very beginning
of the year, may have iﬁformed the students that there were reasons for
cooperating with the teacher and behaving well--perhaps because it was the
means to the larger goal of learning the content. Obviously, other factors
are involved than the recognition that "Teacher means business,” but this
was one area where the différences between the better and poorer managers
were quite apparent.

For example, the less successful managers, in contrast, behaved in

these ways that may have communicated a very dii{ferent attitude:

-—=There was less sense of student accountability. Frequently at the
end of an allotted work time, the teacher wnuld'say, “Who needs more time?”
Even when many of the students had been wasting time or socializing, the
teacher provided more time to finish.

—~0ften there was not a set routine for curning in papers, and
confusion existed during some transitions about what wss to be done with
completed work.

--=~Discussions frequently were conducted without many students
participating. The most frequent methods of seleﬁting students to answer
were allowing them to call out and relying on volunteers, so that only e
most eager students responded.:

~~=Likewlse, circulation among students working at their seats w;s
often unsystematic,lwith the teacher responding to those students who
attracted his/her attention, and often missing more reticient studgn;s“or

students who may have avoided him or her.

-.12-



~-=There was little evidence of Systematic efforts to provide feedback
on completed work or on good behavior. Occasionally papers were returned
during observation, but seldom were students given sﬁecific instractions to
pay attention to them or to correct errers that they may have made.
sttems to rewafd good behavior (such as tokens)Bwere not used
consistently.

——=Time seemed to be a gap to be filled, not a resource to be used.
Ways that the teachers' behaviors may have communicated this were sPending
longer than necessary on routines like PTA form collection, leaving groups
of children without adequate work to do for long periods, and spending
class time preparing materials for the next activity. In many classes,
transitions between ;ctivities took up a substantial portion of the time
devoted to the activity, and the :eacher'did not indicate displeasure at
this. In fact, many of the less effective managers let the students
control the pacing of the transition. The teaciier did not attempt to set
their éttention and begin the next lesson until all students had moved into
position, despite many of the students wasting time or seeing to personal
neceds at inappropriate times. (Similar findings about transitions are
reported by Arlin, 1979.)

-=-=lfany teacher statements implied that the most importent thing about
the schoolwork was that the s*udents would be quiet and étill if they were
doing it. That {s, the teacher's priorifies seemed to 11é more in the
behavior that accompanied work than in the learning. The_work was often
presented as disagreeable, or even as a punishment, alphough this was not

true of all of the less effective managers.
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~—~Although good work was sometimes displayed or good behavior

rewarded, . this was not always done so that many students were aware of it

-

or understood why it was good. "

In summary, the léss effect{ve managers behaved in ways-tﬂat m;y have
communicated that actual learning performance was not the most importgﬁf
goal of the class; Instead, minimizing noise and activity and filling up
the time with assigpmeits seemed more {mportant. The students did not
receive regular feedback on how well they did on assignments, although they
were expected to complete them. Since appropriate (i.e., in this case,
calm) behavior, in and of itself, is nof likely to be a satisfying goal for
most young students, this purpose, if communicated, {s not likely to
inspire the behaviors des{red by the Eeacher.

In many cases, it is likely that the.less effective managers were

indeed concerned about how their students were learning. However, they had

not organized the day's time and activities so that their concern was

communicated. The observations indicate, in fact, that the students may
have had a very different picture. That is, the information they received
about the’goals of the classroom~-why good behavior was desirable--did not '
emphasize the importance of iearning the academic content.

Teacher Behaviors that Teach Students How to Behave Approoriately

- .

A second kind of information that students appear to need (L.e., they

were better behaved-—-more involved with tasks=--when tha2y had apparently
% ,

received it) is how to perform expected behaviors. This was recognized by

teachers who instructed the students in good behavior and in "going to
school skiils.” Several teacher behlaviors suggested to us that the better
managers viewed cooperative behavior as a set of skills that had to be

taught to the students, either by instructing them in sequential procedures
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or by calling their attention to the critical aspects of a simple behavior.
IThe less effective &Lanagers, on the other hand, either expected their
students to-know.hoﬁfto behave wgll (i.e., they did not highlight-the
spec}fic and relevant aspects of "good behavior” or made statements
fmplying that the students could behave well If they: simply decided to) or
they offered inadequate instruction in how to behave.

The better managers may be characterized in these ways:

——They knew what student behavliors wcre desired and what would not be
tolerated. Their expectations were very ¢lear and expressed in behavioral
terws. These reflected a superb task analysis, resulting in botk a
collection of subskills necessary to perform the total behavior, but aléo
an understanding of what it wouid.cake to coordinace the separate
subskills. There was a focus on what students should be doing, as well as
on what they should not be doing. For example, the beginning of school was
characterized as a time to learn classroom rules and procedures, and the
better managers deliberately planned time to practice and review_the
behaviors involved. Specifics included everything from how to.sit on the
rug in large group meetings {i.e., around the edge, with some space around
each child), to how to go to the bathroom (i.e., when it was appropriate to
go without permission,_hoﬁ to knock, how to respond when someone knocked,
and remembering to flush and throw away paper towels).

-~=The better managers' abilities in these areas extended beyond the
"good behaviors”™ that were necessary to maintain acceptable levels of opaer
and quiet, and also included skills more closely related to performing
school work. For example, teachers did not assume that students knew how

ts follow instructions for a workbook exercise, or how to take an

asgignment off the board and find the problens in the book. Instead, they

-



deteruined 1f the students had these skills, and if not, they taught them.
Another exdmple of such akillslia learrning to Lge a programmed reading
gseries (how to interpret the aymbela, knowing when to take the posttests,
knowin& when to contact the teacher for feedback, etc.).

-

—-~Related to thie "pre-active” task analysis was the way the teacher
gave teedback to tﬁ; students .about their behaviors. Not only did they
initially present the details of how to do the task, but students were
given very specific foadback, both positive and negative, ghat included
information about the crit{cal aspect of performance. For example, Praise
usually took the form of "I see that everyone who has gone.to tﬁe pencil
sharpener this morning has remembered the rules-—only two at a time and no
talking while there,” rathc- than “You'vé been good about the pencil
sharpener.” Corrections often specified what the student shouid be doing
and/or what was undesirable about the misbehavior. Obvibusly, the better "
managers were not highly specific about every feedback statement, but they
- almost aiways made their point. Often, earlier detailed instruction made
it possible for the'teacher to quickly but clearly communicate the need to
change behavior. For example, a student who was up at an inappropriate
time could be corrected with a "snap-point” to his chair, without any
interruption of the teacher's ongoing instruction. This was specific,
although not extended, but its ef fectiveness débended on how thoroughly the

~ teacher had instructed that student in the-discrimination of “appropriate
and inappropriate timcs to be up,” and on the student's knowledge that the
teacher would follow through.

Such exampléa were more abundant at the béginning oﬁ tﬁe year, when

much of the rime was used by the better managers for instruction in good

behavior and “goinyg to school skills.” _(For more extensive discussions of
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the beginning of the year, see Evertson & Anderson, in press; Aﬁderson &
Evettson, Note 5; and Fmmer, Evertson, & Anderson, Note 6.) However, these
characteristics were evident throughout the year. As late as May, the
better managers were sti{ll observed being specific about both praise and
cfiticism, still calling the students' attention to the salient aspects of
"good behavior™ when the teachers felt that the students necded
instruction. This was especial}y evident when there were changes in
routinés (such as a new schedule ot a new learning center added tu the
room) and after a long break from the usual routine {e.g., after Christmas,
after the teacher had been absent for a few weeks). These behavioral
reminders in the better ﬁanagers' classes were not at all like "nagging.”
Instead, they were delivered in a matter-of-fact manner and served as
signals to help the.students control their own behavior.

In summary, the better managers seemed to consider the task of
controlling student behavior as an instructional challenge that required
the same approach taken to {nstruction in other curriculum areas. First,
they analyzed the task af hand, deciding what skills were necessar& for the
students to perform as desired.r Then, they presented the task to the
students in as small steps as necessary to allow understanding. Then, the
students were allowed to practice the skills and receive feedback. The
feedback was diagnostic and remediétive when necessary, and was usually
specific. Essentially, thé better managers seemed to view the task as one
of teaching students important discriminations: between appropriate voice
levels when talking, between times when one could go to the pencil
aharpener and when one could not, between moving through transitions at a

satisfactory pace and moving too slowly, and so forth, They were

systemqtically and constantly giving the students information about what



"good behavior™ was like {n that class end how they cnﬁld achieve it. They
enginecered the tasiks, especially at the beginning of school, so that it was

possible for students to éucceed, and the teachers told them when and how

-they were succeeding. Then, their students' successful performance may

»

also have become an important source of information-—once students knew

what appropriate behavior felt like, they could more easily recognize {t

.and monitor themselves.

In contrast, the less effective managers were less effective
instructors in the skills of "good behavior.™ 1In analyzing the teachers'

behaviors, it is easy to see how the students were not adequately informed

‘ about what was expected of them:

~-~The less effective managers 'did not seem to have clearly forued
ideas of what students' behavior should look like, and often waited until
aftgr protlems developed before talking with rhe students about expected
behaviors. Many of them apﬁeared to have no clearer expectations than
working quietly most of the time and attending to the teacher when he or
she desired. They seemed to expect the students to know what this
entatled. Therefore, ther$ was very little specific instruction in
distinguishing betw2en appropriateJand inappropriate behavior.

For exaqple, some teachers failed to p;esent any rules about movement
around the room and to the bathroom and pencil sha}pener until after many
students had already come and gone several times. Even after introducing

rules, the less effective teachers were often inconsistent about enforcing

them {e.g., on the first morning, a teacher saw a long line at the pencil

sharpener, reminded the students that only two students should be there,

and then said, "Well, you need to sharpen your pencils, so 1{%'s all

right."). Practitioner wisdom has alwvays emphasized the importance of
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consistency and followthrough in developing teacher credibility. .When
analyzing. such instances for the inforégaioh that the studenfs are
receiving, it is easy to see-that inconsistent enforcement of a rule
communicates to the student-that what the teacher says in establishing a
rule does not determine ”hﬁF will happen.

-—-The less effective manager; often did try to instruct their
students in important behaviors, but usually their instruction did not
reflect adequate task analysés or an understanding of the students’
cognitive capacities. Often, studencs were given too much information at
once or were given too little time to practice a procedure. For example,
one teacher, using a complicated individualized reading program, introduced
three new types of activities at once and only briefly reviewed the
instructions before expecting the students to use the skill boxes on their
own. It was doubtful tﬁat most of the students actually were informgd
about how to do the new exefcise.‘

--=In addition to failing to describe expected behavior to the
students before they misbehaved: the less effective managers provided less
élear feedback through corrections and praise. Such messages often failed
to provide students with adequate information about their behavior and how
it met or differed from the teac ~r's expectations. Often, there was
simply a failure tb provide feedback, either positive or negative. 1In th's
case, the teacher's failure to react provides information to the students,
although the message is likely n;t one that the teacher intended to send.

~--Very ambiguous corrections were heara in the classrooms of the less
effective managers, such as “Sit down and do something constructive!” or
“Some of my boys and girls are getting too noisy."” Also typical was "Get

quiet!” when excess{ve talking was only one syaptom of a larger péttern of



student of f-task behavior. It i3 ﬁifficult to evaluate single correczions
out of co;text5 the same words saié by a more effective manager may have
had a very, different effect because of the history of that class. However,
the point here is that these examples were typical of the corrections of
the less effective managers.

-~=—Praise was frequently in the form of “You're being so good today”
with no more Spécifics. Public praise wﬁs used frequently, but it was
often timed so that it caume only when a problen developed withlanothef
student. The teacher, having had behavior modification theory instilled in
him or her, would typically look around for a student who was working and
say, "I like the way Tom is sitting and working quietly.” When this was
used extensively, we expect that the meaning communicated to the students
was that public praise was the teacher's indirect way of coummunicating
displeasure with someone else. (When overused, it was not an effective
correction technique either.) This meaning contrasts to that conveyed by
a wmore effective manager who uses public praise to indicate Senuine
pleaSure with a student's or group's behavior, and who highlights the
important aspects of the target behaviors (e.g., "Table 3 is completely
ready now. They have everything cleared except for their notebooks and
pencils. That's great!”).

1
=-=The less cffectfve managers seemed to view the control of student

behaviorxas dependent on their authority and the s“udents willingness to
cooperaté, rather than seeing the need to instruct the students about good
behavior. Sometimes, the teachers clearly laid the Siame for misbehavior
on the students' inability or refusal to cooperate in a school setting.

For example, in one school that served primarily low-SES, minority

students, one 0f the less effective teachefs in the sample ‘told us that she
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" ¢could not use Ieatﬁi&g centers aslaft;}-work options, bgcause the students
Just did not kaow hoﬁ'Fo h;e them properly. ’She also safa'tha: she could
not depend’ on the students ‘to take assignments off tﬁe blackb&ard, because
they were not able.to keep the iqformatiﬁn sbralight. 1In the Bame gchool;
another teacher, classiffed as one of the more_effecgive-manageré,Iﬁorking
with similar students, successfully used learnlng centers. Hﬁi students
were eventually able not on{y ta-use fnformation off the board but to
function independently in many other ways. However, this second teacher
was one th was very spécific about desired behaviorp,'and ﬂhokcarefully
instrﬁgfed ker studgnﬁs in many aspects of good behavior andiin "going to
school” skills. She recognized that her students were "disadvantaged™ in
some ways, but she compensated for that by teaching them the skills that
they did not have upon entering schoul. Her attentfion to details continqed
throughout the yeaf, and even in May she was frequently reminding (not
naéging) the students how to behave. Her students maintained high levels
of on~task behavior and had higher achievement, relative to the students in
the other room.

Perhaps this focus on instruction in how to 'behave serves a dual
purpose! It does teach skills where they do not exist, and exerting self-~
control and maintaining attention to school tasks does require certain
skills. llowever, {t wmay also be communicating to the students that the
teacher knows what is going on, and can predict student behavior very well.
This could not help but contribute‘to one's credibility.

Teacher Skills {n Diagpoaipg Students' Focus of Attention.

A third category of teacher behaviors that distinguished the two

groups of teachers included gkillé'of diagnosing students’ needs for

information and focus of attention. ilere we consider teacher -recognition




of student confusion or concerns as well as the monitoring behaviors that
prOVIAe teachers with information about hoﬁ smoothly events are going.

| The effective managers knew what students were likely to pay attention
to, what was likely to be confusing and distracting, and how to focus
;atudents on the desired targets of attention. Awareness was demonstrated
in Ehelpre-planning of activities, especially at the beginning of school,
althdugh it was evident throughout ‘the year. This sensitivity o elenents
of a situation that are most salient to gtudents was probably part of the
ability ko analyze the tasks of good behavior and “going to school” skills
discussed aboﬁe; therefore,‘it is a prerequisite to instructing students in
good behavior.

One aspect of this sensitivity, eSpec1§11y at the beginning of the
year, was the effective managers’ apparent awareness of what we termed
"student levels of concern.” Upon'entering a new situation, c;ncerns at a
"personal™ level are likely to dictate what one attends to most easily
(Hall, 1976). More effective managers started out the school Year with
activities that provided information about personal needs, such as getting
students' names correct, arranging for space for each child and
possesﬁ}ons, and explaining very early about basic routines, such as the o
bathroom, lunch, and getting water. In addition, the teachers immediately
began to establish an atmosphere of fairness and of enjoyment. One way of
interpreting the teachers' choices of initial topics is that the more
effective managers knew that the students were more likely to pay attention
to information about these moré personal needs. They were of more
immediate concern than, say, how to cover one's books or how to use the
prog?aﬁmed reading series. By'beginning with very practical and personally

&eaningful matters, the teachers could begin with higher levels of
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attention. Once the more persopal.matters were dealt‘with, and the teacher
had begua to establish her trustworthiness {as someone who knew what was
most important to the studehts), then other, more directly task-related
patters were dealt with.

In additibn, the better managers were constantly monitoring the class
to determine that the students were Attending to the tasks set by the
teacher, and 1f not, why not. This i{s certsinly not a surprising finding,
as the importance of monitoring has been demonst;g;ed before (e.g., Brophy.
& Evertson, 1976; Kounin, 1970). Doyle (1979)/hiacusses monitoring as
evidence of teachers' sophisticated information processing. He maintains
that experienced teachers process much classroouw stimuli sutomatically,
without it ever rising to conscious att-ntion. 6n1y when the incoming
signals indicate a discrepency in standards for cooperation does the
information received through monitoring become consciouéﬁand result in
teacher reaction. ~

Doyle's portrayal matches the impressions formed in this study: the
wore effective manager 1{s an active decision maker who i{s constantly
receiv{ng and processing information about classrooﬁ activitie; and
adjusting those activities as necessary. These data suggest that the
informatfon that is most salient to the teacher i{s the students' attention
focus. .

Exanple of activities of the more effective managers that illustrate

. tHese points include: ‘ . . ;

—-arranging the desks and chairs so that the students are facing or
can easily face the point in the rbqa where they must focus most often.
~—=using various'"tficks" for grabbing students' attention during

lessons (moderating voice, movement, and pacej.



--achedhling 8o that the students can, when necessary, "ease into”
the worning's work by activities in which it is easy to focus attention and e
participate right away (especially when children or groups of children have
difficulty "settling in" at first),

~—=very clearly stasliuy ¥ stopping activit{es, providing warnings
before transitions, and using other strategies that help to break ongoing
gomentum when necessary as well as to restart it (this point was also
discussed by Arlin, 1979).

—~gpacing directions for two similar activities so tQat they are not
confusing, rather than presenting them simulfaneously. ‘

—~-requiring students to keep books closed unt{l the teacher finishes
part of an explanation, when looking in the books rather than at the
teacher would have led to confusion.

~-=-in general, requiring the active attention of every student when
important information is-being given,

The more effeccive managers demonstrated an understanding of what
Kounin ind associates (Kounin & Doyle, 1975; Kounin & Gump, 1974) called
the signal systém properties of lessons. Signal systems were pro:isions
within lessons that “oriented, prodded, and auﬁported“ students' actions
and attention., We saﬁ many examples in which teachers' selections of
activities seemed to bg determined_by an understanding of what students
needed 1in order to attend and stay on-task, For example, one of the more
effective managers had a group of bays who were very low achievers in
reading and who had great difficulty in keeping themselves on-task., Rather
thun giving them long i:Eggipdent assignments, as could be done with some

others in the class, the teacher arranged their reading activities so that

they could easily focus their att:ntion on the content., 5She met with then
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first, keeping up a fairly rapid pace {in her reading instruction. Then,
she dismissed them to perform an assignment at the listening center, where
the voice on thF tape offered a salient and e¢ontinuous source of signals.
After they were finished with that and had a short’time working at thelr
seats, she met with them again briefly to check their work. Then, they had
about 15 minutes to work independently, although the teacher sat éo that
she could monitor them while she taught another group. After performing
their seatwork assignment, they went to a Language Master machine and
practiced skills there. The result was that the boys were engaged and
attending to {nstructions or actively practicing skills most of the
morning, because the teacher had selected activities and Brrangfd the
schedule so that they did not have to depend for long periods of rime on
their own self-control.

Contrast this to a similar reading group (also an ail~boy group) in
the same school in a class where the teacher wés a much less effective
manager. She also saw this group first thing that morning, but the lesson
was very slow, and she had to leava the group several times to attend to
other students. After the lesson, she gave the boys written assignments to
do for the rest of the morning. However, they were observed doing very
little work, frequently were up out of their seats, talking and

occasiorally bothering other students. The observer reported very little

_time on task for these low achieving boys.

Needless to say, the two classes differed Iin other vays than the
activitieg given the reading groups. The point here {s that the first, ;
more effective teacher's planning and lesson conduct scemed to be based on
diagnosis of the boys' atéention span and an understanding of the "signal

system” {nherent in various {nstructional activites. She kept the boys
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e it A e . i & 4 = i bt o A
¥



"plugged in" to very salient and continuous signals for most of the
moraing, and spaced out the times when they were to work independently at
their seats so that they could do so successfully for brief periodse.

: N

Examples are given below of activites of the less effective managers

that demonstrate less understanding of students' attention foéus and the
signals and stimuli{ inherent in various lessons and activites:

~—=Calling for transitiors suddenly, when some students are still in
the ;iddle of a task and have not been warned about the change (also as
discussed by Arlin, 1979);

~==Giving complex instructions orally without putting them on the
board or otherwise helping the students remember;

—<-Leaving out a new exhibit {such as an animal), delaying an
explanation until later, but expecting the students to ignore it for a
while;

~—-Launching into a regular routine immediately after a holiday when
the studenfs are wanting to share their news with their friends (which they
do for the rest of the morning, to the teacher's dismay);

~—-Presenting a difficult and frustrating math ditto within the first
hour of the first day of school, before the students are familiar with the
teacher and the room; ‘

-=«Failing to provide a clock or reliable information about the time
despite frequent student questions about how much longer they have to
work;

—-relying heavily on long stretches of seatwork for all students with’
few or no breaks.

The less effectivé managers seemingly expected the students to exhibit

self-control in a situation that cffered too wmany competing stimuli or that
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did not offer salient stimull that prevented boredom and inattention. In
contrast, the more effective managers, although they expected the students
to exhibit self-control and maintain on~task behavior, knew what signals
and what information would be attended to, and they planned activities so
that self-control by students was easier.

One pattern that should be examined with these data is whether
external controls on attention were removed over the course of the year.
That 18, In the more effective manager's classes, did the students actually
improve their abilities to maintaiq their attention on~task, or was the
engineering of “signal systems” necessary all year?

Al

Discussion

The three clusters of teacher behaviors are obviously closely related
to one another--the better managers were performing each set of tasks
sinultaneously, and the less effective managers hgd shortgominga in each
area. The better managers were providing_information to students about how
to behave, setting up an environment in which there were reasons to perform
on-task behaviors (because of the accountability anq apparent purpose), and
also engineering the environment by assigning tasks and activities in which
it was possible for the students to be accountable and successful. The
less successful managers did not consistently hold their'students
accountable or communicate purposes to them that would encourage on-task
behaviors; they were also generally ambiguous about exactly what was
expected from the students; and they often put their studer:s into
sigpatioﬁa when appropriate behavior (1ttention to task) was difficult to
accomplish, either because of a lack of information or because of |

i

distracting stimuli.

St



‘One theme, that ties togethef these Fhree ways of describing téacher
behavior {s the apparent teacher focus (or lack of it) on what sg?dents
understand and what they need to know to accomplish anydparticular
behavior. Therefére, the classes can be analyzed in térms of the
Iinfo;mation flow from the teacher to the students (both directly and
in terncs of the materiéla_aﬁd activities provided by the teacher), and from
the students to the teacher (who adjusts, or fails to adjust, according to
the success $f the students at at’: iding to the desired fogus)¢ From this
point of view, classroom management mﬁy be consideréd to be primarily the

provision of information (both initlally and as feedback) about on-task ’
performance; and the provisiog of a?tiéféieé fhat facilitate on-tésk
behavior. As such, {t {s analogous to the other set of responsibilities
that are oore traditioﬁally termed "{nstructional,” in which teachers also
provide {nformation about the content to be learned, and then create tasks
for the students to apply their knowledge of the content.

This description of management as ‘the establishment and maintenance of
information flow is most easily applied to the beginning-of-the-year
activities; but {t {s not limited to that tim-. lHowever, events that occur
during the rest of the year can only be iﬁterpreted {n the contex£ of the
initial {nformation provided{by the teacher about "the way tﬁings work” in
‘the classroom. A teachér may provide a great deal of {nformation in a very
brief corrective statement, {f it has been preceded by careful
specificatior of the difference petween appropriate and {inappropriate
behavior {n those circumstances, and also by consistent enforcement that -
has communicated tﬁat the teacher will follow through on the correction.

Obviousiy,'there are other:ways of examining management tasks of

teachers, and other elements are necessary for opverall managerial

e,

‘—--—-.-—-a..-—-.-—- . i PRt E——



M

effectiveness than the provision of clear {nformation about how and wﬁy
on=task hekavior will be accomplished. As Kounin (1970), Bfophy and
Evertson (197%?, and others have pointed out, adequate {nstructional
programs are also necessary. If the tasks given studentes do not have the
appropridfe balance of challenge and success, then the atuéents are not
likely to either stay on—~task or to be learning efficiently. Also, certain
personal characteristics of the teacher are important.b Although many
different “styles” may be observed among effective teachers, éertain basic
requifementa seem to be an underlying ego strength and comfort in
interpersonal si{ituations (Brophy &gPutnam, 1979).

Other aspects of classroom life that affect the success of management
strategies include the background and culture of the students and the
influences of the peer group on {ts members. Although we have not
systematically docﬁmented 1t, we suspect that the more effective teachers
in the sample had knowledge of the social cﬁaracteristics of their grovps,
and this figured heavily into their diagnosis and understandings of
students’ likely targets of attention and concerns. However, we have less
information on the “peer cultures” of the classrooms than we &o on the more
clearly managerial behaviors of the teacter.

This paper has presented several nypotheses that may be supported by a
more systematic analyses of the narrative descriptions. We have assumed
that student understanding of teacher coﬁmunicationa and teache; diagnosis
of that student understanding are important constructs that will help us ¢
degcribe the differences between more and less effective managers.

At present, the narratiQe casc studies of the most and least effective
managers are being examined and exémples of these three clusters of teacher

behaviors are being highlighted. Hopefully, the final outcom¢ will be a
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collection of case studies analyzed in terms of the likely information
couveyéd §y the teachers to the studénts aﬁd the students' responses.

If these di;ensions or constructs prdve to be useful in that respect,
there are several ways in wh{ch further research could verify the
assumptions underlying them. A descriptive study of students' perceptions
and interpretations of teachers' behaviors wiyﬁin various contexts would
help to link student and teacher behavior. At present, there are research
studies of student perceptidns of the achievement hierarchy within the
classroom and of student interpretations of certain teacher behaviors with
regard to high-and low achievers {(Weinstein & Middlestadt, in press, Note
7). However, there has been little research on what teacher managerial
behaviors mean to students,‘and how that meaning influences studcnt
behaviors. It would be valuable to know what aspects of teacher behaviors
~dre most saliert to students, and‘how individual differences among students
affect their perceptions.

Likewise, further work on teachers' use of cues from students would be
informative. Research done on teachers' deciqion making and information
proceséing clearly indicates that teachers do rely on cues from students to
ad just activities (Doyle, 1979; Peterson & Clark, 1978; Cone, Note 8;
MacKay & Marland, Note 9). There should be continueé work along these
lines to ascertain what dimensions of student behavior afe most salient to
teachers who are better glassroom managers and monitors.

If the ideas described iu this paper are supported by a more extensive
examination of the dafa, they may be useful evep before research on the
vaderlying wsccenotions - done, Thgir greatest value will lie in their

usefulness toe teachers ag concepts with which to examine their own

behavior. An experimental program could be developed around these



constructs Qnd others suggested by research to determine if focusing on
these aspects of teaching I;ads to improved management. For example, what
would be the effects of hsking teachers to reflect sfatematically on the
meaning of théir behaviors to students, especially if they are given
objective feedback about their own behaviors? Otﬁer experimental studies
in which teachers were provided with general concepts as well as some
specific suggestions have led to changéeés in teacher behaviors (in the
desired directions) as well ag improved student outcomes {(e.g.. Anderson,
Evertson, & Brophy, 1979; Good & Grouws, in press). The ideas presented
here, illustrated with both pOSit;Vﬂ -nd negative examples from the actual

case studies, could form the basis of a similar experimental study.
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sChool., This professional courtesy made it possible for us to gather the
information contained here. It is our hope that the results of the study
will be useful to other teachers as they face the task of beginning the new

school year.
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Abstract
g

A year-long stday of 28 third-grade teachers yilelded ex;ensive and
~rich narrative data describing their management practices from the
beginning of the year. The seven most effe ;1vé and se;en least efféctive
teﬁchers wert compared to determine what dimensions of management
discriminated betw: ... them. Analyses are still in progress, and this papér
presents some wérking hbetheses about the differences between the two
groups of teacyers.l Teacher behaviors are examined for the information
thatf as conveyed to students about the purposes of cooperative behavior
and how to béhaVe in thé classroom. In ad Eion, the teachers' skills at
diagnosing students' needs for informatin; aad imﬁediate_concerns are

/ .
discussed. The latter is ‘i]rted to the teachers' aézlities to manipulate
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the "signal systems” of activities and maintain th@ students' attention.
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Dimensions of Classroom Management Derived

from Recent Research

This paper presents some results from a large study of ciasaroom
managenment in third-grade classrooms. Data are still being 8031Y29d;‘
therefore, tt.is report is limited to seve~3l working hypotheses about ways
that more and less effective managers differ. This paper was the basis of
an oral preseuntation; a detailed paper is in progress which will moré
systematicallvy incorporate observational data.

The Classroom Organization Study was conducted by the Research and
Development Center for Teacher Education during the school year 1977-78.
The purpose of the study was to gather extensive information about how
third-grade teachers in low-SES schools organiéed their classes at the
beginning of the year and‘how subsequent management was affected. The
background and methodology of the study are given in Evertson and Anderson
{Note 1). 1Ir etus for the study was provided by the local school district
administrators, who asked the researchers to gather information about
manage?ent practices in low-SES elémentary schools, with the ultimate
objective being use of the infornmation in i{n-service and pre-service
programse. |

; Beca&se of Ehis practiéal objective, most of the data collected in the
‘study were descriptive and narrative, in order to provide specific examples
,of more and less effective strategies. However, quantitative data were
also collected about rates of student on~task behavior in order to verify
SUEjective impressions.

The observers were trained to focus on certain common activities and

behaviors that we expected to be pertinent to classroom management
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(observer guidelines and training are described in Evertson and Anderson,
Note l). However, the researchers did not know in advance what larger
categories or global di nsion%-of behavior would be useful in analyzing
the descriptions. Althtigh there has been much ugeful work donme on
management, most of it {s descriptive of what good managers are doing once
the school year is established. ’For example, we expected to find that
better managers would be “"withit,” would maintain momentum in lessons,
would carefully monitor student~behavior, would have lower rates of student
misbehavior and higher rétes of stﬁdent engagement on academic work, and
would have more efficient transitions and time use in general. In a sense,
these characteristics, described by Kounin (1970), Brophy and Evertson
(1976), and others, are the effects of the establishment of an efficient
management system. They did not inform ws about how teachers could reach
that point, or why certain kinds of strategies might be most effective.
Therefore, the data gathered about the beginning of the school year and
subsequent management practices were not coded into preconceived categories
of teacher behavior, because we were not sure what categoryLs would be most
important to describe the causes and mediators of effectivé management.
Becausq the data were descriptive and narrative, the data analysis
activities have been largely inductive. The authors read narratives of the
27 teachers (no small feat, in that each teacher's file includes about ‘200
pages describing at least 40 hours of observation.) After initial reading
and discussion, ag?eement was reached about some ways that.the teachers'

management could be described and summarized. We began to digest the

descriptions by rating and summarizing the teachers on several dimensions

that iwmplied effectiveness of management. These "reader ratings” were used

along with other {nformation to form & composite criterion measure of



managerial effectiveness. ' After classifying teachers into groups that
differed in effectiveness, we reread the descriptions, and, in conjunction
vith other data analyses, have begun to refine our understandings of how
management systems were established and maintained. Although that activity
is still in progress, severa£ ideas are presented here that we expect to be
usefql in analyzing differences between more and less effective managers.

First, however, our criteria of “good management” should be spelled
out more clearly. We conceived of "management activities"™ as anything that
the teacher did to organize students, space, time, and materlals so that
iastruction in content and student learniﬁg activities could take pléce.
Therefore, management was cons{dered to encompass much more than discipline
and enforcement of rules about noise and movement, although these tacks may
be considered as part of overall management.

One goal of the study was to identify management practices that
maximized the the time that students spend actively engaged in learning
-éctivities {e.g., receiving instruction, coﬁpleting written assignments,
feqﬁing, doing projects;) We were committed to this goal because of an
inégresf}in increasing academic achievement in the basic skills. Much
othé: research has demonstrated links between the amount of time that
students spend actively engaged with academic content and the amount of
achievement in that content area {e.g., Rosenshine & Eerliner, 1978; Wiley
& Harnischeger, 1974; Fisher, Filby, Marliave, Cahen, Dishaw, loore, §
Berliner, Note 2). Othgr research héd also suggested that teachers who
were better classroom ménagers were ab&e to maximize this engaged fime.'
For example, these are some specific corfelates of achievement that can be

‘

interpreted as management functions and outcomes that may contribute to

higher engagement: shorter, more efficient transitions, fewer student

L
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aisbehaviors, more use of routines and procedures to handie daily business,
and arranging for sufficient appropriate work with minimal time when
students are unoccupied (Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979; Brophy &
Evertson, 1976; Brophy & Putnam, 1979; McDonald & Elias, Note 3; Stallings
& Kaskowitz, Note 4).

Therefore, our criteria for "good msnagement” were a high degree of
apparenﬁ on~task involvement by the students with a minimum of misbehavior,
and efficient use of class time devoted to academic activities. We
classified teachers as "better ranagers” when: 1) they[demonstrated
leadership in controlling students' behavior, taking responsibility "or
studgnts' engagement in learning activities and clearly instilling dand
enforecing expectations for such behavior; and 2) their management
strategies reflected instructional leadership in that they scheduled most
of the school day for productive work, they provided adequate, invusiving
work for the studeﬁts to do, and they made sure that learning was taking
place.

There are many possible ways of describing classroom managemeat, but
no single conceptual scheme or set of dimensions can adequatel} account fof
all aspects of management. Therefore, the following {deas are not
presented'as a unifiel theory or model, But instead as one framework that

may help practitioners think abouf and make decisions abo'it management.

- Basically, management strategies are discussed in terms of the information

that is conveyed to the students about wiy they should co

on-task, and how they should do so.
For many years, practitioner wisdom has emphasized the f{i pbitance of
"teacher éredibility." Experienced teachers know that students do not take

all teacher statements at face vélue, and that “actions often speak louder

=
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than_words.“ This assumes that what a'student undefstands about a
teacherfs meaning may be different and more important than the teacher's
intention. | - |

Therefore; it seems useful to look at teachers' management behavibors
in terms of what they are likely to mean to the students—-what information
1s conveyed about the way the classroom operates. What the teacher says,
and falls to say, and what the Leacher does, and falls to do, ali inform
students about what behaviors are eXpected, what will be tolerated, and
what will be rewarded and punished.

This poin; of view asgumes that the student is the critical mediator
of the teacher's management strategles: 1Ff students (both individually and
as a group) do not understand and/or accept'the teacher's version of
desired behaviors, then the management system does not accomplish its
objectives of-creating those behaviors. Therefore, vhaf may be most
" important about what teachers do to manage their classrooms is what the
students accept and understand.

At this point, ﬁith thir. gset of data, we mush make sdme-assumptions.
about what the students understand and how they perceive the'teacher's
management stratégies. We do not have direct information about student
" perceptions. However, we do have data 64 student behavior, and we are
assuming that a generally high level of cooperative, on-task behavior
reflects student acceptance and knowledge of the teacher's behavior
standards. We are assuming that a teacher whose students demonstrate “good
behavior” and higher rates of on-task involvement has ;ucceeded in
estéblishing the reputation aé a credible leader of the class. We are also

assuming that he or she achieved this state by several behaviors that

communicated to the students why and how they should behave in desired

™



'ways. Therefore, we are examining teachers' managérial behaviors for the
quality of i{nformation coaveyed to the students about desired behavior.

Obviousiy, student infle?nce on the teacher and oun classroom pfOCe,aes
can not be {gnored. Students enter a8 new classroom w{th some knowledge of
what to expect, and they often enter with very differenf objectives than
the teacher (Doyle, 1979). Admittedly, some groups of students are easier
or more difficult to manage than others. Home und school factors outside
her control still affect a teacher's job. However, {t {s important to
remember that, in spite of all of the other influences on students'
behavior, the individcal teacher T#n make a tremendous differenCe.- As one
example, consider the teachers {n the present study. Of the 14 teachers)
identified for intensive analysis because of their very high or very low
ratings on managerial efrectiveness, there are six pairs within same
schools who are rated at opposite extremes.- That is, the teachers in a
pair can be contr;sted as being very high or very low in effectiveness, but
they were working i{n the same schools with similar students. Therefore,
we believe that the étudent influ;nCe, although admittediy important, {s
not the primary determinant of the effectiveness of a teacher's management
system. However, as will be pointed out below, the‘more successful
managers seemed to be very sensitive to what their students were learning
about the way the classroom would run and their roles in {t.

Below are presented three clusters of teacher behaviors that have
implications for the qualify and quantity of i{nformation provided to
students:'

I. Teacher behaviors that may convey purposefulness and

meaningfulness of academic activities ({.e., the students are informed

about why on-task behaviors are important).



2+ Teather behaviors that instruct students in the skills Af good
behavior (1,&., the students are informed about how to behave).

3. Teacher behaviors‘that imply a sense of students' level of
understanding and need for information and teacher selection of activities.
that reflect this.

Teacher Behaviors That May Convey Purposefulness

Teachers who were better managérs demonstrated many behavicors that
probably were conveying purposefulness and seriousness about school
learning to the stﬁdenﬁs: In so doing, they were providing a rationale for
expected performance--telling the students why it was important that they
cooperate and stay involved in school taskss. In contrast; teachers who
were less good managers often behaved In ways that may have communicated a
lacklof clear purpose and a feeling that "going through the motions” w;s
;dequate,.that filling in the time with acceptable activities was the most
important objJective each day. *

Many of these behaviors may seem more “instructional” than

" "managerial,” but they are included here because they required decisions by

the teacher about classroom routines and allocation of time.

Some of the behaviors in this realm demonstrated by the more effective

managers were.

N —==5tudents were held accountable for completing Qork within the time‘
allotteds In order to insure this, the teachers frequently reminded the
studenFs about the‘time, and helped them learn to use the clocE to pace
their work. When a student's work was not completed within the allotted

time, he or she generally finished it after school or during a "free time.'




(The teachers were not inflexible, of course, and made other arrangements
when the student's failure was reasonable,)

~=The teachers scheduled‘regular_kimes each day for themselves to
review the work of the preceding period (such as the morning seatwork and
reading group time)., In this way, they'quickly determined if anyone was
having difficulty completing the work, and offered assistance as soon as
possible,

-~~The teachers also regularly and systematically circulat :d through
the room during seatwork periods, so that each studené was checked
frequently.,

~=~Another way ip which teachers held students accountable was by
requiring participation by all students in group activities, This meant
requiri;g attention as well as participation. One teachnique used
frequently was patterned tdxns, (i.,e,, insuring that everyone had equal
and predictable opp;rtuniti t; respond) although this was n;t used in all
contexts, \

—=There were regular procedures for turning in completed work and
noting student progress,

~-=Another way In which teachers probably communicated seriousness
about school tasks was by systematically providing feedback to th& students
about how well they had done., The students were accountable for doing
thei. work, but the teacher also held herself or himself accountable for
quickly returning it to them. 1ln order to a.complisﬁ this, various systems
werc established. One teacher set up mailboxes for each student, and they

knew to check them each afternoon. Another teaclier established the first

15 minutes of the morning for the return of the previous day's papers.,

_1{)-
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When students had made errors, they were to correct them and then file them
in a designated box. The teacher would check the box during the day.

—=Many of the teachers who set aside time each morning to review the

. work also used th3t time to provide immedidte feedback to students who

needed {t.. ) ’ -

~-—~In general, most contacts about work by the more effective managers

wer¢ task-oriented; it seemed apparent that the teacher's concern was that

the student learn the con&Fnt. not slmply that he or she be still and quiet

.,and finish the work.

—=The better ma?agers' use of time demonstratec a concern with the
importance of fnstruction. Time spent in necessary procedural matters
{lunch money, roll call) was minimizea; often, teachers performed such
duties while the students were occupied with a task. Materials and
supplies were ready‘in advance of activities, and the teacher spent most of
the school day in actual instruction, except for the times_require& to
review student progress to determine the need for feedback.

--~The teacher projected a positive attitude about the work,
suggestive of its import;nce. sFor example, work that was done well was
regularly diéﬁlayed, with the desirable qualities often highliéhted in some
way. Again, such behaviors may seem more instructional than managerial,
but they required planning by the teacher for use of classroom space,
preparation and changing of bulletin boards, etc. 4{

In summary, the better managers established éiaasrooms with routines

and procedures that insured that instruction and learning took top

priority, -and that  the student: were informed about their responsibilities

for performing the work, as well as about the importance of the work‘to the

teacher, This does not mean that the better managers were stern



task-masters who ruled by the clock. Instead, thei{r classtooms were very

congenial and pleasant, but definitely oriented toward learning academic
¢ontent. - |

Such teacher behaviors, performed consistently from the very beginning
of the Qear. may have {nformed the students that there were reasons for
cooperating with the teacher and behaving well--perhaps because it was the
means to the larger goal of learning the content. Obviously, other factors
are {nvolved than the recognition that "Teacher means business,”™ but this
was one area where the differences between the better and poorer managers

were quite apparent.

For example, the less successful managers, {n contrast, behaved in
these ways that may have communicated a very.different attitude:

—~~There was less sense of student accountabi{lity. Frequently at the
end of an allotted work time, the teacher would say, "Who needs more time?”
Even when many of the students had been wasting time or soclalizing, the
teacher provided more time to finish.

——-0ften there was not a set routine for turning in papers, and
confusion existed duriné some transitions about what was to be done with
completed work.

--=Discussions frequently were conducted without many students
barticipating. The most frequent methods of selecting students to answer
were allowing them to call out and relying on volunteers, so that only the
most eager students responded.

~~-Likewise, circulation among students working at their’seats was
of ten unsystematic, with the teacher responding to those students who
attracted his/her attention, and often missing more reticient students or

-

students who may have avoided him or ner.



~-=There was little evidence of systematic efforts to provide feedback
on completed work of on good behavior. Occaslionally papers were netu;ned
during observation, but seldom were students given specific instructicns to
pay attention to them or to corrgct errors that they may haée made.
Systems to reward good behavior (such as tokens) were not used
consistently.

-—ﬂTiﬁe seemed to be a gap to be filled, not a resource to be ysed.
Ways that the teachers' behaviors‘{‘fnay have communicated this were, apending'
longer than necessary on routines like PTA form collection, 1ea§1ng groups
of children without adequate work to do for long periods, and spending

: \

class time preparing materials for the next activity. In many classes,

transitions between activities took up a substantial portion of the time

.devoted to the activity, and the teacher did not indicate displeasure at

this. In fact, many of the less effective managers let the students
control the paciﬁg of the transition. The teacher did not attempt to gét
their attention and begin the next lesson until all students had moved into
position, despite many of the students wasting time or seeing to personal
needs at inappropriate times. (Similar findings about transitions are
reported by Arlin, 1979.)

--=~tany Egzzher statements implied that the most important thing about
the schoolwork was that the students would be quiétfénd still 1if they were:
doing it. That is, the teacher's priorities seemed to lie more in the
behavior that accompanied work than in thellearning: The work was often

presented as disagreeable, or even as a4 punishment, although this was not

true of all of the less effective managers.



~~~Although good work was sometimes displayed or good behavior

rewarded, this was not always done so that many students were awarg of it

or understood why it was good.

?-“In summary, tne less effective‘managers brhaved in ways that may have

" communicated that actual learning pefformance wags not the most important
goal of the class; instead, minim{zing noise and activity and filling up
the timé\qfth assignments seemed more important. The students did not
receive regular éeedback on how well they did on assignments, although they
were expected to complete thems Since apBr;priate ({.e., in this case,
calm’ behzvior, in and of itself, is not ligély to be a satisfying goal for
most younglgtudents; this purpose, if“com;;nicated, is not 1ikely to

inspire the behaviors desired by the teacher.

In many cases, it is likely that the less effective managers were

“\;EQs?d concerned about how their studenfs were learniné. However, they had

not organized the day's time and activ{t}es s0 that their concern was

. »
communicated. The observations indinate, in fact, that the students may

have had a very dififerent pictufe. That is, the information they received

about the goals of- the classroom~-why good behavior was desirable--did uot
emphasize the importance of learning the academic content.

Teacher Behaviors that Teach Students How to Behave Appropriately

A second kind of information that students appear to need (i.e., they

were better behaved--more involved with tasks—-when they had apparently

received it) 1s how to perform expected behaviors. This was recognized by
teachérs who instructed th; students in good behavior andlin “going to
school skills.” Several teacher behaviors suggested to us that the better
managers viewed cooperative behavior as a set of skills that had to be

. taught to the students, either by instructing them in seqQuential procedures
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or by calliqg,their attention to the critical aspects of a simple behavior.
The leés'égfeciive managers, on the other hand, either expected their
students 'to know how t. behave well (l.e., they did not hiéhlight the
specific and relevant aspects of "good behavior” or gmade statements °
implying khat the students could behave well 1f they simply decided to) or

they offered ihadequate instruction in how to behave.

The better managers may be characterized in these ways:

~--They knew what student behaviors were desired and what would not be

tolerated. Thelr expectations were very clear and expressed in behavioral

terms. These reflected a superb task analysis, resulting in both a
collection of subskills necessary to perform the total behavior, but also
an understanding of what it would t;ke to coordinate the separate
subskills. Thera was a focus on what students should be doing, as well as
on what they should not be doing. For example, the beginning of school was
éhdraqterized as a time to learn claserOm rules and procedures, and the

better managers deliberately planned time to practice and review the

' behaviors involved. Specifics included everything from how to sit on the

rug in large group meetings (i.e., around the edge, with some space around

-

. each child), to how to go to the bathroom (i.e., when it was appropriate to

go without permission, how to knock, how to respond when someone knocked,
and remembering to flush and throw away paper towels).

--=The better managers' abilities in these areas extended beyond the
"good behaviors” that were necessary to maintain acceptable levels of order
and- quiet, and also included skills more closely related to performing
school work. For example, teachers did not assume that students knew how
to £ollow instructions for a workbook exercise, or how to take an

assignment off the board and find the problems in the book. Insteéd. they
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determined {f the students had these skills, and {f not, they taught,thém.
anothér exasmple of such skills is learning to use & programmed re;hing‘
series (how to {nterprer the symbols, knowing when to take the posttests,
knowing.wﬁen to contact the teacher for feedback, etc.)s

~—~-Related to this "pre~active” task analysis was the way the teacher

-

ggve feedback to the students about their behaviorgq Not only did they
initially present the dutails of how to do the task, but students were
given very specific feedbaek, both positive and negative, that included
information about the critical aspect of pérformancei Foi example, praise-
usually took the form of "I see that everyone who has gone to the pencil
sharpener’ this morning has remqpbe;ed thg ruies——only two at a‘time and no
talking while there,” rather than “You've been good about the pencil
sharpener.” Corrections often specified what the studentkshould be doing
énd/or what was undesirable about éhe misbehavior. Obvicusly, the better
managers were not highly BﬁGQif{C ab;ut every feedback statement, but they
aluwost élways méde their point. Often, earlier detailed instruction made
it possible for the gﬁacher to quickly but clearly couaunicate the need to
change behavior. For example, a student who was up at an inappropriate
time could be corrected with a "snap-point™ to his chair, without any
interruption of the teacher's ongoing instruction. This was specific,
although not extended, but its effectiveness depended on how thoroughly the
teacher h:.. 'nstructed that student in the discrimination of “appropriate
and inappropriate times to be up,” and on the student's rknowledge that the
teacher would follow through. |

Such examples were more abundant at the beginning of the year, when

much of the time was used by the better managers for instruction in good

behavior and "going to school skills.” (For more extensive discussions of



the beginning of thg year, gee Evertson & Anderson, in press; Anderson &
Evertson, Note 3; an& Emmer, Evertson, & Anderson, Note 6.)I However, these
- ‘ characteristics were evident thr0ughoutltﬁe year. As late as May, the &
better managers were still observed“béing specific about botly praise and
criticism, still calling the students' attention to the salient aspects of
"good behavior” when the teach;rs felt that the students needed
instruction. This was especially evident when there were changes in

routines (sqﬁh as a new schedule or a new learning center added to the

¢+

room) and bffer a long break from the usual routine {e.g., after Christmas,

-'after the teacher had been absent for a few weeks). }hese behavioral
reminders in the better managers' classes were not at allllike "nagging.;
Instead, they were delivered In a matter-of-fact manner aﬁd served as
signals to help the students control their own behavior.

In summary, the better managers seemed to conside; the task of
controlling student behavior as an instructional challenge that rEQUiréd
the same aﬁproach taken to instruction in Bther curriculum areas. Flrst,
they analyzed the tusk at hand, deciding what skills were necessary for the
students to perform as desired. Then, they presented the task to the
students in as small steps as necessary to allow understanding. Then, the
students were allowed to practice the skills and receive feedback. The
feedback was diagnostic and remediative when necessary, and was usually
specifics Esseatially, the better managers secemed to view the task as one
of teaching students important discriminations: between appropriate voice

" levels whén talking, between times when one could go to the pencil
sharpener and when one could not, between moving through transitions at a
§ht£sfactory pace and moving too slowly, and so for:h.l They were

-

systematically and constantly giving the students information about what
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"good behavior™ was lMke in that class and how they could achieve it. They
engineered the tasks, especially aé the bgginning of school,~so that 1{ was
péssible for students to succeed, and the teachers told them when and how
they were succeeding. Then, their students' successful petfofmance may

also have become an important source of information--once students knew

what appropriate behavior felt like, they could more easily recognize it

and monitor themselves. t

In‘contrast, the,less effective managers were less effective
instructors in the skills of “good-behavior.” 1In analyzing the teachers'’
behaviors, it i{s easy to‘see how the students were not a&equatély info;méd
about what was exporied of them: '

-—~=The less effective manmagers did not seem to have clearly formed

ideas of what students' behavior should look like,  and often waited until

after problems developed before talking with the studeats about expected

behaviors. Hany.of them appeared to have no clearer expectations than
working quietly most of the time and attending to the teacher when he or
she drsired. They scemed to expect rh? students to know what this
entalled. Therefore, there was very little specific instruction in
distinguishing between appropriate and inappropriate behavior.

For examéle, some teachers failed to present any rules about wovement
around the room and to the bathroom and pencil sharpener until after many
students had already come and gone several times. Even after Introducing
rules, the less effective teachers were often inconsistent about enforecing
them (e.g., on the first morning, a teacher saw a long line at the pencil
sharpener, reminded the students that only two students should be there,
and then said, “Well, you need to sharpen your pencils, so it's all

rtgh&."). Practitioner wisdom has allays emphasized the importance of

-
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consistencf and followthrough in developing teacher credibility. W¥hen
analyzing such instances for the informaﬁion tﬁat the students are
' recqiving,-it is easy to see that‘inconsistent enforcement of a rule -
communicates to the student that what the teacher says in establishing a
rule does not determine what will happen.

-~=The less effective managers often did try‘to instruct their
students in important behaviors, but u=aally their instruction did not
ref lect adequat~ task analyses or an understanding of the studeﬁt;’
cognitive capacities. Offen, students were given too much information at
once or were given too liktle time to practice a procedure. For example,
one teacher, using a complicated individualized reading program; introduced
thfee new types of activities at once and only briefly reviewed the
instructions before expecting the students to use the skill boxes on their
owne It was doubtful that most of the students actually were informed
about hxw to do the new exercise.

~==In .addition to failing to describe expected behavior to the
students before they mishehaved, the les$ effective managers provided less
clear feedback through corrections and praisé. Such messages often failed
to provide students with adequate informatiou dabout their behavior and how
it wet or differed from the teacher's expectations. Often, there was
simply a failure to provide feedback, either positive or negative. In this
case, the teacher's failure to react provides information Sé the stuaents,
although the message is likely not one that the teacher intended to send.

-——=Very ambiguous corrections were heard in the classrooms of the less
effective managers, such as “Sit down and do sometning constructive!™ or

, F
“Some of wy boys and girls are getting too noisy." Also typical was "Get

gquiet!” when excessive talking was only one symptom of a larger pattern of



student off-task behavior. It (s difficult to evaluate single corrections
out of context; the same words said byﬂa more effective manager may have
had a very different effect because of the history of ‘that class. However,
‘the point here is that these examples were typical of the corrections of
the less effective managers.

---Praise was frequently in the form of "You'rg being so good today”
with no more specifics. Public praise was used frequently, but it was
often timed so that it came only when a problen develébed with_a;otﬁer
student. The teacher, having had behavior modification theorf instilled in
him or her, woﬁld typically look around for a student who was working and ‘
say, "I like the way Tom i{s sitting and working quietly.” When this was
used extensively, we expect that the meaning communicated to the students
was that public praise was the teacher's indirect way of coumunicating
displeasure with someone else. (When overused, it was not an effective
corre;tion technique either.) This meazning contrast; to that conveved by
a more effective manager who usec public praise to indicate genuine
pleasure with a student's or group's behavior, and who highlights the
important aspects of the target behaviors (e.g., "Table 3 is completely
ready now. They have everything cleared except for their notebooks and
pencils. That's great!”).

+ ~~=The less effective managers seemed to view the control of student
behavior as dependent on their authority and the students willingness to
cooperate, rather than seeing the need to instruct the students about good
behavior. Sometimes, the teachers cleariy laid the blame for misbehavior
on the students' inability or refusal to cooperate in a school setting.
For example, in one scﬁool that served primarily low-SES, minority

students, one of the less effective teachers in the sample’told us that she



could not use learning cénters as aftér"work options, because the students
just did not know how to use them properly. She also said that she could
not depend on the students to take assignments off the blackboard, becauge
they weré not able to keep the information straight. In the same SChool}
another teacher, classified as one of the more effective managers, working
with similar students, successfully used learnigg centers. Her studént§
were eveqtually ablé not only to use information off the board but to
function independently in many other ways. However, this second teacher
was one wlo was very ;pecific about desired behaviors, and who carefully
instructed her students in many aspects of good behavior and in "going to
schuol” skills. She recognized ;hat her students were "disadvantaged” in
some ways, but she compensated for that by teaching them the skills that
they did not ha;e upon entering school. Her attention to details continued
throughout the year, and even in May sh® was frequently reminding (not
nagging) the students how to behave. Her students maintained high levels
of on-task behavior and had higher achievement, relative go the studeﬁis in
the other room,

Perhaps this focus on instruction in how to behave serves a dual
purpose: It does teach skills where they do not exist, and exXerting self-
control and maintaining attention to scheool tasks does require certain
skills. However, it may also be communicating to the students that the
teacher knows what is going on, and can predict student behavior very well.

This could not help but contribute to one's credibility.

Teacher Skills in Diagnosing Students' Focus of Attention

A third category of teacher behaviors that distinguished the two

groups of teachers included skills of diagnosing students' needs for

information and focus of attention. iHere we consider teacher recognition

fi 1



of student confusion or concerns as well as the monitoring behaviors that
provide teachers with information gbout how smoothly events are going.

The effective managers knew what students were likely to pay attention
to, what was likely to be confusing and distracting, and how to focus
students on the desired targets of attention. Awareness was demonstrated
in the pre-planning of activities, especially at the beginning of school,
although it was evident throughout the year. This sensitivity to elements
of a situation that are most saiient to students wds probably part of the
ability to analyze the tasks of gosa behavior and “going to school” skills
discussed above; therefore, it is a prerequisite to Iinstructing students in
éood behavior.

One aspect of this sensitivity, especially at the beginning of the
year, was the effective managers' apparent awareness of what we termed
“student levels of concern.” Upon entering a new situation, concerns at a
“personal” level are likely to dictate what one attends to most easily
(Hall. 1976). More effective managers started out the school year with
activities that provided information about personal needs, such as getting
students' rames correct, arranging for space for each child and
~ possessions, and explalning very early about basic routines, such as the
bathreoom, lunch, and getting water. In addition, the Eeach;rs immadiately
began to establish an atmosphere of fairness and of enjoyment. One way of
interpreting the teachers' choices of initial topics is that the more
effective managers knew that the students were more likely to pay attention
to information about these more personal needs. They were of more
immediate concern than, say, how to cover one's books or how to use the
programmed reading series. By beginning with very pracfical and personally

meaningful matters, the teachers could begin with higher levels of
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attention. Once the more personal matters were dealt with, and the teacher
had begun to establish her trustworthiness (as someéne who knew what was
most important to the students), then other: more directly task-related
matters were dealt yifh.

In addition, the better managers were constantly monitoring the class
to determine that the students were attending to the tasks set by the
teacher, and if not, why not. This is certaiqu not a surprising finding,
as the importance of monitoring has been demonstr&t;d before (e.g., Brophy
& Evertson, 1976; Kounin, 1970). ?oyle (1929) discusses monitoring as
evidunce of teachers' sophisticated information processing. He maintains
that experienced teachers process much classroom gtimuli automatically,
without it ever rising to conscious attention. :Only when thé incoming
signals indicate a discrepency in standards for cooperation does the
information received through monitoring become conscious and result in
teacher reaction.

Doyle's portrayal matches the impressions formed in this study: theg
more effective manager is an’active decision maker who 1s constantly
receiving and processing information about classroom activities and
adjusting those activities as necessary. These data suggest that the
information that {s most salient to the teacher 1s the students' attention

focus.

Examples of activities of the more effective managers that illustrate

these points include:
---arranging the desks and chairs so that the students are facing or
can easily face the point in the room where they must focus most often.
—-—using various “tricks” for grabbing students' attention during

lessons {moderating voice, movement, and pace).
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-—-schedqling 80 that the students c¢an, when neéessary,'“ease into”
the morning's work by activities in which it i{s easy to focus attention and
participate right awa;’(especially when ¢hildren or groups of children have
difficulty "settling in” at first)s

~—=very Clearly starting and stopping activities, providing warnings
before transitions,'and using.other strategies that help to break dngoing
momentum when necessary as well as to restart it (this point was also

bl

discussed by Arlin, 1979).

—~gpacing directions for two siciiar activities so tgat they are not
confusing; rather than presenting them simultaneously. |

-—=requiring students to keep books closed until the teacher finishes
part of an explanaéion, when looking in the books rather than at the
teacher would have led to confusion.

-=~in general, requiring the active attention of every student when
important information is being given.

The more effective managers demonstrated an understanding of what
Kounin and associates (Kounin & Doyle, 1975; Kounin & Gump, 1974) called
the signél system properties of lessons. Signal systems were provisions
within lessons that "oriented, prodded, and supported” students' actions
and attentign. ‘We saw many examples ir wnich teachers' selecticns of
activities scemed to be determineu by an understandiag of :what students
needed in order to attend and stay on~task. For exaumple, one of the wore
effective managers had a group of boys who were very low achievers in
reading.and who had great difficulty in keeping themselves on-task. Rather
than giving them long independent assignments, as could be done with some
others in the class, the teacher arranged their reading activities so that

they could easily focus theirf attention on the content. She met with them

<
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- first, keeping up a fairly rapid pace in her reading instruction. Then,
she dismissed them to perform an assignment at the listening center, wvhere
the voice on the tape vffered a salient and continuous source af signals.
After they were finished with that gnd had a short time working at their
seats, she met with them again briefly to check their work. Then, they had
about 15 minutes to work independently, although the teacher sat so that
she could mo?itor them while she taught another group. After perforuing
their se;twork assignment, they went to a Language Master machine and
practiced skills there. The result was that the boys were engaged and
attending to instructions or actively practicing skills most of the
porning, because the teacher had selected activities and arranged the
schedule so that they did not have to depend for long periods of time on
their own self~control. |

Contrast this to a similar reading group (also an all-boy group) in

Ethe same school in a class where the teacher was a much less effective
manager. She also saw this group first thing that morning, but the lesson
was very slow, and she had to leave the group several times to attend to
other students. After the lesson, she gave the boys written assignments to
do for the rest of the morning. However, they were observed doing very
little work, frequently ueré up out of their seats, talking and
occasionally bothering other students. The observer reported very little
time on task for these low achieving boys.

Needless to say, the two clésses differed in other ways than the
activities given the reading groups. The point here is that the first,
more effective teacher’s planning and lesson condudt seemed to be based‘on
diagnosis of the boys' attention span ;nd gn understanding of the tiﬁgnal

system” inherent in various instructional activites. She kept the boys

d



"plugged in"” to very salient and continuous signals for wmost of the
morning, and spaced out the times when they were to work independently at
their seats so that they could do so successfully for brief periods.

Exémples are 8iven below of activites of the legs effective managers

fhat demonstrate less understanding of students' attention focus and the
signals and stimuli inherent in various lessons and activites:

~-=Calling for transitions suddenly, when some students are still in
the middle of a task and have not been warned about the change (also as
discussed by Arlin, 1979);

~==Giving complex instructions orally without putting them on the
board or otherwise helping the students remember;

~—=Leaving out a new exhibit (such as an animal), delaying an
explanation untllllater, but expecting the students to ignore it for a
while;

=~-~Launching into a regular routine immediatgly after a holiday when
the students are wanting to share their news with thear frieqqs (which they
do for the rest of the morning, to the teacher's dismay);

--~Presenting a difficult and frustrating math ditto witlhiin the first
hour of the first day >f school, before the students are familiar with the
teacher an& the room;

~—~Failing to provide a clock or reliable information about the time
despite frequent student questions about how much longer they have to
work;

~~~relying heavtiy on long stretches of seagdork for all students with
"few or no breaks. .
The less effective managers Seemingly expected the students to exhibit

self-controi in a gltuation that offered too many competing stimuli or that



did not offer salient stimali that prevented boredom and inattention. In

contrast, the more eftective managers, although they expected the students

Al L)

to exhibit self-control and maintain on~task behavior, knew what signals

and what information would be attended to, and they planned activities so

&S

that self-control'Ly students was easier.

One pattern that should be examined with these data is whether
external controls on attention were removed over the course of the year.
That 18, in the more effective manager's classes, did the students actually
improve their abilities to maintain their attention on~task, or was the

b
eagineering of "signal systems” nrecessary all year?

-

Discussion

The three clusters of teacher behaviors are obviously closely related
to one another-—the better managers were performing each set of tasks
simultaneously, and the less effective managers had shortcomings in each
area. The better managefs were providing information to students about how
to behave, setting up an environment in which there were reasons to perform
on—~task behaviors (because of the accountability and apparent purpose), .and
also engineering the environment by assigning tasks and activities in which
it was possible for the students to be‘accountable and successful. The
less successful managers did not consistently hold QEeir}students
accountable or communicate purposes to them that would e;courage on~task
behaviors; they were also generally ambiguous about exactly what was
expected from the students; and they often put their studeats into
situations when appropriate behavior (attention to task) was difficult to

accomplish, either because of a lack of information or because of

distracting stimuli.



One theme that ties together these three ways of describing teacher
behavior is the apparent teacher focus {or lack of 1it) on what students 7
undergtand and what they need to know to accomplish any particular
behavior. Therefore, the classes can be analyzed i{n terms of the
information flow fro? the teacher to the students (both df}ectly and
in terus of the materials and activities provided by the teacher), and from
the students to the teacher {who ;djuats, or fails to adjust, according to
the success of the students.at attending to tns desired focus). *ngm this

» )
point of view, classroom management may be consideréd to be primarily the '
_provision of {information (both initially and as feedback) about on-tasﬁ
performance, and the provision of activities that facilitate on-taak‘
behavior. As such, it is analogous to the other set of reaponaibilitiés
that are more traditionaliy termed "instructional,” in which teachers alseo
provide informatioﬁ about the content to be learned, and then create tasks
for the students to apply their knowledge of the content.

This description of management ags the establi{shment and maintenance of
information flow is most easily applied to the begimning-of-the-year
activities, but it {s not limited to that time. However, events that occur
during the rest of the year can only be interpreted in the context of the
initial information provided by the teacher about “the way thipgs work” in
the classroom: A teacher may provide 3 great deal of information in a very
brief corrective atatement; {f it has been preceded by -careful
specification of the difference between appropriate and inappropriate -
behavior in those circumstances, and also by consistent enforcement that
has communicated that the teacher wWill follow through on the correction.

Obvicusly, there are other ways of‘exaﬁining management tasks of

teachers, and other elements are nBcessary for overall managerial
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‘Evertson {(1976), and others have pointed out, adequate -instructional

effect;vcﬁess than the provision of clear information about how and why
on-task behavior will be accomplished. As Kounin (1970), Brophy and
programs are also necessarys If the tasks given students do not have the
appropriate balance of ¢hallenge and success, then the students are not
likely to efther stay on-task or to be learning efficiently. Also, certain
personal characteristics of the teacher are lmportant. Although many
different "stvles” may be observnad among effective teachers, certaln basic
requirements seem to be an underlying ego strength and comfort in
interpersonal situations (Brophy & Putnam, 1979).

Other aspects of classroom life that affect the succeéé of i uu.2ement
strategles include the background and culture of the students and the
influences of the peer group on its members. Although we have not
systematically documented 1t, we suspect that the more effective teachers
in the sample had knowledge of the social characteristics of their groups,
and this. figured heavily into their diagngsis and understandings of
students' likely targets of attention and concerns. However, we ha&e iess
i;formation on tﬁe “peer cultures” of the classrooms than we do on the more
clearly managerial behaviors of thi teacher.

This paper has prusented several hypotheses that may be supported by a
more systematic analyses of the narrative descriptions. We have assumed
that student understanding of teacher communitations_and teacher dilagnosis
of that student understanding are important constructs that will help us
describe the differences between more and less effective managers.

At present, the narrative case studles of the most and least effective

managers are being examined and examples of these three clusters of teacher

behaviors are being highlighted. Hopefully, the final outcome will be a
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collectfon of case studles analyzed in tetms of the likely information
conveyed by the teachers to the students and the students' responses.

If these dimensions or constructs prove to be useful {n that respect,
there are several ways in which further research could verify the

* ‘ assumptions underlying them. A descriptive study of students' perceptions
and interpretations of teachers’ behaviors within various contexts would
help to link student and teacher behavior. At present, there are research
studies of student perceptions of the achievement hierarchy within the h\\\
clagssroom and of student interpretations of certain teacher behaviors 1£th-
regard to high and low achievers (Weinstein & Middlestadt, in press, Ngte )
7). However, there has been little research on what teacher managerial
behaviors mean to students, and how that meaning influences student
behaviors, It would be valuable to know what aspects of teacher‘behaviors
are most salient to students, and how {ndividual differences among students
affect their perceptions. “

Likewise, further work on teachers' use of cues from students would be
informative., Research done on teachers' decision making and information
processing clearly indicates that teachers do rely on cues from students to
ad just activities (Doyle, 1979; Peterson & Clark, 1978; Cone, Note 8;
MacKay & Marland, Note 9). There should be continued work along these
lines to ascertain what dimensfons of student behavior arejmost salient to
teahers who are better classroom managers and monitors.

If the ideas described Un this paper are Supporﬁcﬂigjfa more extensive
examination of the data, they may be useful even before research on the
underlying aSSumpbiﬁns {s done. Thelr greatest value will lie in their
usefulness to teachers as concepts with which to examine their own

behavior. An experimental program could be developed around these




constructs and others Sugggsted by research to deteraine 1£ focusing on
the.e aspects of teaching leads fo improved management. For example, what
would be the effects of aski eachers to reflect systematically on the
meaning of their behaviors t:a:jﬁdeﬁts, especially {f they sre given
‘objective feedback aboué their own behaviors? Other experimental studies
in which t;achers were provided with'general concepts as well as some
specific suggestions have led to changes in teacher behaviors (in the
desired directions) as well as improved student outcomes (e.g., Anderson,
Evertson, & Brophy, 1979; Good & Grouws, in press). The ideas presented

here, illustrated with both positive and negative examples from the actual

case studies, could form the basis of & similaf experimental study.
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