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Abstract

Elementary teachers' (N=98) responses to vignettes depicting 12.types
of student problem behavior (imstructicnal concerns: failure syndrome,

-ﬁerfectionist, underachiever, and low achiever; aggression problems:

hostile aggressive, passive aggressive, and defiant; activity issues:

short attention span, hyperaétiﬁe, and immature; and peer relatien
difficulties: shy/withdrawn and rejected by peers) were analyzed

for points of agreement across the 12 types of problem behavior coancerning
problem-solving strategies that" jpvolved rewards, punishments, supportive
behaviors, and threaténing/pressuriug behaviors. Subanalyses were con-

ducted to identify distinctions between teachers who differed by school

“location (Lansing vs.
teacher role perception (primarily imstructor vs. primarily socializer),
and management expertise (outstanding vs. average). In general, teachers'
responses ro the vignettes involved punishmént more than reward, and

supportive behavier mere than threatening or pressuring bhehavior.




TEACHERS' GENERAL STRATEGIES FOR DEALING WITH PROBLEM STUDEN‘I'S1

Mary M. Rohrkemper and Jere E. Brophy2

Brophy and Putnam (1979), in a review of elementary school classroom
management; contrasted the literature on ﬁanaging groups of students during
instruction with the literature on coping with students who present serious
and sustained problems. They concluded that recent research had produced
a rich and largely consistent knowledge base identifying effective group
ﬁanagement techniques and linking them to teacher success in maximizing
student engagement in academic activities and achievement on standardized
tests {cf. Anderson, Evertson, & 3rophy, 1979; Brophy & Evertson, 1976;
Emmer, Evertson, & Anderson, 1980; Good & Grouws, 1977; and Kounin, 1970).
They also reported agreement across diverse sources {educational psychology,
behavior medification, and p%?chotherapy/mental health texts) on princi-
ples for dealing with students who present serious problems.

QMVarious authors employed different concepts and addressed different
pro;iems, but when they did overlap in discussing dealing with problem
students, they usually offered similar advice. This advice typically was
not based on classroom research, however. With the exception of certain
applications of behavior modification principles, there has been little

research on methods of dealing with problem students, and, in particular,

1‘I‘his paper was presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association in Boston, April, 1980. The authors wish
to acknowledge and thank Jane Smith, Janis Elmore, Carolyn Rettke, Jean
Medick, Lonnie McIntyre, Susan Rubenstein, Stephen Katz, and JoAnn Hite,
who assisted in project planning and data collection; Sheba Dunlap, Pat
Linton and Caroline Wainright, who coded the data; and June Smith, who
assisted in manuscript preparation.

2Mary M. Rohrkemper is project manager for the Classroom Strategy
Study and an IRT research intern. Jere E. Brophy is coordimator of the
Classroom Strategy Study and a professor of educational psychelegy and
teacher education.




very little research focusing on techniques that may be feasible and
effective for the ordinary classroom teacher (i.e., not the school
psychologist or other specialist).

These issues are addressed in the Classroom Strategy Study, an in-
vestigation of teacbers' thinking about and strategies for coping with 12
types of "difficult" or "problem" gstudents often observed at the elementary
level (see Figure 1), The 12 problem behavior types shown in the figure

. Tl
were identified as the focus for study through th& following process.
First, a list of approximately 75 tnoublesome“behaviors was developed -
from nominations by the project staff, which included professors and
graduate srudents in educational psychology and related disciplines, along
with several elementary school teachers. The list was first winnowed

through elimination of duplications, and then sharpened and elaborated

using concepts and terminology borrowed from previous studies of chronic

childhood problem behavior syndromes as seen by clinicians or classroom
teachers (Lambert & Nicoll, 1977; Miller, 1972, Peterson, 1961; Stott,
Marston, & Nefll, 1975; and Werry & Quay, 1971).

The result was a 1list of about 20 syndromes or patterns of problem
behavior, later reduced to the 12 showm in Figure 1 by eliminating
several that seemed less severe orx widespread than the others. The 12
patterns are defined So as to be mutually exclusive, although several
could coexist in the same student (for example, short attention span/
distractibility and motoric hyperactivity involve different behaviors
but are often seen in the same individuals, and either or both of these
could be combined with underachievement, hostile aggressive behavior,
or other patterms, as well). Even where multiple patterns exist in the

same individual, however, the patterns are different enough ro be




Failure Svyndrome. These children ate convinced that they cannot de the
the work, They often avold starting or give up uvasily., They expect to
fatl, even after succeeding. Signs: easily frustrated; gives up casily,
says "J can't do 1it."

Perfectionist. These children are wunduly anxious about making mistakes.
Thelr self-imposed standards are unrecalistically high, so that they are

never satisfied with their work {when they should be). Signs: tco much
of a “perfectinnist"; often anxious/fearful/frustrared about quality of

work: holds back from class participation ynless suve of self.

Underachiever. These children do a minumum to just "get by." They deo
not value schoolwnrk. Signs: indifferent to school work; minimum work
output; not challenged by schoolwork; poorly motivated.

Low Achiever. These ehildren have difficulty, even though they may be
willing to work. Their probhlem is low potential or lack of readiness

tather than poor motivation. S$igns: difficulty following directions;
difficulty completing work; poor retention} progresses slowly.

. L)
Hostile Aggressive. These children express hostility through dircect,
intense behaviors. They are not easily controlled. Signs: intimidates
and threatens; hits and pushes; damages property; antagonizes' hostile:
easily angered.

Passive Appressive. These childret express opposition and resistance
te the teacher, but indirectly.” It often is hard te tell whether they
are resisting deliberately or not. S$igns: subtly oppesitional and
stubborn; teies to eontrol; horderline compliance with rules; mars
property rather than damages; disrupts surreptitiously; drags feet.

Defiant. These children resist authority and carry on a pover struggle
with the teacher. They want to have their way and not be told what to
do. Signs: (1) resists verhally (e.g., {a) "You can't make me...":
(h) "You can't tell me what to do...";: {c) makes derogatory stztements
about teacher to others); (2} resists non-verbally (e.g., f{a)} {rowns,
grimaces, mimics teacher; (b) aorms folded, hands on hips, fuot
stomping: (c) looks away when heing spoken ro; {(d) laughs at imappro-
priate times; (e) may be ph¥sically violent toward teacher; (f)
deliberately does what teacher says not to do).

Hyperactive. These children show excessive and almost constant movement,
even when sitting. Often thelr movements appear tg be without purpose.
Signs: squirms, wiggles, jiggles, seratches: easily excitable;

blurts out answers and comments; often out ©fF Seal; bothers other
.c¢hildren with noises, movements: energetic but pooriy directed;
excessively touches objects or people.

Short Attention Span/Distractible. These children have short attention
spans, Th;;F%oem unable to sustain attention and concentration. Easily
distracted by sounds, sights, or speech. Signs: has difficulry
adjusting to changes; varely completes tasks; easily distracted.

Immature. These children are immatute. They have poorly developed
emotional stability, sclf control, self-care abilivies, social skills,
and/or responsibilicy. Signs: often exhibits hehavior normal for
younger children; may cry easily; loses belongings; frequently appears
helpless, incompetent, and/or dependent.

. Rejected by Peers. These children seek peer.interaction but are
rejected, ignored, or excluded. Signs: forced to work and play alone;
lacks soeilal skills; gften picked on or teased.

Shy/Wirhdravn. These children avoid personal intervactions. uze quiet
and uvnobtrusive, and do not respend well to others. Signs; quiet and
saber; does not initiate or volunteer; does not call attention to self.

Figure 1. Tbe 12 cypcs of preblem btehavier addvesscd by the Classroom
Strategy Study.
7
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described separately without difficulty, and it seemed likely fhat teachers
would use different strategies to try to cope with them. Consequently,
pracedures were designed to deal with each problem separately. It should
be noted, however, that teachers deal with real students, not abstract
behavioral syndromes. They may ﬁorry more about peer rejection of compliant
students, for example, than about peer rejection of students“ﬁhdée behavior
is marked by defiance and hostile aggression. These aqgwp;hér possible
interaction effects amﬁng behavior patterns that coexist in the Same
;pdf;;duaié were not addressed in this study.

The Classroom Strategy Study is not an experiment but & large and sys—
tematic gathering of self-report data from eXperienced elementary teaChersg.
selected to provide variation in grade level and types of students taught ™

and in skill - dealing with problem students (Rohrkemper & Brophy, Note

1).

- Method

Teachers

Interviews were obtained from 98 elemenqgry school teachers distributed

about evenly across grades K -~ 6. Of these, 534 taught in Lansing and 44

in inner-city Detroit. No more tham four teachers in any given school were
included. All teachers had at least three years of expefience and had

been nominated-by their principals as either outstanding or average in
ability to deal with difficult students. These 98 teachers represented
about 75%_of those originally nominated; the others declined to participate.

Teachers were paid for the  time they spent responding to our interviews.

Pata Collection

Each teacher was observed and interviewed by a project staff member,
who did not know how the principal had rated the teacher. Teachers were

observed for two half-days, during which the interviewers gathered gemeral




impressions of the teacher's style and level of success in managing the

classroom and dealing with problem students, the nature of the students

in the class, the general classroom atmosphere, and the availability and

use of other adults in the classroom. Following this, teachers were
interviewed individually for an average of over four hours (range = 2 to
10 hours), spread over two or more sessions.

Interviews began with the vignettes, which were presented one at a
time in the order given in Figure 2. Following the vignettes, teachers
were asked to discuss their general strategles for dealing with each of
the 12 problem-student types degpribed in Figure 1. They also were asked
to rate thelr abilities to cope with each of these student tyPE§1
to state the frequency with which they had encountered each type in the
past three years, and to answer fgggfal ;uestions about the schools in
which they taught. The present ¥é;6rtlfocuses on analyses of teachers'
responses to the vignéttes. Readers interested in more details about
the larger study as a whole should consult Rohrkemper and Brophy (Note 1).

There were two vignettes for each of the 12 problem behavior types
showvm in Figure-l. During development, the vignettes were revised
several times to insure that they depicted incidents that would be familiar
to elementary school teachers and perceived as typical of the kinds of
problems presented by each of the 12 types of problem students under
study. To make it easy for each teacher to visualize the events deplcted
in the vignette as occurring in his or her own classroom, we eliminated
specific references to facilities, equipment; or individuals (school
psychologiéts, social workers) that might be familiar t¢ some teachers
but not others.

In order to avoid confounding thé'behavior depicted in the vignettes

with various status characteristics of students, we avoided mention of

&




age, race, ethnicity, or social class, and eliminated clues (direct
quotes or other language data, pictures or drawings, and so on) that might
suggest these characteristics. Students were identified by sex through
names, because we felt that this was necessary for realism. Only male
names were assigned to behavior patterns identifiedlpéimgrily with males
(hyperactivity, hostile-aggressive behavior), but both male and female
names were assigned to behavior patterns that are less sex vtyped
(failure syndrome, passive aggressive). The incident depicted in each
vignette is presented as only the latest in a series of similar incidents
involving the same Studenﬁl- Thua, the inci&ent-ié placed in a context of
chronic problem behavior as defined by the pétterns given in Figure 1.
The vignettes are given in Figure 2.
Teachers were asked to read each vignette and respond as if the

, situation had occurred in their classroom. Specifically, they were asked
to state what they would say and do, to tell why they would say and do
this, and to describe the student in the vignette in their own words.
These data simulate teachefs' responses to actual classroom incidents
in which there are real consequences for themselves, for the student
engaging in the problem behavior, and for the student's classmates, who

witness the event and experience its effects vicariously. ™

Coding
Interviews were tape recorded and‘trﬁﬁéq:ibéd; and then coded with

a variety of instruments which included categories Hfawn from both empirical

content analysis and theoretical sources. In this analysis, the focus

was on the amounts and- types of reward, punishment,lsupport, and threatening

or pressuring behavior which teachers report using for dealing with
difficult students. (A copy of the Rewards and Punishment Coding System

is available from the authors on request.)

i0




10.

- This morning, scveral students eXcitedly tell you that on the way to

"arc checking seatwork progress. When you question her, Linda kecps her

Tecess, he quickly jumps up and hcads for the door. You tell him that he

- today.

Joe could be & capablec student, but his self concept is so poor that he
actually describes himself as stupid. He makes no scrious effort te learn,
shrugging off responsibility by saying that "that stuff" is too hard for
him. Right now he is dawdling instead of getting started on an assignment
rhat you know he can do. You know that Lif you approach him he will beBin
to comwplaln that the assignment is too hard and that he can’t do it.

school they saw Tem beating up Sam and taking his lunch moncy. Tom 18 the
class bully and has done things like this many rimes.

Bill 1is an.extremely active child. He scems to burst with encrgy, and
today he is barely “keceping the 112 on.”, This worning. the class is
vorking on thelr art projects and Bill has been in and out of his seat
frequently, Suddenly, Roger lets out a yell and you look up ro see that
Bill has knocked Roger's sculpture off his desk. ~Bill says he dida’t
mean to d¢ it, he was just rcturaing to his seat.

Mark 1is aot well accepted by hiz classmares, Today he has been trying to
get somc of the other boys to play a particular game with him. After
mich pleading the boys decide to play the game, buf czclude Mark. Mark
argues, saying thar he should get to play because it was his idea in the
first place, but the boys start without him, Finally, Hark gives up and
slinks off, rejected again.

Beth has average abilicy for school work, but she is Bo anxious about the
quality of her work, that she seldom finishes an assignment because of

all her "start-overs." This mornitg you have asked the childreu to make
pictures to decorate the room. The time allocated to'art has almoet Tutt
oul and Beth is far from finished with her picture. You ask her about jE
and find out she hae "made mistakes" on the other ones and this is her

third attempt at a “good picturec.”

The clase is about to begin 2 test. The room is quiet. Just as you are
about to Legin speaking, Audtey opens lier desk. Mler notebook slides coff
rhe desk, .spilling loosc pap2rs oa tie floor. Audrey begins gathering up
the papers. Slowly and deliberately., ALl eyes are upou her. Audrey stops,
grins, and then slowly resumes gathericg papers. Somcope laughs. Others

start talking.

Geoorge's attention wanders easily. Today it has hcen divided between the
discussion amd various distractions. You ask him a questiun, but he is
distracted and docsn’t hear you.

Linda 18 bright enough, but che is shy and withdrawn. She doesn’t vol-
unteer to participate in ¢lasss and when you call on her directly, she
often docs not respond. When she docs, she usually whispers. Today, you

eycs lowered zand sayd nothing.

Carl can do good work, but he seldom does. He will try to get out €f wurk.
When you speak to him about this, hc makes a show of looking serious and
pledging reform, but his behavior doesn’t change. Just now, you see.a
typical scene: Carl is making paper airplanes when'he is supposcd to be
working. ’

Roger has been fooling around iunstead of working on his scatwork for
several days now. Finally, you tell him that he has to finish or stay.

in during recess and work on it then. He says, "I won’t stay in!"™ and
spepds the rest of the period sulking. As the class hegins to linz up for

has to stay inside and fiaish his assigoment, but he just says "No, I
»AF

don'tl" and continues gut the door to recess.

Betty scems younger than the other students in your clsss. She has
difficulty getting along with them and is quick to tattle. She has just
told you that she heard some of the boys use "bad words" during recess

Jeff trics hard but is the lowest achiever in the class. This week you
taught 2a impcrtant sequence of lusauns. You spent a lot of exlra tine
with Jeff and thought he understood the material. Taday you are reviewing.
A1l the other students answer wour qoestions with ease, but when you call
on Jeff he 1s obviouely lost.

11 {Continued on m-ext page) |'
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. BuB to you. ¥e refuses, sayinz that 1t is his and you have no tight to

{Ficure 2 continued)

Maty has the intellifence to succwed, If shc applied heveself, buc ahe i
convinced that she can't hondle Lt. She gets frustrated and diaguated

vety casfly, and then she gives up. Instead of trying to solve the
ptoblem anether way, nt cominf to you for lielp, she skips the problem

and moves on. Today she brinfs you her assignment. clniming to be finished,
but you see that she has Bkippud many icems.

Class is distupted by a seuffle. You look up to pee that Ron has left

hie seat and gone co Phil’s desk, where he 1a punehing and shouting at
Phil. Phil i8 nor so much fipghting back as trying teo protect himaelf.

You don't know how this statted, but you do know that Phil gets along well
with the other gtudents but Ron often Stattas Fights and argues without
ptovoeaticn.

Paul ean't scem to keep his hands off of the things and people in the
room. lle also seoms teo want to inspect ot play with whatever is at hand.
When he is not physieally manipulating someonc ot sométhing clse, he hums,

-whistles, grimaces, dtums his £iugers, taps his fect, or makes other

noises through physical activity. Just now he has diseovcred that one of
the screws holdlng the back of hiu chair to its frame is loose, and he ie
pushing and pulling at the loesc plece. 1In the proeess, he 1s furthetr
loosening the connecction and at the same time distracting the class with
the rioise he is waking.

Kathy is a lonet in the classtoom and an onlocker’ on the playgtound. No
one wlllingly sits with het ot plays with het. You divided the clasa intn

-gtoups to work on projects, and those in Kathy's Sroup ate makipg unkind

tematks about het, loud enough for all o heat. -

Chtis is a capable student who is exceptiocoally anxlous about making
mistakes. FRe doesn’t contribute £o class discussions ot tecitation
unless he is absolutely sure he is vight. You tecognize his anxiety and
ety to call on bim only when you ate teasonably sure he can handle ik,
When you do this today, he hlanehes and =tumbles thtough an incorrect
answet. He 1s clearly upset.

The class has just been given instructions fo line up quickly. The
students comply, with the exception of Jack, who is always the last td
follow diteetions. Jaek remains at his desk, wotking on a drawing.

He looks up, in the direction of the line, then tesumes wotk on his
drawing.

Satah never seems to finish an assigmment. She 1s easily distracted, and
then 1sn't able to recapture what she had been thinking about before the
interruptien. You distribute a work sheet to the class, and the students,
including Sarsh, begin theit wotrk. Aftet a couple of minutes you See that
Satah is looking out the window, disttacted again.

John often seems to be off in his own wotld, but today he is watching
you as you lead a discussion. Pleased to see him attentive, you ask him
what he thinks. However, you have to repeit his pame and he- lacks
stattled when he teializes that you have called on hiw: ‘Heanwhile, you .
realize that he has been immetsed in daydteams and only apggared to be
paying attention.

Nancy 1s oriented towatd peets and social relationships, not school work.
She could be doing top grade work, but instead she does just enough to
get by. She is often chatting or writing notes when she {s supposed to
be paying attention ot working. During today's lesson, she has te-
peatedly tutned Ee students on each side of her to make remarks, and

now ghe has & esonversation going with several friends.

Squitkt guns ate not permitted in school. Scort has been squirting

othet students with his squitt gun. You tell him to brting the squirt
1t. You insist, bur he remains defiant and starts to become upset.
Judging from his past and ptesent behavior, he 1s not gaing to suttender
the squitt gun voluntatily.

Greg cften loses his belongings, beeomes upset, whines, and badgets you
te help him. Now ha has misplaced his hat, and he is pestering you again.
Other students smitk and make remarks about this, and Grep becomes upsert.

Tim 16 a poor student. He has a low potential for schorl wotk and also
lacks the basie experiences that haolp a child funetion in the elasstoom.
You have just presented a new lesson Lo the class and have assigned
related seatwark. You look evet the ¢lzsss and see that Tim is upser.
When you ask nim 1f something Is wr&lg, he tells you that he can't do
At == it's roo ard. 1 f\ ’

i




Briefly, the reward category included anything offered to the.student
which was intended to be elther anm incentive or a reinforcement. Included
in this category were several types of reward: symbolic, material, special
privileges, and teacher reward (i.e., special attention, hugs, and so on,
but not praise) along with one method of reward delivery (specifically, the
use of.contracts).

A punishment was defined as anything threatened as a sanction against

undesirable conduct. Any punishment threatened.or actually invoked

~was coded. 1Included were loss of privileges, punitive isolation, extra
time (i.e. stay after school), extra r;quirements, demands for restitution,
involvement of another adult to punish, and physical punishment.
Supportive behavior, including praise and encouragement, consisted

| of anything the teacher does in the bélief that it will help the student
feel better. Types of teacher encouragement jncluded specific behavioral
praise; global personal praise; encouragement; comfort; defense of the
sfﬁdent; kid-gloves treatment; supportive isolation; peer, parental, or .
other adult involvement in supportive roles; instruction; and modeling

of support for the student.

The final category, threatening or pressuring behavior, was defined
as anything the reacher says or does ro pressure the student (short of
punishment). Strategies coded here involved elements of rejection or
attack on the student's sense of well being; specific behavioral criticism;
global personal criticism; sarcasm/ridicule; "diagnosing" (that is, the
teacher tells the stud;nt that his/her behavior stems from evil intenticis
or immature motives); third degree; and peer, parent, or other adult
involvement (to provide pressure, rather than encouragement or support).

Teachers' responses to each of the 24 vignettes were coded for

40 subcategories within these four major categories of rewe=d, punishment,

13
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supportive behavior, and threatening/pressuring behavior. Each vignette
was coded independently by two coders who were unaware of the identities
or status characteristics of the teachers. Coding reliability was com-
puted as percent exact agr;anent. {(Percent exact agreement equals number
of codes made and agreeé hpon by both coders divided by itself, plus
number of disagreements, plus number of codes made by ome coder but nét the
other.) This figure was 72% for the Rewards and Punishments system. Disa-
greements were resolved by discussion between the two coders, with
arbitration lmvolving a third coder when necessary.

Each of these 40 subcategories was scored as present or absent in
each teacher's response to each vignette. In addition, four sum scores
and si;mcombination scores were computed from the subcategory data.
Scores reflecting the frequency of use of these 50 variables across
the 24 vignettes were computed for each teacher and correlated with 11
classifying variables. The 11 classifying variables are as follows:

1. OGrade level (K - 3 vs. 4 - 6). -

2. Teacher sex.

Location (Lansing vs. inner-city Detroit).

Role Perception (teacher's preferred emphasis is on instruction
vs. socialization).

Principal's Classification (nomination of teacher as either
average or outstanding at dealing with problem students).

Observer's Classification (5-point rating of teacher's ability
to deal with problem students). .

Ability Type Score (1 = classified average by principal and rated
low by observer; 2 = classified high by principal but rated low
by observer; 3 = rated average by observer; 4 = classified as
average by principal but rated high by observer; 5 = classified
as high by principal and rated high by observer).

Instruction and Management Factor (factor score developed from
several ratings of teachers' instructional and classroom
management skills). :




Warmth Factor (factor score developed from several ratings of
teacher's warmth and likeability).

Noise and Activitj Tolerance Factor {(factor score derived from
observer's ratings of individualization ©f instruction and
tolerance for noise and activity).

11. Teacher Self-Ratings Factor (factor score derived from teacher's
self-ratings of ability to deal with problem students).

Only correlations significant at or below the .05 level will be
reported. For 50 variables, 2.5 significant correlations would be expected
at‘;he .05 level by chance alone. The numbers of significant correlations
observed for each of the classif&ing variables were above chance for all
but the_fagtor score based on teachers' self-ratings.

Findings will be reported concerning differences within teachers

by grade level, location, ability ratings, and role perception.

Results

In general, teachers' responses to the 24 vignettes involved punish-

ment more than reward, and supportive behavior more than threatening

or pressuring behavior (Tables 1 and 2)., The most frequent teacher be-

havior was supportive behavior (§¥31.46), followed by punishments (§¥11.99),

threatening or pressuring behavior (X=5.99), and finally rewards (X=2.75).
Examination of the siénificant correlationé for each source of teacher

ability classifications--from the principél, our staff observers, and

the teacher self-ratings—-indicates that the observers' classifications

of the reachers by theilr ability to deal with problem students are more

clearly relatedltovteachers' use of rewards, puniéhments, supportive

behaviors and threatening/pressuring behaviors than are the principals’

or teachers' ratings. While observer classifications yielded 11 signifi-

cant correlations, principal classifications only yielded four, and

teacher self-ratings only two, not above chance expectation.




Table 1.

Teachers' Use of Reward, Punishment, Supportive Behavior,
and Threatening/Pressuring Behavior Categories in Responding to the 24 Vignettes

Mean Number of Percentage of
vignettes to which teachers using the
A. Rewards the category was applied category at least once
A0 No rewards 21.74 100
Al Symbeliec Reward 0.74 31
A2 Material Reward 0.35 17
A3 Special Privilege 0.95 45
A4 Teacher Reward ) 0.20 . 16
A5 Other 0.17 8 3
A6 Contracts 0.34 17
J B. Punishments
BO No punishment 16.10 100
Bl Loss of Privilege 2.12 74
B2 Punitive Isolation 1.98 67
B3 Extra Time 1.00 41
B4 Extra Requirements 0.41 19
B5 Restitution 1.01 66
B6 Physical Punishment 0.48 20
B7 Other Adult : 3.37 86
B8 Other 1.62 61
C. Supportive Behaviors N
C0 No Supportive Behavior 6.56 94
Cl Specific Behavioral Praise 1.42 61
C2 Global Personal Praise 0.39 20
C3 Encouragement 2.34 : 84 -~
C4 Comfort/Reassurance : 0.72 40
C5 Defending the Student . - 0.82 40
C6 Kid Gloves Treatment 4,05 89
C7? Supportive Isclaticn - 0.90 42
C8 Involves Peers 4,31 98
C9 1Involves Parents 1.70 57
Cl0 Involves other Adults 1.77 54
Cll Instruction 8.70 99
C12 Medeling Acceptance 0.70 41
Cl3 Other 3.64 a 90

aarr

D. Threatening/Pressuring Behaviors

DO No Threatening/Pressuring

Behaviors 19.19 100

D1 Specifie Behavioral Criticism 2.25 ' 63

D2 Global Personal Criticism 1.06 35

D3 Sarcasm/Ridicule 0.55 23

D4 "Diagnosing" 0.15 _ 9

D5 fThird Degree 0.28 14

D6 1Involves Peers 0.14 8

O D7 Involves Parents - 0.32 16 16
IERJ!: D8 Involves Other Adulrs 0.17 o _ 9

Other




Sum

Sum

Sum

Sum

Table 2.

Means and Standard Deviations for the
Summary and Combination Scores

Score

A Total Rewards

B

c

Total Punishﬁents

Total Supportive
Behavior

. Total Threatening/Pres-
suring Behavior

Rewards/ Rewards +
Punishments

Support/Support +
Threat or Pressure -

Rewards + Punishments/Re-
wards 4+ Punishments + Sup-—
port + Threat or Pressure

Specific Praise/Specific +
Global Praise

Praise/Total Supportive
Behavior

Specific/Specific +
Global Criticism
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Of interest in the principal anci teacher self-rating data, however,
are the correlations regarding use of another adult. ‘Principals apparently
used teacher gself-reliance (B7) in punishing students as a criterion in
abllity classification. Similarly, teachers who viewed themselves as
high in ability were less likely to involve others to either support
(C10) or threaten or pressure (D8) students. Taken together, these
correlations indicate that principals' ability classifications were
influenced‘by how seldom the teachers called upon the administration for
help in handling difficult studenté, and less so by what the teachers
dctually did in their classrooms with these students.

Combining the principal and cbserver classifications ylelded five
levels of ability type, ranging from agreed high abiiity through agreed
average ability. These ability type scores yielded 13 significant correla-
tions (Table 3)._ Teachers wigh greater ability to handle difficult students
used more total rewards (Sum A), including more symbolic rewards (Al)
and contracts (A6); more total supportive behavior (Sum C), including
more comforting and reassuring of students (C4), and more unique supportive
methods (C13). 1In addition, high-ability teachers used p;nishment less
(BO) than the other teachers. Punishments that the less effective
teachers were more likely to use were loss of privileges (Bl) and
involvement of other adults to punish (B7). Recall that the use of other
adults was also a factor in the principals' classifications and teachers'
self-ratings. Not only did less effective teachers invoke punishments
more, they also failed to provide support and encouragement (CO) as oftem
as teachers rated higher. When they did engage in supportive behavior,
however, they used proportionately more praise than did the cutstanding
teachers (Comb. I).

These data indicate that teachers whom the primcipals and observers

18



Table 3.

Teachers' Use of Reward, Punishment, Supportive
Behavior, and Threatening/Pressuring Behavior
Categories by Classifying Variables®

Chgerver's Abilicy Noise and Self-
Grade  Teachet Principal’s .Clagsifi- Teacher Hole School Type Inatructional Warmth Activity Ratinge
Cateko Level Sex Clasaification cation . Parception Location Score ‘Management  Facter Tolerance Pactet

u

Rewarcds

No Rewards
Syuholic Rewatd
Material Reward
Special Privilege
Teacher Reward
Other

Contracts

B. Punishmentsg .

BG HNHo Punishment
Loss of Privilege
Punitive Isclation
Extrta Time
Extta Requirements

Restitution

(Table continued on next page)

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC




{Table 3 continued)}

Oboerver's .- Abilicy Roise end  Self-
Grade  Teacher Principal’s .Claagifi~ Teacher Role School Type Inetruetional Warmth Activiecy  Ratings

Catepory Level Sex Claggsification cation ‘Perception location Score .Mapagement  Factor Tolerance Factor

Phyaical Punishment
Other Adule

Other

SupPortive Behaviors

Ho supportive behavior
Specific Behavioral Praise
Global Personal Pralase
Encourakement
Comfort/Reagsurance
bafending the student
¥id Gloves Treatment
Supportive Isolation
Involves Peers
Involves Parents

€10 Involves Nther Adults

Cll Instruction

(Table continued’ on next page)}

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




(Table 3 contipued)

Observer's . . . . Ability Ro’se gnd
Teachar Principal's .Glassifi- Teacher Role  School Type Instructional Warmth Actlvity
Catepory Sex Clasgification _ catien -Perception Location Score "..Management Factor Tolcrange

CJ:2 Modeling Acceptance

€13 Other

D. Threatening/Pressuring
Behaviors

DO No Threatening/Pressuring
Behaviors
Specific Behavioral
Criticism
Glotal Persconal Criticism
Sarcasm/ Ri.d;l.cule
"I agnosing"
Third Degree
Involves Peers
Involves Pparents
Involves Other Adults

Other

(Table continued on next Page)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




(Table.3 continued)

Observer’s ......0 ..a Ability Notse and
Tasacher Principal’s ~Classifi= Teacher Role School Type Instructional Warmth  Activity
Catego Sex Classification cation -Perception Location Scora JManagement  Factor Teolerance

Sum Scores

Sum A Total Rewards

Sum B Total Punishments

Sum € Total Supportive
Behavior
Total Threatenling
Be.ila\rior

Combination Scores

Comb. B. Rewards/Rewards +

Punishments

Comb. ¥. Suppor t:fSupport

+ Threat or Pressure

Conib . u.. kewards + Funash-
mnents/Rewards + Punlshments
+ Support + Threat or

Pr‘:ss.ure

Comb. B Specific Praise/

Specific + Global Prailse

(Table continued on next page)

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




(Table 3 continued)

Observer's Abilicy Noise and
Prineipal’s .Clasgifi~ Teacher Role School Type Instruetional Warmth  Aetiviry
Category . Classification eation -Pereeption Location Score VCoManagement  Faetor Toleranee

Comb., I Praise/ Total

Supportive Behavior

Comb. J Specific/Spacific

4+ Global Critieism

Number of Significent

Correlations

* All reported correlations arve significant at the .05 level or below.

LR

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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judged as outstanding in their ability to deal with problem students were

proactive in their dealings with these students. They punished less,

were more supporti&e'and reassuring, used more symbolic rewards, and

were more likely to use contracts, thus involving the student in his/her

own behavier change.

In contrast, less effective teéachers were more punitive and less

supportive of students. They seemed to be more distanced from the

While high ability

" students, more action oriented and less verbal.

teachers appeared more subtle in their interactions with students, less

effective teachers appeared more reactive.

Correlations involving the factor scores (instructional management;

warmth; noise and activity tolerance) from the observers' ratings based

on classroom observations are shown in Table 3. These correlations

generally confirm and elaborate what has already been said about teachers

who differ in ability elassification.

Examination of the data by school location, Lansing versus inner-

city Detroit, yielded 10 significant correlations. Differences within

the reward category indicate that Detroit teachers used more special

privileges (A3), while Lansing teachers used more teacher rewards (A4).

Within the punishment category, Detroit teachers were more referral

oriented in their discipline (B7). Lansing teachers punished less (BO),

but when they-did punish, they were more likely to administer the punishment

themselves: They demanded extra time (after school) (B3) and imposed

extra requirements (B4) on misbehaving students more than the Detroit

teachers.

Differences in teacher supportive behavior parallel the differences

Detroit teachers were more likely to look to

in_the uge of punishment.

the parent(s) (C9) or to other adults (Cl0O)} to provide support for the
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student. In contrast, Lansing teachers were more likely to defend the
student (C5) and treat the student with "“kid gloves” (C6), thus providing
support personally.

The pattern which emerges from these differences indicates that Lansing
teachers take & more personal role with their students, and tend to handle
personally the situations which arise within their classrooms. In
contrast, Detroit teachers appear more distanced from their students and
tend to rely on external agents for both control and support of their
students.

Analysis of the data by grade level yielded 10 significant correla-
tions. Teachers in grades K - 3, as compared to teachers in grades
4 - 6, used more rewards overall (Sum A), and within that, more Feacﬁer’
rewards (A4). The lower grade teachers also used more supportive behavior
overall (Sum C); proportionately more supportive relative to threatening
behavior (Comb. F); more global, personal praise of students (C2);
student encouragement (C3); individual instruction and special help (Cl1);
and acceptance of isolated children (Cl12). Lower grade level teachers
also invoked peer pressure to change student behavior (D8), a category
never used by the upper grade teachers. Upper level teachers did use
more threatening/pressuring behaviors that were not codable with the
present system (D9).

While the level of punishment and threatening/pressuring behavior
appears constant across thelgrades, the amounts of rewards and supportive
behaviors used by teachers decreased significantly. Overall, these data
support the notion of a transformation of the warm and nurturant class—
room in the early grades into the less personalized and more businesslike

classroom of the upper grades. This evolution of the teacher role from

one of nurturance in the early grades to one of impersonal authority

figure in the upper grades seems an Important consideration for those

.entering the teéching profession. 3&




Examination of the data by teacher role perception yielded 11
significant correlations. The pattern of these correlations lends support
to the desirability of matching role preference with grade level. Like
lower grade level teachers, teachers who described themselves as empha-
sizing socialization over instruction used mcre total supportive behavior
(Sum C), teacher reward (A4), and "kid-glove" treatment (C6é), and more
often 1lnvolved peers to pressure students to change (D6). Teachers with
a soclalization emphasis also dlagnosed the gtudents' behavior more (D4).
‘Thus, teachers who emphasized socialization labeled the student's under-
lying motives or needs, apparently with the belief that such labeling
would provide the student with insight into his/her own behavior. It
is noteworthy that this technique was never used by teachers who placed
a heavy emphasis on instruction.

In contrast to the teachers who empPhasized socialization, those
teachers who viewed their role as primarily instructional were not as
nur turant and did not use supportive behavior as oftem as socializers (CO).
Instructors also used different types c¢f punistments. These included
extra time requirements (335; demands for restitution (B5), and involve-
ment of other adults to punish (87). Teachers who emphasized instruc-

tion were also more likely to criticize students in global, personal

ways (D.). Finally, instructors' attempts to influence students con-

sisted of nroportionately more réwards and punishments (Comb. G) relative
to support or threatening or pressuring behaviors.

Thus, teachers with a socialization emphasis appeared to be more,
verbal, persomnal, supportive, and psychologically interested in their
students, while teachers who emphasized imstruction aﬁpeared more like
impersonal authority figures who were concerned with the control and

direction of student behavior, but legs interested in underlying student
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needs or motives. As mentioned previously, these distinctions due to
differences in role emphasis parallel the previously discussed grade-
level differences and appear to be a matter of style and preference.
These separate profiles of teachers who differ by ability classifi-
cations, school location, grade level, and role perception provide few
surprises. Rather, they tend to support ideas and beliefs present in the
literature regarding the routinizing and depersonalization of large

school systems; the evolution of the teacher role from the lower to the

upper grades, and the feasibility of matching role preference with grade

level taught.

The differences in reported problem-solving strategies between teachers
classified as outstanding at dealing with problem students and teachers
classified as merely average in this regard were in the directions
expected. However, teachers' reported problem-solving strategies also
were related to location: there were systematic differences between
teachers in Lansing and teachers in inner-city Detroit. Possible reasons
for and implications of these differences will be addressed in our con-
tinuing analyses of data from the (Classroom Strategy Study (see alsq
Brophy & Rohrkemper, Note 2, Note 3).

Pending completion of these analyses, the present data should not
be taken to imply that the Lansing teachers were in any general sense
"better" than the inner—city Detroit teachers at dealing with problem
students. It often happens that common practice which is contrary to
theory or even (apparent) common sense turns out to be appropriate or
effective upon closer analysis, and this may be true here. That 1s,
the methods favored by the inner-city Detroit teachers may be adaptivé,
at least with respect to what reasonzbly can be accomplished given the

constraints within which they work.
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