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Few concerns during the history of American public education have spawned,

over such a brief period of time, so much program development, staff training,
scholarly inquiry, press coverage, policymaking, and intense feelings on the part
of parents and professionals as the contemporary student discipline "crisis."

What surfaced during the mid-sixties as student unrest and alienation had grown by
the seventies into a nationwidc rejection by large numbers of young people of the
riles and conventions by which schools and homes had been run for over a century.
On campuses throughout the United States reports abounded of truancy, class dis-
turbances, vandalism, alcohol and Arug abuse, and criminal assault. The very roots
of the school as an instrument of social control appeared to have been shaken.

In response to these alarming developments, a variety of actions by educators,
public agencies, and citizen groups were taken. To date, however, no systematic
effort has been made to comprehend the magnitude or impact or these attempts to
regain control of the schools. This paper derives from our desire to inventory
and assess what was done between 1970 and 1980 to deal with student behavior problems.
We also try to identify some unresolved 3ssues facing researchers and speculate on
what the future holds for educators.

While various terms were used over the last decade to describe our area
of 1nquiry, two in particular seemed to enjoy widespread popularity. Classroom
management emerged as the most common 8eneral label for teacher efforts to control

student behavior in class. The other term - school discipline - subsumed class-

room management as well as provisions for handling student behavior outside of
class - 1n corridors and cafeterias, before and after school, on school busses

and in unsupervised parts of campuses.

In our quixotic quest to understand the curreut state of classroom management




and school discipline, we depart somewhat from standard practice. First, no

effort is made to systematically review empirical research. A number of competent
reviews already exist and we draw on thew where appropriate (Brophy, 1982; Brophy

and Putnam, 1979; Duke and Seidman, 1982; Feldhusen, 1979, Jones, 1982; O'Leary

and O'leary, 1976). Our concern lies less with comparing and contrasting the results
of assorted studies than with comprehending - 1n an historical sense - what happens
when the attention and skills of researchers and pracciticners alike and the resources
of school systems, governments, and private foundations are trained on a pervasive
social concern such as student behavior. We hope this somewhat unusual focus will
make the following analysis useful to policymakers as well as educators and educational
researchers.

A second way in which we depart from convention involves our status as "partic-
ipant observers." Rather than writing as if we were outside the world of classroom
management and school discipline, wve openly acknowledge and draw on our practical
experience. We have had the benefit over the past decade of looking at student
behavior from an assortment of perspectives - classroom teacher, special educator,
school administrator, clinical psychologist, researcher, program developer, staff
trainer, consultant, teacher educator, administrator educator, and parert. We
have worked with thousands of tecachers, administrators, and concerned laymen across
the country in hundreds of workshops and courses. We have conducted studies of
troubled schools and developed systems for reducing behavior problems. We do not
claim that our experiences make us the best persons to undertake a "state of the art"
plece, only that they have generated a sufficient number of unanswered guestions

’

and unresolved 1ssues to warrant our 'taking stock.”
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Taking Stock

In 1970 the publication of Jacob Kounin's Discipline and Group Management

in Classrooms inaugerated a decade rich in scholarly models to direct professional

practice, paradigms to guide research, and systems for running schools. Before
inventorying these academic enterprises in the following section, it may be helpful
to describe some aspects of the socio-political context in which they occurred.
Probably no event did more to rivet public and professional attention to
student behavior than the annual Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes toward
Public Education. Since 1ts inception in 1969 this poll, supported by Phi Delta
Kappa and published each fall in its journal, has found school discipline to be
the public's number one educational concern in every year but one. The 1982 Poll
(Gallup, 1982) indicated that 277% of those sampled (4% more than in 1981) felt
that "lack of discipline' was the biggest problem facing local schools. Further,
seven out of every ten respondents regarded discipline problems in their local
schools as either "very" or 'fairly" serious. When respondents were asked to indicate
what they meant by the term "'discipline,” however, answers covered a range of
possibilities - obeying rules, teacher control, respect for teachers, student un-
willingness to learn, fighting, and so on.
In response to this widespread but somewhat ill-defined concern over the
behavior of the young, actions have been taken on a variety of fronts. At the
federal level, for example, the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile
Delinquency, headed by Birch Bayh, conducted numervous hearings in the early seventies.
A nationwide survey of 757 school systems - commissioned by the group - resulted

in publication of Our Nation's Schools - A Report Card: 'A' In School Violence

and Vandalism. Alavm over reported increases in student behavior problems prompted

Bayh to sponsor an amendment Lo the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act (1974). Entitled the Jjuvenile Delinquency in the Schools Act, the amendment

]




dramatized the fact that the locus of youthful crime was rapidly shifting from
the streets to the schools. -
Other studies followed in the wake of the Subcommittee's deliberations. Among

the most influential was The Safe School Study Report to the Congress - Violent

Schools - Safe Schools - carried out by the National Institute of Education (NIE)

and the Research Triangle Institute and published in 1978. Based on a mail survey
of 4,000 elementary and secondary schools, the study found that eight percent of
the nation's schools were characterized as having "serious' behavior problems.

N1E also formed a Student Suspension Committee to coordinate the reevaluation of
federal efforts to reduce suspensions. A two-day conference, held in April 1978,

produced In-School Alternatives to Suspension (Garibaldi, 1979), a marual of sug-

gestions for ways to sanction students without denying them access to an education.
The foci ¢f this pair of governmental efforts illustrate a major dilemma American
educators currently face - How can student behavior problems be controlled without
limiting access to schooling?

In addition to NIE's efforts, the Department of Justice became involved in
student behavior issues. Under the auspices of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Adminastration (LEAA), studres of school-based delinquency and drug use were
comnissioned and technical assistance was provided to local educators and law
enforcement officials (Rubel, 1977). The Office of Civil Rights of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, concerned over reports thal minority youth were
subject to a disproportionately high percentage of disciplinary actions in schools,
also began to play a tole. in 1975 it otarted to require local schools to document
disciplinary actions involving minority students in an effort to minimize dis-
criminatory practices (Neill, 1975, p. 286).

Governmental activity related to school discipline was not limited to the

federal level. During the seventies many state goveraments addressed student




behavior problems by sponsoring legislation, hosting conferences and hearings

to boost public and professional awareness, and urging teacher preparation programs
to offer training in classroom management. One of the first states to take action

was New Jersey. In March 1969, the State Board of Education requested every school
district to submit a specific plan for coping with potential student disorder

(Ph1 Delta Kappan, February 1970, p. 334). 1In Florida a Governor's Task Force on

Discuptive Youth was formed in 1974 to survey the causes of behavior problems and

how schools were dealing with them (Rollin, 1974). California was one of the states
most actively engaged in efforts to understand and reduce student behavior problems.
Playing a leadership role in these activities, State Attorney General George Deukmejian
toox the unprecedented action of filing a Lawsult to Restore Safety in the Schools

against Los Angeles Unified School District in 1980 (Campus Strife, 1980/1, pp. 2-4).

He questioned the constitutionality of requiring students to attend unsafe schools
and laid the responsibilaity for ensuring law and order on the Board of Education's
doorstep.

Deukmejian's efforts illustrate the growing role of the court system in school
discipline. The late sixties and early scventies were marked by landmark Supreme

Court decisions concerning srudent rights. Tionker v. Des Moines Community School

District(1969) established the principle that students have constitutional rights

such as freedom of speech. Goss v. Lopez (1974) determined that students facing

suspension were entitled to due process. Wood vs. Strickland (1974) questioned

the evidence necessary to justify suspension and raised the possibility that school
bocard members could be sued for improper suspension. By 1975, however, the focus
of court decisions had begun to shift from greater student rights to upholding the

diccretionary authority of educators. Bakcr v. Owen (1975) supported the right of

school officials to use a ''reasonable’ amount of corporal punishment in disciplining

students, even if parents objected. By decade's end it was clear that the courts
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had come to regard schools as rule-governed organizations aud that the rules, as
well as che sanctions for disobeying them, were subject to legal review.

While government agencles were learning more about the extent of student mis-
conduct and courts were reviewing school discipline policies, educators during
the seventies actavely sought practical solutions. It would be difficult to locate
a major school district in the United States that did not offer at least one staff
developrent program or workshop related to classroom management and school discipline.!l
New roles, such as security guards and crisis teachers, were created to help cope
with problematic behavior. Even alternative schools and prcgrams were created for
students who refused or were unable to conform to the rules and practices of con-
veational classrooms

Praccitioners received considerable assistance during this period from a legion
of consultants specializing in student behavior problems, professional organizations
and unions, and higher education. For example, guidelines for school discipline
and training materrals were developed by the National Education Association, American
Federation of Teachers, National Association of Elementary School Prancipals,
National Assoclation of Secondary School Prancipals, National Association of School
Security Directors, Phi Delta Kappa, Assocration for Supervision and Cirriculum
Development, and Natlonal School Boards Association. At the bargaining table, teacher
representatives fought for and won greater protections against student misconduct.

Scholarly output in areas related to student behavior was prodigious during
the seventies. Hundred of books, articles, and pamphlcts were published. They
ranged from a yearbooh on classroom management by the National Society for the Study
of Education (Duke, 1979) to brief case studies of elfective programs in local

schools. An appreciation for the growth of scholarly interest in student behavior

1. fhe NEA reported in 1977 that 68 percent of American teachers had participated _
in some form of district inservice during the preceding three years. See Status of
the American Public Scnool Teacher 1975-76 (Washington, D.C.: Nataonal Education

Association, L977), p. 3&.
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preblems can be gained by comparing coverage of the subject in Phi Delta Kappan

in the years 1970 and 1980. 1In 1970 three major and five minor articles appeared
in the ten issues of the widely circulated journal. A decade later, there were
eleven major and sixteen minor articles. By 1980, a Special Tnterest Group on
Classroom Management had been formed within the American Educational Research
Association to provide a common forum for the burgeoning ranks of researchers in
the area.

The seventies also found teacher educators working to provide better prepara-
tion in classroom managewent for prospective teachers. Many colleges and univer-
sities replaced the ubiquitous unit on student behavior in introductory educational
psychology «nd methods courses with a fuil course on classic>m managemen.. Some
states mandated that teachers-in-training evidence competence in managing student
behavior. By the close of the decade, the Educational Testing Service was preparing
to add a section on classroom management to the National Teacher Examination

In summary, the seventies witnessed an unprecedented level of activity related
to student behavior problems. Over the course of the decade the focus of this activity
shifted somewhat, first trom student unrest and demonstrations to crime and violence
on campus, thea to order and productive behavior within classrooms. Scill, by 1980
few critics of the schools could look back and claim that a sincere effort had not
been made to address the public's number one educational concern. Schools that had
been 1ndicted 1n the eatly seventies as major causes of student misconduct were being
asked, ten years later. to stay open during the summer in order to keep young people
calm and engaged 1n worthwhile activities (Kurz, 1982, p. 1). Educators who once
had been subjected to parental criticism for lack of control were sponsoring work-
shops for parents on how Lo provide discipline in the home. It now is necessary (O
consider the extent to which ten years of human energy and policy development have
really made a difference. In the next section, we look at the increased knowledge

base regarding the etiology of student behavior problems and their treatment

v 9
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Subsequent sections focus on attual (hanges in students. teachers, and schools

A pDecade of Theory, Research and Prescription

{he quest tor methods to reduce distuptive behavior as well as increase
student achievement prompted the development of numerous theories and research
studies during the past decade These scholarly activities have been character-
1zed by an increasing degree of sophistacation and clarity. The traditional
norion of discip'ine, with its focus on controiling or '"curing' students, now

shares the spotlight with Classroom management The latter term reflects &

growing emphasis on the broad spectrum of instructional and organizational skills
needed to create environments that minimize disruptive behavior {Brophy, 1982,
Jones, 1980, Jones, 1982)

Recent work in tne field of classroom management has taken three general
forms, which we label 1) models, 2) paradigns and 3) systems Each approach
has been influenced by broad social trends, pressure from practitioners, and
scholarly work outside of education Each form has made significant contribu-

tions to the understand.ng and treatment of student behavior problems

Models

Models are plans of action tvpically grounded 1n UTheory Whilc they may
draw upon a limited research base, generally they lack justrfication n terms of
systematic empirical investigation Models place major emphasis on how prac-
titioners should respond to disruptive behavior. They often incorporate counsel -
tng techniques that call on educators to understand the motives underlying Stu-
dent behavior Many contemporary models can be traced to work in psychology

during the late sixties and early seventies - a time when personal growth and

10
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Iwdreness was popularl and edulalors were searihing for methods of respondrng

to student disruplions that recognized the jegatiwmacy 0f some STudent discontent
One of the earliest and most widely emplGyed models was Willaam Glassér’s

feality Therapy (1965, 196%) Classer's model gerived from the beliet that

young people need caring professionals willing 1o assist them an &Kang respon-

sibilaty ftor tneir behavior and tor developaing plans for altering unpeddu.tave

wonduct Hudoit Dreskurs and his assouiates (1971} Jeveroped o

somewhat MmoTe Llinical model based on the beliet that acuing out childisn wove

Making poOT Lhowees Jut TO 1nEppIopriale notions of how to meet thexd Lasiv nged

to pe accepted  Dreikuis Proposec & variety of methods for vesponding 1O children’s

aysconduct, depending upon the perceived goal o the behavior  His model provaded

Leachers and parcals with strategies for identitying the fauses of srudent M1
pehavior, responding 1O musbehavier wilh logical consequentes and ruaning tamily
and Cldass OO MEELANAYLS

trphates on Thagan: stic” piychology was most Obvious A the modeix ot ~eit-

LONLEPL ThEOTists {nitially summatiied by Labenne and Green {1969) and Purxey

{1970}, this work focused on the Teiitionshap belween positive student seif-concept,

student learning, and productive behavior Theoretical work and limited rosearch,
Upically 0t @ ¢liniCail hature vielded Gordon's (1974) Teacher Effectavencss
Traanang (TET), Sumon's (1972} values (larxfication, and adapirations of Harvis®
(1969) Transactional Aaalyssis 10 prograas for ch:ildren and adolescents (Frecd
1975, 1976)

“ne emergence of (anter’s Adssertaive Discapline (1976) an the mid-seventies
tepresented a departure from the models rooted in humanistac psychology and
emphasiiang CONCELR for <tudent selfconcept Instead, Assertive Discipine
cioimed To respond Lo teacher need $OXr (ONTTOl and CONS:sSTENRCY wntluenced by

alieged teacher frustration owet student rights and waning protessionai d.-Cre-

, 13
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tion, thismoded culied oy the delinesation of (lear yules gOVEYnIAY LIassInom

vonduet and citar punisheents for dusotedience fhcugh Cluims hase been made

that Assertive Dastapling 15 based on fesesdrch, data has naver been published

faradigrs
Partly un tesponse 1o changang s0cial values and parily 6% & YEalti0nh tO the
prrieived lack ot scaentitse foundation for many nodels, some researchers began
ta jook Ciosely at what specific teacher behaviors sciuslly were a5s0csated with
teduced levels of student behavior problems Thear work represented o diendung
of theory and esprTnCal LhvesLigation, and gave rise 10 several popular paradigms
A paradagm, tOor our purposes, %ay be regarded as & framework encompaiiing & SEY.eS
ot experumental or Quas-experimental research studies that shre & common set of
nethodologiial toois, desared outcomes (dependent variables), and conceptual
underpinang.
Behavior wmodification  Behavior mod:ilication predates the recent decade of

aclaovily zelaled Lo Classr0om Ranagenent The first behavioral joutnzl, Behaviorx

flesearch and Therapy was begun in 1963 The second, The Journal of Applied Behaw-

i s e e e i

1022} Analysiy began «n 1968 Special educarors were an the vanguard ot those
anterested in applied benavioral techa.ques Bocky tocusing on application roO
speesal educaton began 1o appearl in the late saataes (Hewett, 1968) During

the seventies These ncreased n Aunber and began Lo inClude work on behav.or 1h
tegular ciassrooms (Becker, fagelmann and Thomas, 1975, walker and Buckley, 1974)
fatly behaviotal work focused almdst excliusiveiy on mernods o1 shaping approo-
T1ate behavior througn adulil conttol of rewards and punisheents (Spauldeng 1971) .
rather than on the appIOPT.ateness or quali’y of enviromment st.unuin in the
seventies. ancteased emphasis wad placed on teachang students 10 menlor and Con-
tzol the:t own behavior {Brophy, 1983 Meiihenbaww, 1977) Thie development has
been accompanied by an (nteres? in appirifg Dehavifral 1eChnigues 10 Talhing

Chuidien sOC.atl sk.ils




(Hobbs and others, 1980, Goldstein and others, 1980' O'Leary and Dubey, 1979,
Rosenbaum and Drabman, 1979).

Teacher effectiveness research. A second paradigm that emerged in the

sixties provided an important alternative to the behaviorists' preoccupation
witn student tehavior. The work of Rosenthal and Jacobsen {1968) and Kounin
(197U) suggested that student behavior was, at least partially, a function of
teacher behavior. Over the last decade, an assortment of teacher-related inde-
pendent variables have been examined by teacher effectiveness researchers
These 1nclude (1} teacher expectations, {(2) classroom rules and procedures,
(3) the consequences of rule violation, (4) teacher communication skills, (5)
teacher reinforcement patterns, (6) various teacher instructional skills, (7)
time teachers spend on various organizational and instructional tasks, (8)
metnods of grouping children for instruction and (9) teacher use of materials
matched to student learning styles. Dependent variables have included (1)
student achievement, (2) student on-task behavior, (3) observer perceptions of
classroom orderliness, (4) student attendance, (5) office referrals, (6) sus-
pensicns, and (7) student attitudes. Rather than stressing the influence cf
consequences, teacher effectiveness researchers have emphasized the influence
of stimuly (teacher behaviors) on responses (student behavior and achievement).
An increasingly impressive body of research is accumulating to support the
relationship between specific teacher behaviors and student achievement  How-
ever, relationships are not always linear and 1t appears that the effectiveness
of many teaching strategies vary according to such context variables as student
SES, cognitive level of the instructiona! task and student cognitive an. per-

sonal characterastics (Dunn, 1983, Gage, 1983).

Brookover (1978) found that student behavior was influenced by student per-

ceptions of teacher concern for achievement, among other factors. Brookover's
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work also suggested that teacher behavior was partly a function of school-lcvel
factors, thus contribuiing to the increased emphasis on another relatively new
paradigm based on school effectiveness.

School effectiveness. Relying on correlational techniques (as did thexr

teacher effectiveness counterparts), school ¢ffectiveness researchers operated
on the premise that student behavior can only be understood in the context of
the entire school. Edmonds (1979), for example, found five school factors to
be associated with high student achievenent (1) principal’s leadership, (2)
high expectations for student performance, (3) positive school atmosphere, (4)
a consistent, well articulated focus on achievement, and (5) consistent as>sess-
ment of student progress. Stalling's (1976, 1979, 1981) work on the relatzion-
ship between school factors and disruptive student behavior suggests that stu-
dent misbehavior is reduced waen studenls perceive school rules as fair, and
are wnvolved i1n dectsion making. ler findings also point to The importance of
positive staff-administrator relationships. in thelr frequently referenced
study, Rutter and others (1979) reported that several school wide factors were
sitgnificantly corretated with student achievement and behavior. Thesec factors
tncluded high expectations regarding student performance, consistency 1n teacher
cxpectations and responscs O student behavior, responsible, on-task behavior
on the part of tcachers and high rates of teacher praise.

Research focusing on student perceptlions of the quality of school life (Qst.)
(Epstein, 1981), while not conducted as part of mainstream school cffectivencss
studies, has reinforced their findings. werk on QSL stresses the interaction
between student attitudes, student behavior, and school environment.

Systems
The third approach fo classroom management and school discipline - which we

refor to as systems - involves comprehensive sets of recommendations designed to

14
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help educators create classroom and schoolwide environments that minimize the
likelihood of disruptive behavior. Systems are generally rooted in mixtures
of scnolarly research and conventional wisdom and aimed at establishing organ-
1zational mechanisms for preventing and responding to unproductive conduct.
Unlike some of the approaches described earlier, system. do not concentrate
exclusively on prevention strategies nor do they rely on a single theory or
line of research for justification While placing a heavy emphasis on prevention,
they tend to accept the assumption that some behavior problems are inevitable,
no matter how weli-designed the environment. Seeing that these problems are
handled quickly and effectively 1s an important focus of systemic approaches.
Madeline Hunter's Instru-tional Theory Into Practice (ITIP) places a heavy
emphasis on instructional and organizat:onal skills and rigorous staff develop-
ment. Project TEACH (Teacher Effectiveness and Classroom Handling) provides skill
development in instruction and problem solving with an emphasis on counseling and
group dynamics techniques Jones and Jones' (1981) Responsible Classroom Manage-
ment (RCM) offers a blend of classroom climate, inscructional, problem solving
and behavioristic skills., Finally Duke's (1980) Systematic Management Plan for
School Discipline (SMPSD) grows out of organizational theory and focuses on
understanding the school as a complex organization and expanding school capacity
for conflict resolution

Assessing the Study of Student Behavior

The preceding review of scholarly developments suggests that the last decade
has witnessed the creatiton or refinement of a variety of ways to look at and think
about student behavior. Researcaers have tried to undeistand student behavior by
winvestigating the contingencies of reinforcement, student motives, teacher behav-
ror, and school organization. Prescriptions have ranged from quasi-clinical

approachcs based on a sympathetic understanding of the difficulties of growing

Q
L




. . _14_

up to relatively impersonal and highly formalized procedures designed to help
educators maintain control. Each of the three major types of scholarshap

has made a contribution. Unfettered by the need to collect large amounts of
empirical data, model-developers have been able to think creatively and benefit
from clinical work (N-1 studies). Researchers working within particular paradigms,
on the other hand, have provided us with information indicating the key teacher
and institutional factors that effect students' behavior. Work on systems
promises to provide guidelines for reorganizing schools and classrooms in an
effort to mlnlmlé; the likelihood of consistent behavior problems.

While we can safely say that the knowledge base regarding student behavior
has increased enormousiy since 1970, we cannot declare that consensus €ex1Sts
about the best way to handle or even to study behavior problems. Our review of
models, paradigms, and systems has yi1elded, however, some observations concern-
ing unresolved 1ssues 1n research and prescriptions related to student behavior.
These 1ssues 1nclude (1) how to define student behavior problems, (2) approp-
riate units of analysis, (3) the relatively amoral nature of classroom discy-
pline research and theory, (4) the gap between research in classroom management
ana findings in cognitive and developmental psychology, (S5) the absence of cross-
fertilization among models, paradigms and systems, (6) the seductaveness of

appeals for consistency, and (7) the lack of comparative data from non-conven-

tional schools.
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Perhaps the single biggest issue facing researchers is what, exactly, should

ability, and developmental stage, family conditions, community conditions, teacher
behavior, peer behavior, curriculum, and school organization. Over the past decade
researchers have studied these variables singularly and in various combinations.
However, to adequately assess each variable and then ascertain its relative impact

on student behavior is a highly complex task, particularly when most of the variables
are constantly changing. 131s ir prceluctive to try and apply sophisticated statistical
techniques to the Separation of influences on student behavior when they, in realicy,
operate simultaneously?

Associated with the complexity of independent variables is the question of what
tonstitutes a student behavior problem. "Student behavior problem” is not a unitary
construct. Some researchers tend to lump together under the rubric of "discipline
problems" behaviors as distinct as tardiness, answering questions out of turn, pro-
fanity, and vandalism. Others prefer to concentrate on a single type of behavior
problem. We know more about the problems that researchers regard as serious than
we know about the perceptions of those who deal with tehavior problems - teachers,
counselors, administrators. Do these individuals find it useful to differentiate
between acts of disobedience? Further, are such acts when they occur at home or
in the coammunity to be treated, for research purposes, in a manner similar to acts
that take place in school? To what extent, fovr instance, do students who fail (o
complete assignments in school also fail to finish work elsewhere? Do young people
who talk out of turn also cut class,or do different acts of nisconduct tend to
characterize different types of student?

These questions illustrate a second issue for researchers - the unit of analysis

problem. What is the most appropriate unit of analysis for the study of student
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behavior prcblems - the individual student, dyads or triads, the peer group or
age cohort, the classroom, the student body of a school” Should we focus only
on how a young person behaves in school or should our lens be widened to take 1in
extra-school behavior? Depending on the purpose of the research, it might be quite
relevant to note that a student who 1s chronically tardy for classes 1s always on
time for events outside of school Limiting the unit of analysis to the classroom
tnvarlably implies that the teacher bears the major responsibility for student
behavior. But what of the 1mpact of school organization or community expecta-
tions on the behavior of teachers? Selection of a unit of analysis 1s a decision
with potentially far-reaching political and policy as well as research implica-
tions. An 1n-depth discussion of these implications 1s needed to guide future
1nqulry. 4
A third 1ssue concerns the amoral nature of much of the research on classroom
management and school discipline  This research has tended to look for what "works "
Supposedly neutral terms like effectiveness and efficiency are employed to describe
criteria used to judge performance Research findings are rarely subjected to
review using philosophical or legal criteria. Thus, time for student learning
may be judged to be ''wasted" when a teacher stops class to 1nqulre about an upset
prompting a student to be uncooperative. From the perspective of developmental
psychology or on the basis of fairness, however, 1t may be very important for a
troubled student to have the chance to express himself
Closely related to the preceding 1ssue 1s the frequent lack of connection
between classroom management/school discipline research and work 1n cognitive
and human development. The latter has suggested, for example, that students

often experience failure, develop poor self-concepts as learners, and become

disenchanted with school because the material they are asked to study 1s

inappropriate for their level of cognitive development (Toepfer, 1979) and the
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ways they are taught ignore how children in various age groups (Bybee & Sund 1982)
or with varying tearning styles (Dunn, 1983) learn Similarly, classroom manage-
ment strategies often follow general prescriptions without attention to the

unique needs of specific student populations (Jones, 1983a, 1983b). Many

teaching methods provide optimal learning environments for very small percent-
ages of students. From a slightly different perspective, developmental psycholo-

gist David Elkind, in The tHurried Child (1981l), argues that schools, the media,

and parents are moving chiildren too rapidly through childhood He maintains that
children are suffering cognitively and emotionally because adults are asking them
to do too much, too soon and without the necessary adulct support.

Work such as Elkind's needs to inform research and development etforts 1in
classroom management and school discipline. An ancedote tllustrates why a develop-
mental perspective would be of potential value. One of the authors recently work-
ed with a fifth grade teacher experiencing considerabie management problems  The
teacher had 2 class of 33 students - 21 of whom were boys and six of whom wouid
be classified as having moderate to severe behavior problems. Supervisory obser-
vations indicated that the teacher needed to improve her skill in a variety of
areas i1dentified by the teacher effectiveness research as well as several models
Of equal importance, however, was that some of her problems stemmed less from her
teaching skills than from the overall context 1in which her students were placed.
They were requited to work on five subjects from 9:00 a.m. unt1l 12 30 p.m with
no break. Some students were cognitively unprepared to tackle certain assighments
while the scatwork-oriented 1nstruction clearly ran counter to numerous students’
preferred learning style. Some students lacked the maturity to ask for help or
organize their time productively. Additionally, because students had to change
classrooms four to five times each morning, the teacher was compelled to provide

instruction within short time segments.

O
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Minimal 1ntegration of cognitive and developmental psychology, on the one
hand, and classroom management and school discipline research, on the other, is
symptomatic of a ygreater problem - the lack of 1intentional cross-fertilization
amonyg various models, paradigms, and systems. So, for example, behavior modif.ers
tarely cite the literature on teacher and school effectiveness Advocates of
Assertive Discipline fail to acknowledge similarities between their model and
behavioral prescriptions. Teacher and school effectiveness researchers, by
concentrating on student achlevement as their primary dependent variable, over-
look the work of colleagues who point out the 1mportance of developing self-
esteem and good character. Staff development programs for teachers and admin-
1strators rarely expose particlpants to a varlety of responses to student behavior
problems.l Our contacts over the years with teacher educators and practitioners
suggest, 1n fact, that most individuals have a very limited perception of the
alternatives avallable

A sixth 1ssue emerging from our review of recent scholarship in classroom
management and school discipline concerns consistency  Weare hard-pressed to
find studies that do not prescribe the consistent enforccment of rules and app-
lication of punishments. Yet, the seemlng consensus about the virtues of con-
sistency belie the complexity of students, teachers, and schools. Teachers,
for example, are both civil servants and professionals. The former are expected
to treat all clients equally, the latter are expected to treat all clients as
individuals. Just how certain are we that a teacher should treat two disruptive
students the same” Does 1t matter that one 1s a mainstreamed student with a

history of emotional problems (Dagley, 1982)” Are the ages, cultural backgrounds,

For an 1n-depth discussion of alternative ways to deliver staff development 1n
classroom management, see Daniel L. Duke and Adrienne M. Meckel. Tcacher's Guide
to Classroom Management (New York. Random House, 1983).
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and previous disciplinary records of the students relevant? Simple prescrip-
tions such as consistent discipline are seductive, but they require more thor-
ough examination than they so far have received. Similarly, many prescriptions
stemning frum teacher effectiveness research suggest that a consistent pattern
of teacher behavior will optimize student achievement. However, an increasing
body of research relating student achievement to varying teacher and student
contect variables indicates that the effectiveness of various teacher behaviors
and instructional approaches depends upon such factors as the desired cognitlve
outcomes and the students being taught (Soar , 1983)

A firal 1ssue 1nvolves the settings in which scholarship concerning stu-
dent behavior problems has been done Most of the models, paradigms, and Sys-
tems currently available have been based on work done 1in conventional public
elementary and high schools or i1n residential treatment facilities for troubled
youth Little 1s known about behavior problems or their treatment in Other
settings - middle and junior high schools, alternative schools, parochial and

private day schools,
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and boarding schools. Since it Seems reasonable to expect behavior to be a function,

in parc, of environment, more studies in non-conventional settings clearly would be

of value,.

Have Schools Changed?

daving described the tremendous increase in professional and political activicty
related to classroom mancgement and school discipline as well as the equally {im-
pressive growth 1n scholarship concerning student behavior pcroblems, it now is
appropriate to ask - Are schools any different? In other words, would a school
visitor in the eighties see anything different from what would have been seen in
19707  Are students behaving differently” Are teachers performing their professional
duties differently” Are schools themselves - as complex organizations - any different?

To address these questions we must make a number oi inferences, since there
are no longitudinal studies that permit a diiect comparison between schools in 1970
and schools in 1980. We also recognize the fact that any changes which may be
inferred from available information would not necessarily prove that the intense
activity of the last decade was the cause. Other factors - declining enrollment,
population shifts, historical events - ultimately could have played a greater role.
St1ll, 1t would be unfortunate to allow an era such as the seventies to pass with-

out engaglng 1n some cautflous speculation about impact.

Focus and Level of Concern

Some of the most obvious changes duriug the past decade have been in the ways
educators, parents, community groups, politicians, and students themselves respond
to behavior problems. For example, whereas near-panic often characterized reactions
a decade ago. today's educator 1s more apt to respond by carefully marshalling

resoutrces, involving various role groups, acquiring necessary skills, and planning
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ways to minimize the 1ikelihood behavior problems will get out-of-hand. Special
task forces and interest groups are formed. Training programs have been developed
and offered to educators. Efforts are made tO delineate and clarify the salient
legal issues regarding classroom management and school discipline. While we cannoCl
say that the level of educator concern Over student behavior 1s greater today than
it was ic 1970, we do observe an increasing level of professionalism on the part
of those seeking to reduce behavior problems.

At least four sets of practical issues have emerged as schools struggle to cope
with student management problems - organizational, pedagogical, legal and moral.
The breadth of concern represented by these {ssues indicates that dealing with
studer.z hehuvior has become a complex under .aking. For berter or worse, conceptions
of discipline as a Simple matter O be resolved between teacher and student belong
ic the realm of educational history and folklore.

A major organizational 1ssue associated with classroom management involves
the goals of schooling. what is the relationship between student behavior and student
achievement? As educators and the general public grow more "outcome' conscious,
pressure has built to link whatever occurs in school to the "bottom line' of achieve-
ment. Whereas good school conduct once may have been valied as an eund in itself,
1t now tends to be decired as a means CO more efficient and effective learning. Thus,
a teaclier skilled in classroom management is one who devotes a minimum amount of
time to maintaining order Jane Stallings contends, on the basis of her research, that
effective secondary reading teachers spend no more than 15 percent of thexr time on class-
room management ' Classroom management models that call for a continuing and sybstantial
commitment of teacher energy tend to be abandoned in favor of approaches that maxi-
mize time for direct instruction.

From a pedagogical poxnt of view, student behavior is increasingly regarded

| presencacion by Jane Stallings to the Oregon Educational Reseavch Association,
o October 30. 1982.
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as a key barometer of instructional sk1ll and curricular relevance. When students
misbebave in class, teachers are encouraged to consider how their own actions wmight
serve as contributing factors. Blaming student behavior problems solely on poor
parenting, socloeconomic status, cultural differences, and other exogenous factors
may not have disappeared frow educators' discussions, bu. it has become less accepi-
able. Preventive classroom management skills are becoming a major focus of teachet
training, supervision, and evaluvation. 1t would be a mistake, though, to assume
that geaeral agreemenl exists concerning the best way to train compelent classroom
managers.

Legal issues have ccme to play a major role in the thinking of educators. An
emphasis on student rights has forced teschers to rethink their traditional exercise

of in loco parentis authority. Freedom of speech, the appropriateness ot punish-

ments, and due process in cases of suspension are but a few of the legal issues that
have surfaced 16 recent years. Educators recently have begun to countex the student
rights movement with greater siress on student responsibilities.

Concern over legal matters is clesely related to the emergence of moral issues
related to classroom management. Teo what extent should students be responsible for
their own corduct? Is 1t fair to create +estrictive rules for all students when
only a few are distuptive? Educators debate whether the school is or should be
engaged 1n moral instruction.

While these and other practical lssues have surfaced (or re-surfaced) during
the past decade, they have by no means been resolved. The persistence of certain
problems is due, 1n part, 10O the lack of consensus among relevant role groups about
whai constitutes a priority concern. For example, one of the authors (Duke, 1978)
found that while administrators, teachers, and students are all disturted about dis-
cipline problems, the partacular problems absorbing their attention varies.
Adminiscrators often worry most about attendance problems, teachers about dis-

respect for authority and classroom disruption, and students about thefr, fight-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ing, and oam calling Seli-interest seems to dxctate which behsvioy prodliers

rete the most concern - & fact that may explain vhy students often perceive gchonl
and classroom ytules o exist less £or their benefit 2han the protection and con-
venjetice of adulrs.

Perceptions of the seriousness of behavier probdblems differ betucen 2duiators

and Cae general public as well as among eduvcators Since 1979, & sarple of school
ofric.vly has been azked a set of questions parallel te thase in the annual Gallup
folle (Puea, 1987). Wnile the publie ranked lack of discipline and drug use as the
BumdeY one snd tvo prebuems {acing WS schools, school officials ranked them far
down e Yist of erghteen problems. ! The primary wrry of the latter group was
fToftarign 2 tarac il cusonrt {ot schools.  Interestingly, o study ~f teacher pei-
ceptrons of sinuol distapline in & Mideas.2en melropolifan aves suggea{f:hat teachers
may Le more an agreement with the public than with schoovl efticials (Levin, 1980).
Again using the Callup P (1 data, 2t vas found that 601 of the teachers agreed that
publac conce n cver dascipline 1: wvarranted. Further, 827 of the teachers tndicated
that teachers, admin.strators, stadenta, and parents have diffavent concepis of what
Cunnttutes a disciplane problem and what are the appropriate corfective measures,

Besades the Ga'lup Polls and their derivatives, s number of major surveys have

called uwpon educators and others to assess the overall state of school discipline.
Taken together .see Table I, data from these surveys provide some tndication of

which behavior probleoms over the years have caused teachers and administrators the

mosL <oncetn.,

! These findings are supported by a recent Washington Post - ABC News poll of per-
ceptions of scrious behaviotr problems by principals and the general public (Education

Weck . October 26, 1982, p. 7).

% Who Felt frobdlew Was "Major®

Principals General Publac
Drug abuse i2 66
Alcohol abuse 13 49
" Truancy 20 “0
Weapons possession 4 25
Fightang 2 31
25




Tabie }

Sumrary of Survey Data on School Discipline

YR RESPONDENTY BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS ACCOURTING
Sate school study 1 1678 Secondary students Theft (11X of students)

)

}

!

|

|

|

i

K

|

; STUDY PUBLISKED caoup FOR_CONCERN

t Assavits (1.31 of students)

Secendary teaschers Theft (121 of teachers)

Assaulte (.51 of teachers)

Elea. and Secondary Trespaasing
Frintipals Breaking and Entering (10X of
schoole)
Theft of Srhocl Property
Vandalise (252 of schoels report
ene sect of vandalise & wmonth)

tagh Sehaol ‘177 1678 High School Student apathy (s serious preblem
Princinals for 41X
Truancy (a serious prodlem feor 15%)
Cutting Classes (s serlovs problem
for 30X
Studen® disruptiveness (a serious
problem for 27X

AA5& Study3 1980 Superantendents Probleas in order of severity:
Student apathy and lack of motivatiod
Smoking
Insubordinat ton
Use of warijuana
Use of alcohol
Tazdiness
Truancy
Class cutting
Vandalism
Theft of student property

NCES Study® 19§82 High School "Most seridus" prodlems:
ACwinistrators Absenteeisn
Use of drugs ot alcohol
Class cutting




R Tdble I continued

YEAR RESPONDENT BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS ACCOUNTING
STUDY PUBLISHED GROUP FOR CONCERN
PROBE Survey 5 1982 School administra- Problems in order of severity:
tors and Board Student apathy and truancy
Members Use of alcohol

Lack of discipline
Use of drugs
Crime and vandalism

1. Violent Schools-Safe Schools, The Safe School Study Report to the Congress
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Health, Education and Welfare, 1978).

2. Susan Abramowitz and Ellen Tenenbaum, High School *77 (Washington, D.C.: National
Institute of Education, 1978).

3. Student Discipline: Problems and Solutions (Arlington, VA: American Association
of School Administrators, 1980).

4. Discipline, Order and Student Behavior {n American High Schools (Washington, D.C.:
Natlonal Center for Education Statistics, 1982).

5. Jerry Duea, "School Officials and the Public Hold Disparate Views on Education,’
Phi Delta Kappan, vol. 63, no. 7 (March 1982), p. &77.
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While comparisons of these surveys must be made with caution, since chey
entail different foci, sampling strategies, and modes of analysis, they do tend
to suggest that the target of educators' concern has been shifting. Worry over
student unrest and demonstrations opened the decade (xubel, pp. 96-97), but turned
to {ear of violence and vandalism by the mid-seventies - a change reflected in the
emphasis of The Safe School Study. By the latter part of the decade, student apathy
and absenteeism - more passive behavior problems - seemed to have replaced criminal
misconduct as the primary focus of educational concern. What remains unclear is
whether these apparent shifts in concern represent actual charges in student behavior
due to intervention efforcs, redefinition of school and community pricrities, ot
simpl,; tacit admission by officials that nc more coutd be done to further reducc

specific behavior problems.

Changes in Student Behavior

It is easier to chart changzs in perceived concerns than it is to demonstrate
actual shifts in patterns of behavior. Few efforts have been made to collect data
on student behavior over time in the same school settings. We possess no set of
sratistics c~omparable to national averages on the Scholastic Aptitude Test to permit
us to reliably trace changes in student behavior. Even longitudinal studies would
be subject to cautious interpretation, since any changes they might reveal could
derive more from improvements in data collection methods or varying perceptions of
the sevevity of certain bechaviors than from changes in the frequency of specific acts.
In spite of these caveats, some tentative inferences regarding trends in student
behavior may be justified. We rely on several sources of data: statistics on
juvenile delinquency and student misconduct, reviews of selected research findings,

news coverage of discipline issues in major educational journals, and our own

contacts with educators over the last decade.
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Student attitudes generally are regarded as major influences on student
behavior. Therefore, it is reasonable to consider whether major attitude changes
have been reported. In reviewing trends in student attitudes, Epstein (1981) suggests
that student attitudes Coward school have been fairly constant over the past several
decades.

When Jan Norman and Myron Harris (1981) surveyed 160,000 teen-agers for their

book, The Private Life of the American Teenager, 55 percent of the students polled

stated that they cheated in school. Only 42 percent of those sampled described
school as necessary. In addition, 27 percent stated that school was "boring," while

only 21 percent viewed school as "interesting.” Data from John Goodlad's "A Study

of Schooling" (Benham, Giesen and Oakes, 1980) indicated that 7 percent of secondary
students list their courses as the "one best thing about their school," and a Uni-
versity of Michigan study of high school seniors ( Morgan,l98l) reported that the
number of students who think what they learn in school is "very important’ decreased
from 70 percent to 50 percent between 1969 and 1980. Six out of every ten students
1in the Norman and Harris sample stated that they studied primarily to pass tests.

In a survey by the National Center for Educational Statistics (Morgan, 1981), over
half of all hagh school seniors involved stated Chey found their part-time jobs to

be more ‘yable than their school work. Attitudinal data such as these may explain,
in part, .y absenteeism and the drop-out rate continue to be a concern to educators.
One out of every twelve students in the U.S. is absent from school every day (one
out of every five in Boston and New York) aund 25 percent of white students, 44 per-
cent of blacks and 46 percent of Hispanic students drop out of school.l A rising
dropout rate could {oreshadow fewer student behavior problems, if the studeats who

are leaving would have been disruptive had they remained in schoo!.

Statistics on juvenile delinquency support the concerns indicated in the

I y.5. News and World Report, September 1981.




attitudinal surveys. Juvenile delinquency data include crimes committed outside
schools as well as inside, suggesting general trends in youthful conduct. They have
the advantage of being collected amd reported annually. Figures on children's cases

disposed of by juvenile courts are illustrative.

Juvenile Court Cases!

1960 1970 1975 1976 1979
Populazion 10-17 years old (1,000).... 25,368 32,614 33,045 30,836 28,713
Delinquency cases excluding
Traffic (1,000).. .. cviieirnnnn 510 1,052 1,317 1,432 1,374
Per 1,000 population 10-17 years old 20.1 32. 3 39.9 46.2 47.8
Male (1,000) . ... vinininin s 415 800 1,002 1,093 1,058
Female (1,000) ... .. cciuremnnnennnn. 99 252 315 339 316

The data indicate that 1976 was the peak year for number of delinquency cases,
but when declining population 1s taken into account (by calculating cases per 1,000
for 10-17 year olds), 1t becomes clear that juvenile delinquency has continued to
grow. 1n 1979, almost 48 young people out of every 1,000 were tried in juvenile
court, more than double the number in 1960. Also worth noting is the increasing
percentage of juvenile cases involving girls. Unfortunately, the statistics are
not reported in terms of specific crimes, soO {t it impossible to determine if the

severity of behavior problems has changed along with the frequency.

I gratistical Abstract of the United State 1981, 102nd Edition (Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1981), p. 188.
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Some of the most complete statistics on specific school crimes have been kept
by the Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools.! Between 1973 and 1979, asgsaults
on certificated personnel climbed from 440 to 671 and assaults on pupils from 1192
to 2361. Weapons possession cases dropped over the same time period from 849 to
688. Vandalism increcased 38 percent over the six years, and the dollar value of
losses jumped 6! percent.

In The Unruly School, Robert Rubel (1977) compiles a variety of trend data

related to criminal conduct on campus. Estimates of the number of teachers assaulted

annually grev from 18,300 in 1955-56 to 64,100 in 1973-74 and then tapered off a

bit to 52,000 in 1974-75 (p. 133). Data collected from secondary teachers as part

of N.I.E. s Safe School Study and reported in 1978 indicated that only .5 percent

or 5,200 of the nations's one million secondar; teachers had been attacked, a figure

far below those collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (reported
in Rubel). In 1980, however, the annual Teacher Opinion Poll conducted by the

Natfonal Educatlon Association indicated that 113,000 teachers reported being attacked

by students during the preceding year.2 0f these 2,500 were seriously injured and
5,000 suffered emoticnally. 1In 90 percent of the cases neither school personnel

nor police filed charges, and in a quarter of the cases no disciplinary action was
taken against students. Faced with an unpublished 198! report indicating, among

other things, that an average of 24 teachers and 215 students were attacked daily in

California schools, State Superintendent of Schools Wilson Riles characterized the

situation as "out of hand."3

1 our appreciation to Glen Scrimger of the Crime Prevention Center, Office of the
Attorney General, State of California, for these dath.

2 “"New Teacher Poll Documents Assaults,"” Phi Delta Kappan, Vol. 62, no. 4
(December 1980), p. 238.

3 Charles C. Hardy, "Report Reveals Alarming Level of Violence in State's Schools,"
San Francisco Sundy Examiner Chronicle (August 16, 1981), pp. A10-All.
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Rubel presents data on the costs of vandalism as reported annually in School
Product News (1977, »p. 144). The average dollar cost per district for vandaligm,
arson, and theft dropped from $55,000 in 1$70-7) to $52,652 in 1974-75. In 1975,
the nation's three largest school districts - New York, Los Angeles, and Chicago-
paid $12.00, $14.00 and $18.50 per student, respectively, to cover the costs of
vandalism and security. This represented a total outlay of 31 millijon dollars
(Neill, 1978, »p. 302). By 1979, some large city districts were reporting that efforts
to reduce the costs of vandalism were Paying off. Oakland, California, for example,
inaugerated incentives for schools which succeeded in curbing vandalism. Ejghty
percent of Oakland's schools vere able to reduce the costs of vandalism by $234,409
Over 2 two year period, thereby providing almost $160,000 in incentive funds for
these schools and their Students (Hills, 1980, pp. 12-13).

In New York City, the United Federation of Teachers has kept statistics on
school violence since 1972. The 198]1-82 figures, for the first time in a decade,
indicated a sharp drop in the incidence of violence directed against teachers and
other staff members. | The total number of reported assaults, robberies, larcenies,
and other i1ncidents decreased 22%, from 3,534 to 2,730 (including 1,639 physical
attacks on staff members). Union representatives attributed the lowvered crime
figures 1n part to efforts by the Board of Education to improve school security.

The campus security force has been enlarged from 455 to 1,705 and has begun patrol-
ling junior highs as well as high schools.

The statistics coencerning crimes on campus generally are pot heartening. While
efforts to reduce violence and vandalism seem to be working in some instances, these
problems contine to worry both professionals and the public. The relationship

between campus crime and classroom management problems is still somewhat unclear, but

"N.Y. Union Reports Drop in Violence," Education Week, Vol. 1, no. 40 (August
18, 1982), p. 2.
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it scems reasonable to presume that schools marked by high levels of violence and
vandalism are more likely to have high rates of classroom disruption, disrespect
for authority, and absenteeism.

Despite all the efforts to contcol student behavior during the seventies, it
thus would seem that discipline problems have continued to occur in sufficient
numbers to trouble many educators. The persistence of these problems does not mean,
however, that their nature may not be undergoing certain changes. Concern, for
example, seems to be shifting from high school to junior high school. Studies indi-
cate junlotr high students now are more likely to be victimized (National Institute
of Education, 1978) and suspended (Kaeser, 1979) than older students. Such findings
may m2an many things, including a change 1in the age at which young people begin to
challeage authority, increasing maturity on the part of older adolescents, less
inrensive efforts to control behavior problems in junior high and middle schools, or
the fact that many students who are experiencing failure and frustration in school
are prevented from dropping out until they turn sixteen.

The percentage of behavior problems involving girls also seems to be growing
(Duke, 1978b). Whereas in past years problems were generally limited to absenteeism
and pregnancv, girls today are engaged 1n more fighting, gang activity, and class~-
room disruptions. A recent report (National Center for Education Statistics, 1982)
using data collected from 58,270 students in 1,015 schools indicated that rates of
absenteeilsm and class cutting among sophomore boys and girls were comparable.

Another disciplinary issue 1s the disproportionately large percentage of minority
students who are subject to disciplinary action (Kaeser, 1979; Lifler, 1979). Since

there 1s not a legally defensible reason for expecting minority students to misbehave
any more than nonminority students, the fact that they are suspended and expelled
so much may suggest discriminatory practiccs on the part of educators. In 1982
Louisville, Kentucky, became the most recent city school system to be forced to

develop a district-wide conduct code as a result of a law suit alleging racial bias
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in discipline (Education Week, November 24, 1982, p. 4).

Despite the emergence of serious issues such as those just mentioned and
notwithstanding the data on campus crime, there are some reasons for many educators
to feel encouraged. They may be heartened, for example, by recent reports from
the National Institute on Drug Abuse (Mirga, 1982). Statistics indicate that teen-
agers are moderating their use of 1llicit drugs. Cigarette smoking, long a source
of discipline problems for secondary school administrators, also is declining.

Furthervore, an increasing number of case studies, anecdotal articles, and
field reports andicate that partacular schools and districts are achieving success

in reducing the frequency and severity of misconduct. One Phi Delta Kappan article

about an inier-city middle school (Sanders and Yarbrough, 1976) reported how Project
ORDFR reduced discipline problems by 63 percent, referrals to the principal by 17%,
and suspensions by 20 percent. Epstein (1981) identified a varlety of programs

which have succeeded in improving student perceptions of the "quality of school life"
rhrough such interventions as greatel student involvement in decision making. The
literature on school effectiveness, discussed in the preceding section, presents
evidence of maay schools where an orderly atmosphere has been created and students
for the most part are productaive. Efforts to identify and publicize schools that
“uork" have been stepped up - an indication that educators are tiring of troubled
schools getting most of the media coverage (Benjamin, 1981). The compilers of the
data in the 1982 NCES report conclude that “scudent misbehavior is still a major
problem for American high schools,” but that evidence also exists that “many students
do conform to school rules, and that many schools have orderly environments."

(pp. 23-24).

Changes 1n Educators

The preccding section may be somewhat discouraging in that it fails to offer
proof that all the attention devoted to classroom management and school discipline

during the scventies produced widespread improvements. It could be argued, of course.
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that a decade 1is too brief a period to expect sweeping changes in youthful behavicr

patterns and that out-of-school factors confuse the effects of schiool interventions.
Since most school-influenced change must begin with changes in teacher and adminis-
trator behavior, it way be more reasonable to examine the impact of recent efforts
on educators.

Unfortunately 1t is difficult to say much more about educators than that many
of them have been exposed to a variety of information concerning student behavior
problems through an assortment of opportunities - workshops, conferences, preservice
and inservice courses, research reports, journal articles, and books of practical
tips. Despite a decade of research and proliferation of inservice programs, many
teachers still seem to possess a limited set of understandings and skills regarding
classroom management. Brophy and Rohrkemper (198!) interviewed and observed &4 inner-
city and 54 small town teachers, all of wvhom had three or more years experience.
Half of the teachers were nominated by their principals as being outstanding in
handling problem students, while half were rated as having average management skills.
Fevw of these teachers had systematic or comprehensive preservice or inservice train-
ing in classtoor management. Even the most effective classroom managerc employed
a potpourri of management tricks and could not clearly articulate their approach to
student behavior problems. Our own experiences working with teachers strongly
support Brophy and Rohrkemper's findings. Teachers typically have been exposed to
one-day wotrkshops with little follow-up. As indicated earlier, they have limited
avareness of the variety of models, paradigms, and systems available.

Even in schools where entire staffs have been exposed to systematic training
in a particular classroom management model or system, evidence of widespread com-
mitment to the approach after a few years usually is difficult ro find. Administrator
and teacher turnover reduces the likelihood that staff training will be foixlowed

up or reinforced over time. Other reasons for the failure of inservice actavities

to substantially alter the behavior of educators include the low quality of the
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activities themselves and the absaence of mechanisms to easure accountability.

A recent investigation of staff development tonducted by the National Instaitute
of Cducation has concluded that most inservice is a ""trivial and frultless waste
of money."!

School organization can contribute to the difficulties of retraining educational
persoanel. Most school envirenments are not organized to encourage oagoling, mean-
ingful dialogue oo substantive issues. Teachers have minimal time for planning and
professional growtn and are isolated during most of the day. Their interactions
generally focus oa shozt-term bureautratic matters rather than systematic traiaing
and dialogue. The school effectiveness literature has stressed the key role of the
princinal 1n guiding the development of teachers as competent classroom Rmanagers
(buke, 1982). Many prancipals, however, fail to function as instructional leaders
who help teachers clarify expectations, establish classioom rules, and respoand to
student concerns. At the secondary level, many teachers elther do not regard the
maintenance of order as one of thelr primary responsibilities or they agree to control
their own students but do little outside of class to support schoolwide discipline
policies.

Several recent reports indicate that student behavior problems are contributing
to teacher stress and discontent. Feitler and Tokar (1982) found that 58 perceot
of their sample of teachers ranked "individual pupils who continually misbehave"
as the number one cause of job-related stress. Cichon and Koff (1980), in a study
of neaxly 5,000 Chicago teachers, reported that managing disruptive students ranked
second to "involuntaiily transferred” as the major cause of stress. The 1982
Gallup Poll suggested that the general public is not unavare of the situvation. When
asked to i1ndicate the primary reasons why teachers are leaving thexr jobs, more

people cited discipline problems {63%) than any other reason (Gallup, 1982, p. 46)}.

! Thomas Toch, "Inservice Efforts Fail a System in Need, Cratics Say.” Education
Week, Vol. IX, no. 4 (September 29, 1982), p. 10.
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Changes in Schools

While documented improvements in the behavior of students and educators have
been elusive, a visitor to a school today would likely see some things he or she
would not have encountered in the early seventies. For example, schools today are
more likely to display school rules as well as classroom rules. In the case of
large urban school systems like Detroit and Cleveland, courts actually have ordered
school officials to develop codes of conduct as part of comprehensive desegregation
plans. In other instances, teachers - through the collective bargalning process -

have demanded that administrators provide schoolvide discipline systems teo deal

with students who disrusc instruction or threaten school personnel. As a result
of the action of a special wayoral committre, every school in New York City will be
required by September 1983 to have a comprehensive disciplinary code that lists what

the school considers to be misbehavior and what punishment tecachers and administrators

can use (Education Week, December 8, 1982, p. l4).

Rules and the consequences for breaking them are written in student handbooks,

reported to parente in official letters, and taught to students during the first

weeks of scheol The procedures to be followed by teachers and administrators in

resolving disciplanary cases are more likely today to be specified in offictal

Organization theorists

documents and communicated regularly to school employees.

and procedures ag formalization.

describe this tendency to specify rules, consequences,

Increased formalization has meant that teachers are more likely to know that

there 1s a definite point beyond which they no longer must deal with a troubled

student. For assistance in resolving behavior problems, contemporary teachers

can turn to a variery of specialists and resource persons. Tn fact, the increased

division of labor and role specialization related to discipline represent major

organizational changes 1n schools (Duke and Meckel, 1980a; Duke and Meckel, 1980b).

Among the role groups that wewe- emerged or expanded during the seventies are

rvisors, uniformed school security guards, community liaisons, ombudsmen,
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social workers, atteondance clerks, crisis teachers, in-school suspension super-

visors, special guidance counselors, teacher specialists in beharor dascrders, and
deans of students. Unfortunately, as the number of resouvce people has grown, 80O
too has the dxfficulty of locatang one individual who is prepared to assuvme ultimate
responsibality for fcollowang through on the resolution of & student behsvior problem,
Increased division of labor often seems to beget more refertals and “passing the
buck."

Other changes in schools that have occurred over the last decade as 3 result
of concern over student behavior include the growth of alternative schools feor
studeals who are unable o¢ uawilling to ceaform to conventional school rules (Duke
and Perry, 1978) and the irtroduction into the formal curriculum of material dealing
directly with student behavicr (Duke, 1978a). Awmong the nev curricular approaches
to student behavior are values clarification, moral education, communication and
conflict resolution skalls, and personal psychology programs. In 1987, New York
City high schools announced the requirement of a civics course in which students
leatn to be good catizens. Course objectives include inCreased understanding of
vhat 1t feels like to be a victim,

A number of schools have developed alternatives to traditional school suspension.
One alternative calls for students invoived in interpersonal conflicts to be referred
to » crisis center where they discrss the situation and develop a plan to resolve
the prodblem. Some schools have int.oduced "in-house"” suspension rooms where students
spend supervised study time instead of leaving schocl. A telatively recent develop-
ment are programs where students apprehended with drugs or alcohol on school property
receive several days in a drug education prograwm instead of ao extended suspension
or expulsion.

An increased amount of community involvement in the resolution of student
behavior problems characterizes many school sysrems. More school officials are ansist-

ing that parents anl communit) agencies share “ownership’ an disciplinary issues.

Task forces have been established to recommend strategies for handling problems,
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pareats have formed groups to rncourage recreationsl alternatives to drupg &6
alcohol consumption, snd adult volunteers have been used by school offaciais to

rhone Cruani studenrs.

Wnete Are We ?

Despite the variety of activities aimed al 1ncreasing understanding of behavior
problews and establishing mechanisms for reducing them, the general level of concern
regardingz student bdbehavior has remained high over rvecent years. Only the particular
behaviors causaing greatest worry seem to have changed.

Thar the litetatute Of Classtoom hanagemnent and school discrpline presents o
tich vatiers of wvays te alrer sthools in otder to minimize behavior problems can
hatdly he denied. Articles and testimonials desevibing the successes of individual
schools suggest that the legacy of the scventies may not be entirely disappointing.
Yet, the very diversity of rec muendations made over the past decade may acecount,
in part, for the lack of convincing evidence of major changes in behavior snd for

the prevaxling sease of contusion aboul hou best to address discipline problenms.

Consensus concetning how test fo tespond to student misconduct sSimply does not
e-1st. Reseatrchers dasagree about the proper dmount of attention to devote to under-
standing the ctiology of misbehavior, the rtelative merits of positive veinforcers
and punishments, how Lo tratn and re-train teachers, and so on. Disagreement exists
about uwhether to stress ¢lassroom management ot school disciplitue. Consullants
offering particular approaches trade inflated claims, an indication of intensifying
competition for shrinking staff development dollars. In a real sense, there are
too many systematic approaches.

WVhat 1s missing ate gurdelines to help educators differentiate betveen competing
approaches and to select methods most appropriate for thear particular grade level sub-
ject matter atea or community. Confronted daily with students of dxfferent ages, cultures,
and ability levels, teachers resist, perhaps wisely, blanket panaceas that speak

to all elementary ot secondary educators. Combined with a lack of funds, time,
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and training Lo SOFY-Gul approfr1IaTe managenant rechniques, teathers and admings-
trators increasingly look wifh dxsmay at the avrray of classyoom aanagemeal wips
and grow skeptacal of new dess

Our search for indicationt of widespread changes in student and teachzy behaviot
as & result of all fhe acitiwities of the seventies Chus has f(atled to yield con-
vineanig evidence. Lf changes have occurred anywhern, they have been in 5ehoo}
organization. Yet even here, & cynical observer might srgue that developing and
posting school rules, cCreating specialized voles, setting wp in-house suspensicon
programs, aod the lake do more 10 treate the illusion ef change than sctually to
foster change. Believing thar they alone <an do little to combat soclety-vide
shifts a0 values and youthlful behavior patieins, sowng edurators could be Spawning
arganizational changes mostly to piotect themselves from sccusations of wiresponsive-
ness. Severtal scholars conclude that, deepite years of ogrgentzational tinketaag,
schools remain strik:ingly the same (Cuban, 1982, Sarason, 1981; Wagenaar, 1981).

We do not necessarily agtee that educators promote superficial organizational
change out of self-anterest, knowing that the likelinhood that such change will
succeed 16 siight. ‘There ave other possidble explanations for our failere teo locate
evidence of widespread changes in behavior dering the seventies and early eightaes.
While EhAS 1s hot the place to examine these alternative explanations in depth, ve

vould like to list several possibilities:

1. Significant changes have been introduced an schools and classtooms,
but ansuf fic .cat time has elapsed for them to produce changes in
behavior.

2. Ptoblems ©x16% w.th the various models, paradigms, and systems.
They ate to0 nattrowly concerved, 100 doctrinaire, ot too unmindful
of the realitses of schools.

3. The prescraptions ate sound  dut problems exist vith efforts to
disseminate them. Qualified traxners, local resouries, adminis~
trative swpport and finantial support are lackang

4. Teachers and administrators are uvnwilling ox unable to change the
vays they deal with student behavior problems.
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5. It is unrealistic to expect school-based innovations to
produce lasting changes in behavior because the context
within which schools exist is constantly changing. Schocls
reflect more than they shape the greater society.

6. Widespread changes in student and teacher behavior have, . n
fact, resulted from the efforts of the last decade, but cur
sources of data are inadequate. At any given time, research
tends to focus on or disclose problems rather than improvements.
One other way to account for the persistence of student behavior problems is

to argue that schools have a need for and thus 'create" their own deviant behavior.

In The Wayward Puritans, Kai Erickson applied this thesis to Salem, Massachusetts,

to account for the witch problem in colonial ti.es. No systematic effort so far

has been mounted to examine th. possibility that schools require a certain proportion
of disruptive students to permit‘norms to be delineated and enforced. One of the
authors, however, found some confirmation for this provocative thesis when he was
invited to set up a school-within-a-school for 35 troubled students in a public high
school. No sooner had these "behavior problems" been removed from the mainstream

ot school life than a new group of comparable size surfaced to replace them!

FUTURE PROSPECTS

So far we have identified issues related to the quality of vesearch on class-
room management and school discipline and recent attempts by educators to deal with
behavior problems. In addition, we have speculated on some reasons why evidence
of widespread improvements in student behavior is scarce. In conclusion, we attempt
some troubleshooting, Crying to anticipate what issues related to classroom manage-
ment and school discipline may emerge during the eighties. We focus on the negative
impact of teacher shortages and declining tesources for schools. The section closes

with som: recommendations for policymakers committed to reducing distuptive student

behavior.

O
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Why Student Misbehavior May Continue to be 2 Concern

Much of the research which has secrved as the basis for recommendations regarding
sound classroom management and schoul discipline was conducted in schools character-
ized by growth or stability. Much of this work presumes the existence of skilled

teachers, reasonable class sizes, adequate instructional resources, and support

services. The eighties have ushered in a sustained perviod of declining resources
and educational retrenchment. In addition, many schools no longer can count on re-
cruitinyg talented teachers. The-e two factors, among others, must be weighed carefully

by those hoping to derive suggestions from the growing knowledge base in classcoom
management and school discipline.

A varijety ot studies indicate that schools already are having difficuley
attrvacting top candidates, that teacher turnover is high, and that the most ralented
teachers are lLikely co leave the profession (Duke, l98ﬁ). A recent prediction
suggests chat from 1984 to 1988 chere will be a demand for 861,000 new teachers but

a supply of only 780,000 (Dearman and Plisko, 1980). Findings from the annual Gallup

Poll suggest a diminishing interest in teaching as a career. In answer to the
question: Would you like to have a child of yours take up teaching in the public

schools as a career”®” the petvcentage of individuals responding "“yes" dropped from

757 to LBZ becween 1969 and 1980 (Gailup, 1980). Sadly, almost identical resulcs

were obtained when Phi Delta Kappa asked educators whether they would like their
child to enter che teaching profession (Elam and Gough, 1980). VWeaver (1979) and
Vance and Schlechiy (1982) veport data indicating that the problem is one of quality
as well as guancity. College-bound seniors reporting an interest In teaching careers
scorcd well below the national avetazc on ctandardized test scores. Weaver also
tepocted that education majors who obtained teaching jobs had lower test scoies than
thoze who did not find jobs, and he therefore concluded that the brightest education

majors were ~oing wnto non-education cccupations.
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While recrultment 1s one problem, retention may be equally serious. Between
1962 and 1976 the percentage of public school teachers with 20 or more years of
experience was rteduced by one-half.l In a recent National Education Association
Survey, forty percent of the teachers sampled stated they had no intention or
remaining in teaching until retirement (McGuire, 1979). Unfortunately, teachers
who leave may be the more academically gifted (Schlechty and vance, 198!; Levin,
1974) and the more idealistic and dedicated (Block, 1978).

The human resource problem is closely related to dwindling financial resoutces.
Double-digic inflation 1n concert with cost-cutting drives such as California's
Proposition 13 and Massachusetts' Proposition 2-1/2 have forced many districts to
reduce staff, curtall speciul support prozrams for students, parz elective courses,
and cut back staff training. Several studies (Duke, Cohen and Herman, 1981, Duke
and Meckel, 1980) have vividly portrayed the problems facing teachers and schools
when real per pupil resources are slashed.

Complicating the problem has been the fact that schools often ave being asked
to provide more services with reduced rescurces. Elementarv teachers frequently
teach as many as eleven subject to 30-35 students as well as handling playgound
and luach duties. Public Law 94-142 has led to an increasing number of mildly
handicapped children receiving instruction in regular classrooms. Family distuption
caused by an increasing divorce rate and economic difficulties mean that teachers
arc faced with many chiidren who are emotionally distraught, lacking in self-disci-
pline, and desperately 1n nced of adult support. When these f{actors arec accompanied
by demands for increasecd student productivity and teachert accountabilyty, 1t is

not surprising that teachers leave the field, despite the uncertainty of the econcmy.

[

' “peacher Burnout: How to Cope When Your World Goes Blank,’
Vol. 6, 19756 p. 57.

Instructor,
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Signs of teacher burnout abound. In New York in 1979, S1 of 146 disability
retirements were for psychiatric or neurologic conditions.! A recent survey of
3300 teachers showed that 16% of the teachers sampled rated their job as "extremely
stressful” or "very stressful’ (Feitler & Toakr, 1982). Studies of inner-city

schools suggest that teacher stress is particularly high. Interviews

with a random sample of teachers from three New York City high schools indicacted

that one-third reported suffering from job-related stress and physical ailments
(Duke, Cohen and Herman, 1981). 1In a survey conducted by the Chicago Teachers Union,
56 percent of 5,000 respondents reported physical and/or mental illness as a direct
result of their jobs (Cichon and Koff, 1980).

Teacher personnel problems can contribute to student discontent which, in
turn, can lead to greater teacher personnel problems. The entire process can be
likened to a steadily downward-moving spiral (Duke and Cohen, 1983). The process
1s exacerbated by growing job insecurity, increasing class sizes, and conflicting
expectations. Evidence ex1sts of more capable students withdrawing from troubled
public schools (Duke and Meckel, 1980). The future promises fewer and possibly
less capable teachers instructing larger classes of less able students with fewer
resources and greater public pressure for success.

One problem with situations characterized by the downward spiral is that
efforts to provide short-term relief often trigger long-term problems. For example,
concern over diminished resourtces may lead to the neglect of promising new develop-
ments that could improve the overall quality of schooling. Important work in such
areas as student learning styles, meta-cognition, and training for self-responsi-
bility 1s not receiving adequate attention from educators, 1in part because they feel
pressed to concentrate available resources on railsing test Scores and maintaining

order. Private industry knows COO well the long-term costs of sacrificing new

' Frances Cerra, "Stress Buffeting 0ld Teacher Now 1in Schools,” VNew York Times ,

October 14, 1980, p. BL.
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research and development for short-term efforts to stabirlize operations.

Summary and Recommendations

We would be remiss 1f we concluded this paper with the gloomy prospect
that schools in the eirghties are destined to be characterized by high levels
of student behavior problems and educator frustration. Before offering posi-
tive suggestions to those who will chart the course of schooling in the future,
however, we need to review what has been gleaned from our assessment of recent
efforts to deal with student behavior problems. The following twelve conclu-
srons provide the basis for our recommendations

1 The knowledge base 1in classroom management and school
discipline has grown considerably since the mid-sixties.

2 Reservations exist concerning the quality of much of the
data on student behavior

3 Perceptions of what constitutespriority student behavior
problems vary greatly within and between schools, among
various groups, and Over tine. 5

4  The level of public and professional concern regarding
student behavior continues to be high

5. School organization and procedures have undergone sub-
stantial changes in an effort to reduce concern over
student behavior.

6. No consensus exists regarding the best or most effective
way TO manage classrooms, prevent behavior problems, or
coordinate school discipline.

7 No consensus exlsts regarding the best way 1O train pros-
pective or veteran educators in classroom management and
school discipline.

8. Programs to improve student behavior rarely reflect a
sens1tivity to differences in student ability, age, level
of maturation, cultural background, family circumstances,
previous school experience, or handicaps.

9. Classroom management frequently 1s conceptualized solely
as a matter of student control rather than a dimension of
curriculwm, instruction, and overall school climate.




10. There 1s little evidence of lasting, widespread improvements
in student behavior as a direct result of an 1ncreased
knowledge base, more staff development, and school reorgan-
r1zation.

11. Isolated reports of classrooms and schools where student
behavior problems are not a great concern Or have been
markedly reduced suggest that there 1s some reason to
be hopeful

12. Declining resources for schools and difficulties with the

recrurtment of skilled teachers threaten to exacerbate
student behavior problenms.

Reflecting on these conclusions, we have speculated on what advice we
can offer educational policymakers. Making recommendations 1s, of course, a
subjectaive process - the more so because of the lack of concensus on so many
1ssues pertaining to classroom management and school discipline. Stall, at
any point in time, despite the lack of unambiguous signals, policles must be
determined and schools must be operated We therefore urge policymakers to
consider the following suggestions 1) systematic assessment of school environ-
ments, 2) comprehensive lmprovement plans based on schoolwide action, 3) more
comprehensive staff development, and 4) greater efforts to integrate models,
paradigms, and systems  Wc briefly discuss each and invite our colleagues to
use these suggestions as a basis for focused dialogue and xnquiry

Given declining resources for education, 1t 1s essential that contemporary
school mprovement efforts produce positive results. There 1s little room for
well-intentioned, but misguided ynnovations. Careful planning based on accurate
information can mean the difference between successful change and another round
of short-lived experimentation. To provide the data needed for planning efforts
un the area of classroom management and school discipline, we recommend a syste-
matic assessment of the total school environment. Such an assessment focuses

on the collection of as much general descriptive information as possible about

current school conditions - student characteristics, teacher petrformance, curtic-
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ulum content and adequacy, Tresource allocation patterns, school climate, organ-
\=ational structure, and leadership. In addition, data describing specific
discipline problems are needed. We must curb the tendency to launch new pro-
grams based on political pressure and rumors rather than "hard data."

A clear understanding of what 1s currently going on 1n a school 1s likely
to give rise to our second recommendation - mprovement plans that encompass
comprehensive rather than piecemeal changes. Typically, educators have sought
to reduce behavior problems by intrcducing a new organizational mechanism -
such as 1a-house suspension - OY exXposing staff members to a new training pro-
gram We now know enough about the nature of student behavior problems to
realize that different problems and dif ferent students are influenced by
di1fferent aspects of the school environment. Thus, efforts to improve school
discipline that do not call for such activities as evaluating the relevance
and appropriateness of curriculum content and 1nstructional methods, enlisting
commun1ty support for new policies, and developing plans of assistance for
marginally competent classroom managers may yreld disappointing results

Comprehensive improvement efforts necessitate comprehensive staff develop-
ment - our third recommendation Particularly in light of concerns about the
quality of teachers currently entering the profession, 1t 1s essenti2l that
changes 1in policies regarding classroom management and school discipline be
accompanied by well-organized, ongoing training With mounting public pressure
to accomplish more with less, school officials no longer can afford to permit
wide variations in understanding and application of effective instructional and
classroom management practices across different teachers and classes

[t 1s fair to maintain that one reason why staff development up to now
may have lacked comprehensiveness 1s related to the confusion among scholars

as to how best to manage classrooms. Purveyors of new models and systems have
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exchanged competing claims and crcated aew sets of technical terms that inhibit
rather than facilitate staff development. Researchers frequently craticize
models and systems without offering constructive alternatives. Our final
recomuendation, therefore, is that efforts be made to encourage scholars, in
concert with practitioners, to integrate knowledge from the various models,
paradigms, and systems. We need to distinguish effective approaches to student
behavior problems from those that simply claim to be effective for promotional
purposes (riteria then must be developed to assist educators in comparing

and evaluating alternative approaches. The focus must be on making educators

well-informed consumers of technical know-how rather than passive subjects of

interventions mandated by higher authorities
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