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ABSTRACT

This paper reports on student-teachers’ experiences during a six-week teaching practicum of
disruptive classroom behaviours by students in selected Tanzanian secondary schools and the
strategies that the student-teachers employed to manage them. Questionnaire and semi-structured
interviews were employed to collect data from 70 student-teachers. Using qualitative thematic
analysis and descriptive quantitative analysis strategies, it was revealed that student-teachers did
very little to enhance appropriate classroom behaviours. Instead, they relied on punitive strategies
such as punishment to deal with disrupting students. Reliance on punitive measures limited their
ability to use positive feedback, tolerance and relational support strategies, which are regarded as
more effective in fostering appropriate classroom behaviours by empowering students to take
control of their own behaviour. These findings have important implications for teacher training
programmes, and students learning. The paper concludes by asserting that like any other lessons,
appropriate behaviours in classrooms need to be taught and nurtured not simply demanded.
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Background of the Study

Classroom management and students’ disruptive behaviours are considered major challenges that
face student-teachers as well as experienced teachers (Ghazi, Shahzada, Tariq & Khan, 2013;
Wubbels, 2011). The ability to manage disrupting students is reported as a critical variable for
effective teaching and classroom management (Matsoga, 2003; Njoroge & Nyabuto, 2014; Nérhi,

Kiiski & Savolainen, 2017 Semali & Vumilia, 2016). However, scholarly evidence show that many
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pre-and in-service teacher programmes lack concrete strategies to equip student-teachers with
competencies necessary to deal with students with different behavioural problems in the classroom
(Ghazi, Shahzada, Tarig & Khan, 2013; Stough, 2006;Woodcock & Reupert, 2017; Wubbels,
2011). The deficit is the cause of both student- teachers and the experienced teachers reporting
being overloaded by students’ disruptive behaviours such as fighting in the classrooms, hostility,
abusive language and bullying etc (Semali & Vumilia, 2016). On the other hand, students complain
about their teachers’ aggressiveness and harsh punishments (Ghazi, Shahzada, Tarig & Kbhan,
2013; Gibbons et al., 2018; Nene, 2013). They are of the view that teachers are too harsh, uncaring,
and unfriendly (Mugabe & Maposa, 2007; Nene, 2013). The deteriorating relationship between
teachers and students rooted in poor management of disrupting learners makes learning challenging
and non-inspiring (Vitto, 2003). Drawing on this backdrop, this study reports on student-teachers’
experiences and the management strategies they employed to address classroom disruptive

behaviours in selected Tanzanian secondary schools during teachers’ preparatory practicum.
Typologies of Classroom Disruptive Behaviours

The literature indicates that disruptive behaviours in schools take many forms such as verbal abuse
towards teachers, aggression, and students hurting others (Shavega, Tuijl & Brugman, 2015).
Disruptive behaviours also include personal attacks on teachers, students’ noncompliance or
refusing to follow instructions (Gibons et al., 2018; Shavega, Tuijl & Brugman, 2015). They
include speaking disruptively out of turn, threatening to physically harm teachers and fellow
students, bullying and harassment. Hence, scholars have classified disruptive behaviours based on

the degree of severity and the mode through which they manifest and are presented.

According to Levin and Nolan (1996), what commonly occurs during disruptive behaviours
could be categorized into; a). verbal interruptions such as talking out of turn, name calling,
humming and calling out, b).off task that includes daydreaming, tardiness, doodling and
inattentiveness, c). disrespect that involves refusing directions, verbal aggressions and negligence
and, d). physical movements such as wandering about, visiting other leaners and throwing objects
around the classroom. Scholars regard these classroom behaviours to have a mild impact on
teaching and learning. However, if left unattended, they tend to inhibit the normal flow of teaching
and learning from occurring (Marais & Meier, 2010; Nene, 2013; Woodcock & Reupert, 2017).
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Classroom behaviours have also been categorized based on the consequences the behaviours
bring to students, teachers, and the entire teaching and learning process. De Wet (2003), Mugabe
and Maposa (2007); Nene (2013) and Rayment (2006), categorized the most serious disruptive
behaviours to include; a). physical violence (e.g. fighting). b). bullying (e.g. name calling such as;
stupid, fat, skinny or retarded and dispossessing fellow learners belonging). c¢). insubordination to
teachers (e.g. cursing and threatening to harm teachers) and d).the use of drugs and other
psychoactive substances. The latest classroom disruptive behaviours category takes the form
of aggression via electronic media directed at both teachers and fellow students (Baker &
Tanrikulu, 2010; Kowalski & Limber, 2007; Shapka, Onditi, Collie & Lapidot-Lefler, 2018; Sharrif
& Jonny, 2007).

Consequences of Classroom Disruptive Behaviours

The landscape of teaching and learning is affected by classroom disruptive behaviours in many
ways. The general literature agrees that students’ disruptive behaviours pose enormous challenges
not only to teachers but also to students and the teaching and learning process (Matsoga 2003);
Njoroge and Nyabuto 2014; and O’Brennan, Bradshaw and Furlong 2014). They observe that
disruptive behaviours affect learning in different dimensions (Cooperkline 2009; and Finn, Fish and
Scot 2008). First, disruptive behaviours affect students’ learning, reduces the possibility of their
excelling in higher in education, and interferes with their progress and graduation. Second, they
constitute a major source of stress and distraction to teachers and thereby contribute to teaching
ineffectiveness (Browser & Tomic, 2000; Hastings & Bham, 2003; Oliver & Reschly, 2007; Rose
& Gallup, 2005). Disruptive behaviours are leading causes of teachers’ burn out and turnover
(Ghazi, Shahzada, Tarig & Khan, 2013; Mahvar, Farahani, & Aryankhesal, 2018; Narhi, Kiiski &
Savolainen, 2017; Woodcock & Reupert, 2017). The fear of dealing with disruptive behaviours are
closely associated with why some novice teachers balk from joining the teaching profession after
they have graduated (Sullivan, Johnson, Owen & Conway, 2014; Yusoff & Mansor, 2016). Third,
disruptive behaviours consume both time and resources that should be channelled to learning
(Walker, Ramsey and Grasham, 2004). In summary, disruptive behaviours waste teaching time,
disrupt those students who are learning, threatens safety, overwhelms teachers and contribute to
ruining students’ chances of successful schooling and life (Walker, Ramsey and Grasham, 2004).
These consequences call for immediate interventions (Vitto, 2003; Wubbels, 2011). Drawing on
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this understanding, this paper advocates for the need to have teachers with sufficient knowledge and
skills to address disruptive behaviours more effectively. This is made possible if educators and
policymakers capitalize on classroom management skills as core components in both pre-and in-
service teacher programmes (Mahvar, Farahani, & Aryankhesal, 2018; Sullivan, Johnson, Owen &
Conway, 2014; Wubbels, 2011).

Categories of Classroom Management Strategies

Student-teachers, as well as experienced in-service teachers, use various strategies to curb
classroom disruptive behaviours. The strategies include those categorized as punitive; when
teachers use punishment or reprimand (Stewart, 2004), use of threats and warnings (Tulley & Chiu,
1995), detention and setting extra work (Reupert &Woodcock, 2011). The second category of
strategies is using non-verbal cues that include saying a students’ name as a sign of warning (Atici,
2007; Bromfield,2006; Stough, 2001). A third category includes relational and supportive
strategies such as the use of rewards and praise (Nene, 2013), effective feedback (Reupert
&Woodcock, 2011) and helping students develop self-regulation (Woodcock & Reupert, 2017,
Marais & Meier, 2010). Of all the strategies employed to curb classroom disruptive behaviours,
research shows little evidence that supports the use of punitive and authoritarian strategies (Osher,
Bear, Sprague & Doyle, 2010; Sullivan, Johnson, Owen & Conway, 2014). Instead, scholars
recommend strategies that are democratic and focused on fostering learners’ self-regulation and
meaningful student-teacher interactions (Mahvar, Farahani, & Aryankhesal, 2018; Woodcock &
Reupert, 2017; Wubbels, 2011). These may include effective feedback, student-teacher mutual
communication and interactions, clear and consistent classroom rules and expectations (Mahvar,
Farahani, & Aryankhesal, 2018; Narhi, Kiiski & Savolainen, 2017). Despite many studies on the
consequences of disruptive behaviour in teaching and learning particularly in the developed
countries, little is known about strategies employed by student-teachers to address disruptive
behaviours in the classroom especially during practicum in developing countries. Based on this
background information and the knowledge gap highlighted above, this paper explores student-
teachers’ experiences and the strategies they employed to address disruptive classroom behaviour in

Tanzania secondary schools.

155
AJOTE Vol. 9 (2020), pp.152-174



William Pastory Majani

Research Methodology

Qualitative and quantitative research strategies were employed to study student-teachers’
experiences and the strategies they employed to manage classroom disruptive behaviours. Data
collection and analysis of the research employed qualitative and quantitative strategies involving
semi-structured interviews and questionnaire. To analyse and interpret data in this study, thematic
qualitative analysis was merged with descriptive quantitative analysis. Bryman (2016), Creswell
(2015) Denzin and Lincoln (2013) and Stake (1995) referred to this approach as triangulation,
viz., the use of more than one source of data to cross-check the trustworthiness of the findings
(Bryman, 2016).

Sample Size and Sampling Procedures

The participants of this study included undergraduate and postgraduate student-teachers who
practised teaching in four (4) secondary schools that had previously reported having many
disrupting students. The sample included 18 in-service undergraduate student-teachers, 31 third-
year students and 21 postgraduate student-teachers. This category of participants was purposely
selected based on different criteria and assumptions. The in-service student—teachers were selected
because they were considered to have had the necessary information and experiences required for
this study. The inclusion criteria for this group was their experiences and the prior training they had
undergone in the teaching profession. Their classroom teaching experience dealing with students’
classroom behavioural problems was regarded as an additional key criterion for their inclusion in
the study. Third-year student-teachers were selected for their experiences on matters relating to
classroom interactions and classroom management acquired through apprenticeship and teaching

practicums during their first and second years of undergraduate studies.

The postgraduate student-teachers included in this study were those who had prior teaching
experiences before joining the university to upgrade their teaching qualifications. The recruitment
of this group involved circulating a register to a whole class of postgraduate students-teachers to
establish their prior experience in teaching. Those with prior experience in teaching and who were
willing to participate were thus obtained for the study. Table 1 illustrates participant distribution.
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Table 1. Distribution of participants by degree programme

Degree Programme Sex Total %

Female Male

Bachelor of Science 9 7 16 22.9
Bachelor of Science with Education 9 6 15 21.4
Bachelor of Arts 8 5 13 18.6
Bachelor of Arts with Education 4 5 9 12.9
Postgraduate Diploma in Education 7 10 17 24.3

Total 37 33 70 100

Source: Field data (March 2018)
Data Collection and Analysis

Questionnaire and semi-structured interviews were administered to the participants to seek their
perceptions, opinions, and attitudes towards students’ disruptive behaviours and what strategies
they regarded as suitable in addressing behavioural problems. A total of 70 questionnaires were
filled and handed back to the researcher for data analysis and interpretation. Data obtained through
close-ended questionnaires were analysed descriptively (statistically describing, aggregating, and
presenting the constructs of interest or associations between these constructs) (Bryman, 2016;
Johnson & Christensen, 2017). Percentages and frequencies were processed manually,
systematically analysed and presented into percentages and frequencies to suit the research purpose.

The information generated through semi-structured interviews were coded, transcribed and
analysed thematically in accord with Braun and Clarke (2006) and Joffe (2012)’s definition
whereby thematic analysis involves sorting, discovering, interpreting and reporting patterns and
clusters of meaning within the data. Findings from the semi-structured interview were further
sorted, grouped into allied themes and units. This was followed by categorizing data into similar
themes and subthemes for discussion and interpretations. In this paper, descriptive and thematic

analysis strategies were integrated in discussing and interpreting findings in this study.
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Research Findings
The Magnitude of Disruptive Behaviours in Selected Secondary Schools

In order to understand the magnitude of disruptive behaviour in selected secondary schools,
participants were asked how frequently they encountered disruptive behaviours during classroom
instructions. The table below illustrates the magnitude of disruptive behaviours in selected

secondary schools.

Table 2. Student -teachers’ responses on encountering disruptive behaviours in the classrooms

Responses Frequency Percentage
Always 24 34.3
Rarely 28 40

Not at all 18 25.7

Source: Field data (March 2018)

Findings from the questionnaire (Table 2) indicate that 28 (40%) student-teachers reported
that they rarely encountered disruptive behaviours in their classes. Whereas, 24 (34.3%) reported to
have always encountered disruptive behaviour in their classrooms. Eighteen participants (25.7%)
reported to have not encountered disruptive behaviour at all in their lessons. However, information
from semi-structured interview contradicts the findings from the questionnaire. For example, during
the interview sessions, seven (7) out of ten (10) participants who took part in semi-structured
interview sessions agreed that they encountered many incidences of disruptive behaviours causing
them to spend most of their time dealing with students’ behavioural problems. The following
excerpts illustrate further student-teachers’ responses to the question, How frequent did you

encounter disruptive behaviours in your lessons?

Table 3. Student teachers’ extracts on encountering disruptive behaviour in the classrooms

Data extract Emerging themes

I think, it is a common thing to all of us! You know with 1. Disruptive behaviour
revolution in technology, students are difficult to manage. is common

You find some students who illegally bring the phones with 2. Usage of Phones-

them in the classroom are text messaging, some are talking

. . . ) text messaging
without asking permission from the teacher and [showing]
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other unwanted behaviours. These interfere teaching in 3. Side conversation

d
many ways (BSC- 3% year). 4. Teaching disrupted

Always! There is no single day you can say | have not

i i g 1. Disruption is normal
encountered a disruptive behaviour in my classroom, what |

normally do is to punish the disruptive student before 2. Punitive measures
fellow students. This acts as a lesson to other disrupting 3. Compliance to
students (BAED-3" year). classroom rules
Teaching is like parenting, students do differ. Therefore, 1. Students behave
you do not expect your classrooms to be calm every day. differently

Today is calm but tomorrow chaos. Therefore, as a teacher |
am prepared for every situation every day. What | do is to
make sure students are all involved in the lesson (In-service
teacher). 3. On-task behaviour

2. Supportive
teacher(s)

Findings from both the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews indicate that many of
the participants had encountered disruptive behaviours during classroom instructions. While the
questionnaires disclosed that 18 participants (25.7%) had not encountered disruptive behaviours at
all, the findings from semi-structured interviews show that disruptive behaviour is a common
feature in the selected secondary schools. While the findings from questionnaire and semi-
structured interviews understate the degree of disruptive behaviours in classrooms, they point out
an important perspective concerning how the student teachers interpreted the current research. The
contradiction is a reflection that student-teachers felt that if they reported frequently encountering
disruptive behaviour, it could be interpreted as a sign of weakness and ineffectiveness in managing
their classes. As Brouwer and Tomic (2000) and Friedman and Farber (1992) noted, teachers tend
to ignore classroom disruptive behaviours to avoid burn out and protect their self-esteem. This
suggests that student-teachers (indeed experienced teachers) tend to employ what Mahvar et al.
(2018) referred to as avoidance strategies in order to deal with disrupting classroom behaviours. It
can be deduced from this finding that the student teachers believed that ignoring the unwanted

behaviour will eventually make it disappear. However, ignoring the problem as a classroom
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management strategy remains debatable among scholars and researchers in education and social
science (Booth, 2017; Brandon et al., 2014).

Overall, data collected through questionnaire and semi-structured interviews suggest that
disruptive behaviours are evident in many classes of the secondary schools composing the sample

of this study.
Different Types of Disruptive Behaviours and their Severity

Data generated through questionnaire and semi-structured interviews indicate that common
disruptive classroom behaviours in Tanzania schools range from mild to dangerous ones. The
findings of this study revealed that within the period of their six weeks practicum, student-teachers
experienced and dealt with different disruptive behaviours that ranged from classroom side
conversations to bullying and aggressive or offensive comments addressed to them and to fellow
students. The table below indicates student-teachers’ responses in a questionnaire about common

disruptive behaviours they encountered in the classrooms.

Table 4. Common classroom disruptive behaviours reported by student-teachers

Disruptive behaviour # Instances reported
Bullying 9
Text messaging 8
Abusive language towards teachers 5
Students fighting one another 7
Side conversation 17
Personal attack to the teacher 9
Students leaving classrooms without permission 13
Noncompliance 12
Student speaking without permission 10
Making offensive comments to the teacher 6
Constant disagreeing with the teacher 5
Students dominating and monopolizing the discussion 4

Source: Field data (March 2018)
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Table 4 indicates that the participants reported instances of side conversation, students

leaving classrooms without permission and students’ non-compliance with instructions as the most

recurrent disruptive behaviours in their classrooms. This was followed in terms of recurring

frequencies by the problems of students speaking without permission and bullying fellow students.

These findings suggest that many of the reported disruptive instances fall under the category of

mild or common occurring classroom behaviours (refer Levin & Nolan, 1996). However, instances

of bullying (7), fighting (6) and aggressive or offensive comments directed to teachers and fellow

students (6) signal the presence of severe or seriously disruptive behaviours in Tanzanian secondary

schools. As a way to triangulate findings, | asked student-teachers in an interview to describe the

nature of students who are most likely to be involved in disruptive behaviours that they highlighted

in the questionnaire and some participants mentioned age, gender, class level and students’ subject

mastery or capability as critical variables. The following excerpts illustrate further:

Table 5. Student-teachers ‘opinions on different types of disruptive behaviours and their severity

Data extract

Emerging themes

In my class, | do not see many girls misbehaving like what
boys do” (in-service student -teacher).

“Generally, my students are behaving well, however, there
are still few especially the ones who are performing poorly
in my assignments tend to disturb their fellow students
when I am teaching” (BSC, 3rd year student).

“Last week, I had the most terrible experience in my form
two classroom. As | was teaching, I noticed that two boys,
backbenchers (aged between 13-15) were fighting. I called
them in front of the class and told them to kneel down.
One of the boys refused and ran away. | have ordered him
not to attend my lessons till he apologizes to me”
(Postgraduate student-teacher).

“ I teach Geography in forms two [ages between 13-15]
and four[15-17 years]. The form two, especially boys, are
too disturbing [sic] than their brothers in form four. |

1. Boys disrupts
more than girls

1. Inattentiveness
2. Weak students

3. Teacher
attributions

Boys are involved in
physical violence

. Teaching is stressing

Punitive strategies

Non-compliance

1. Disruptions
attributed to age

AJOTE Vol. 9 (2020), pp.152-174
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spend most of my time correcting this and that and gender
[misbehaviour] mste_ad of teaching. Hqst teachers insist 5 Classroom level
that 1 plan my practicum assessment with the form fours _ _
who seem more mature and well behaving.” 3. Practicum is for

Grading

4. Poor mentorship

Source: Field data (March 2018)

Findings from Table 5 show that although lessons in Tanzania secondary schools are largely
dominated by mild or common occurring disruptive behaviours, there are moments when more
highly disruptive behaviours such as fighting in the classrooms are reported. Boys tend to engage
more in all types of disruptive behaviours ranging from mild to severe than girls. Additionally,
student-teachers attributed misbehaviour to students’ inability (poor performance in school
subjects), classroom level and age of the students. Implying that adolescent boys are more likely to
engage in disruptive behaviours that are aggravated by attention seeking and fighting is opted as the
way to resolve conflicts (Rayment, 2006; De wet, 2003).

It can also be deduced from the excerpt above that many behavioural problems reported by
student-teachers were partly due to student-teachers inability to communicate effectively during
classroom instructions. They were also caused by a lack of or poor mentoring of student-teachers
by experienced teachers and by “the practicum grading syndrome”, whereby student-teachers
consider their practicum as an avenue to be assessed and assigned a grade for their program of
study rather than seeing it as a moment for practicing and learning how to teach effectively.
However, some studies also suggest that students may become involved in disruptive behaviours
because of boredom or demotivation when the teacher is not delivering the lesson according to

students’ expectations (Gibson et al., 2018).

Drawing on these findings, it is important that teacher trainers and educators in teacher
education emphasize equipping novice teachers with the pedagogical skills and competencies
necessary in managing classrooms and know how to deal effectively with disruptive behaviours.

Ensuring effective mentorship of student-teachers during practicum is one way of doing this.
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Student-teachers’ Strategies in Dealing with Disruptive Behaviour in the Classrooms

In order to understand how student-teachers dealt with disruptive behaviours, participants were
asked to indicate strategies they employed to address disruptive behaviours in the classrooms.
These are reflected in Table 6 below:

Table 6: Strategies towards addressing behavioural problems in the classroom (by frequencies and

percentages)
Behaviour Employed strategies Teachers using the
strategy
Side conversation Telling the student to keep quiet 21 (30%)
Suspending the student from the lesson 3 (4%)
Ignoring the student 3 (4%)
Bullying Suspending the student from the lesson 13 (19%)
Students bring their parents 14 (20%)
Use corporal punishment (caning) 4  (6%)
Student abusing the Apply corporal punishment 20 (29%)
teacher
Report the student to disciplinary office 2 (3%)
Students bring parents to school disciplinary 3 (4%)
committee
Using mobile phones Suspending student from the lesson 2 (3%)
during the lesson
g Confiscating the phone from the student 17 (24%)
Report the student to the disciplinary office 12 (17%)
Orienting students on the proper use of mobile 5 (%)
phone
Listening to music while  Report the student to the discipline office 6 (9%)
the teacher is teachin
g Take away the /Mp3/iPod 12 (17%)

Teach the students the effects of listening to music 10 (14%)
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Student speaking without
permission

Facebooking

Physical aggressiveness
towards fellow students

Student text messaging
while the teacher is
teaching

Students fighting one
another

Sleeping in the classroom

Preventing other students

during the lesson

Ask the students to raise up their hands before
speaking

Telling the student to keep quite

Ignoring the misbehaviour

Reminding students on classroom rules and
regulations

Applying corporal punishment

Confiscating student’s phone

Report the student to the disciplinary office
Punish the student (corporal punishment)

Reminding the student about classroom rules

Taking away the phone from the student
Report the student to the disciplinary office

Suspend the student from the lesson

Report the student to the disciplinary office

Students bring their parents to the schools’
disciplinary committee

Suggest to the committee to expel students from
studies

Punish the student (corporal punishment)
Suspend the student from the lesson

Find out why the student is sleeping

Send the student outside the classroom

20 (29%)
4 (6%)
1 (1%)
2 (3%)
21 (30%)
11 (15%)
8 (11%)
15 (21%)
6 (9%)
18 (26%)
10 (14%)
1 (1%)
19 (27%)
6 (9%)
4 (6%)
21 (30%)
1 (1%)
5 (7%)
4 (6%)

AJOTE Vol. 9 (2020), pp.152-174
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from concentrating in the  Modifying student’s sitting plan 22 (31%)
lesson Provide extra assignment to the student 4 (3%)
15 (21%)
Threatening to harm the  Report the student to the discipline office 12 (17%)
teacher Punish the student 1 (1%)
Suspend the student from the lesson
Student monopolizing Encourage the student 8 (11%)
class discussion Ignore the student 6 (9%)
Appoint the student as a class leader 8 (11%)

Source: Field data (March 2018)

Findings from Table 6 indicate that there is no difference between how student-teachers responded
to mild or common occurring disruptive behaviours like students engaging in side conversations to
the most serious ones like fighting. The table illustrates further that the student-teachers responded
to disruptive behaviours mainly by using punitive/ reactive strategies as opposed to rewards and
students’ self-regulation/control techniques. The student-teachers seemed to have considered the
disciplinary office to be the principal means of addressing classroom disruptive behaviours. Hence,
measures such as reporting students to the disciplinary office or reporting students to the

disciplinary committee received higher frequencies in this study.

The implications of these findings are twofold; first, teacher preparatory programmes need
to integrate classroom management skills as key curricula component. Secondly, because the 2014
Tanzania Educational Training Policy (ETP) prohibits teachers from applying corporal punishment
to students, except with the permission of headteacher, student-teachers directed disciplinary
matters to the responsible office. Nonetheless, the findings show that some student -teachers still
used corporal punishment on students, an indication of a mismatch between the policy requirements
and teachers’ practices. The persistence of punitive measures in addressing disruptive behaviours in
schools indicates that it might be deep-rooted in the school system. Changing teachers’ practices,

however, demands altering the educational and training policy in the first place. Drawing from
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these findings, it is positive that both the pre-and in-service teachers know that it is difficult to teach
and learn effectively in a classroom dominated by disruptive behaviours. However, as the literature
suggests it is also challenging, if not impossible, to address classroom disruptive behaviours by
relying on techniques that aim to impose teachers’ control to obtain submissiveness of the learners
(Mahvar, Farahani, & Aryankhesal, 2018; Osher, Bear, Sprague & Doyle, 2010; Sullivan, Johnson,
Owen & Conway, 2014).

Maintaining Appropriate Behaviours to Improve Learning in the Classroom

Using a questionnaire, student-teachers were asked to indicate strategies they employed to foster
learning. They were at the same time required to comment on the suitability of those strategies
towards nurturing appropriate behaviours and maintaining effective learning in the classroom. The

table below illustrates.

Table 7. Participants’ responses on use and suitability of various strategies to address classroom

disruptive behaviours

Strategy Use Suitable
State clearly classroom/school rules and regulations 14 (20%) 18 (26%)
Teach social skills 13 (19%) 9 (13%)

Counselling 7 (10 %) 7 (10%)

Create conducive learning environment 50 (71%) 40 (57%)
Use other forms of punishment (beside what?) on disruptive 46 (66%) 50 (71%)

students

Reward /reinforce well behaving students 21 (30%) 19 (27%)
Teachers as role models 16 (23%) 8 (11%)
Suspend disruptive students from the lesson 36 (51%) 41 (59%)
Get students engage students with tasks 18 (26%) 16 (23%)
Involve students in extra-curricular activities 4 (6%) 3 (4%)

Apply corporal punishment 60 (86%) 58 (83%)
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Restrict mobile phone usage in the classroom 58 (83%) 47 (67%)
Involve parents 7 (10%) 5 (7%)
Inform students about the consequences of disrupting 6 (9%) 1 (1%)
Report the student to the disciplinary office 45 (64%) 42 (60%)
Develop positive student-teacher relationship 17 (24%) 11 (16%)
Regular meeting with students 14 (20%) 4 (6%)
Apply learner centred teaching approaches 10 (14%) 2 (3%)

Source: Field data (March 2018)

Findings in Table 7 show that the majority of the participants used corporal punishment
(86%), restricted mobile phone usage in the classroom (83%), created a conducive learning
environment (71%) and used other forms of punishment to disrupting students (66%). Commenting
on the suitability of the strategies, 83% of the participants reported the use of corporal punishment,
71% other forms of punishment, 67% restricting mobile phone usage in the classroom and 64%
reporting disruptive students to the disciplinary office as the most suitable strategies or techniques

to address students’ behavioural problems.

The findings above suggest that student-teachers used more restrictive and control measures
than supportive strategies to address disruptive behaviours. The punitive strategies might seem to
be working because students were forced to maintain order and comply with classroom rules and
regulations that were set forth by teachers or the school administration. This in turn, perpetuated the
“teacher centred classrooms” where students remained recipients of orders from the teachers. As
reported in the literature, this sort of learning environment makes students less engaged in the
lessons due to teachers’ authoritarianism and reliance on classroom rules and regulations as means

to curb disruptive behaviours (Booth, 2017; Mugabe & Maposa, 2007).
Discussion

The fact that effective teaching is partly influenced by how best teachers can minimize disruptive
behaviours from occurring becomes a critical variable for teacher training programmes around the
world. To understand how classroom management skills are put into practice during practicum, this

study explored student-teachers’ experiences and the strategies they used to manage classroom
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disruptive behaviours in Tanzania secondary schools. Although there is a dearth of literature around
this topic on Tanzania, the regional and international literature reviewed challenge the dominance
and appropriateness of punitive strategies and techniques (as evidenced in Tanzania classes) in
addressing misbehaviours in schools (Mahvar, Farahani, & Aryankhesal, 2018; Osher, Bear,
Sprague & Doyle, 2010; Sullivan, Johnson, Owen & Conway, 2014; Wubbels, 2011). Instead,
strategies focusing on supporting and empowering students with self- regulation and control and
with problem-solving skills are recommended in pre-and in-service teacher programmes (Booth,
2017; Brandon et al., 2014; Woodcock & Reupert, 2017). Recent studies recommend various
behaviour management approaches as a replacement to punitive or reactive strategies
predominantly in Tanzania and other developing countries (Matsoga, 2003; Njoroge & Nyabuto,
2014; Semali & Vumilia, 2016). These recommended strategies include restorative practices
(Drewery, 2014; McCluskey, 2018; Wearmouth & Berryman, 2012), pro-active strategies (Clunies-
Ross, Little & Kienhuis, 2008; Ellis &Tod, 2013) and holistic/ecosytemic (Kourkoutas, 2012) as
alternative behaviour management approaches in schools. Altogether, these strategies underscore
the need for several essential elements for effective management of disruptive behaviours,
including, a). positive student-teacher relationship, student-teacher mutual communication and
interaction, b). reciprocal accountability, respect and support and focus on the problem and not the
student/person as being the problem, and c). contextualizing disruptive behaviours. The latter
implies that the context, either social, cultural, or environmental, is key to determining what is the
un/acceptable behaviour and what type of learning that is valued and desirable. The last essential
element is, d). focus on preventive measures rather than waiting for inappropriate behaviours to
occur before (re)acting (Clunies-Ross, Little & Kienhuis, 2008; Drewery, 2014; Ellis & Tod, 2013;
Kourkoutas, 2012; McCluskey, 2018; Wearmouth & Berryman, 2012).

Conclusion

The persistence of disruptive behaviours in Tanzania secondary schools, as elsewhere, calls for new
approaches in classroom behaviour management skills. These new skills and approaches need to be
reflected in teacher preparatory programmes to equip future teachers with the required
competencies to address the causes and consequences of disruptive behaviours. To delay attending
to disruptive behaviours may interfere with socio-emotional functioning of students past their time

at school and into adulthood. Hence, this should make it a matter of urgency to policy makers and
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educators. Moreover, practicums as avenues where these classroom management practices are put
into practice need to be paired with effective mentorship by host teachers, university supervisors,

and other relevant stakeholders.

As evidenced through the findings of this study, participants perceived both mild and severe
disruptive behaviours as a hindrance to teaching and learning. They held the view that appropriate
student classroom behaviour is a precursor to effective teaching and learning. However, the reactive
strategies in dealing with disrupting students they adopt negates the possibility of a conducive
learning environment. As such, this study advocates that, like any other training for competencies,
appropriate behaviours need to be nurtured rather than simply demanded. This presupposes that,
while students may feel that adopting the punitive strategy is necessary to prevent disruptive
behaviours in the classroom, it is more important to teach and nurture appropriate classroom
behaviours through supportive strategies such as tolerance, effective feedback and by creating
positive student-teacher relations. To achieve this, educators must spend some time to teach,
reinforce and set guidelines jointly with their students on how to maintain appropriate classroom
behaviours. Drawing on the findings of this study and the related literature, the need to equip
teacher trainees with knowledge about disruptive behaviour and how to address them most
effectively is a necessity to which we draw the attention of Tanzanian teachers and other

stakeholders in teacher education.
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