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FIGURE 1: Pretest profiles of mean actual and preferred scores.

Reflection and discussion The teacher engaged in private reflec-
tion and informal discussion with university staff about the pro-
files. This further clarified the interpretation and implications
of the profiles and provided the basis for a decision about whether
an attempt would be made to change the environment in terms
of some of the ICEQ’s dimensions. The main criteria used for
selection of a dimension for inclusion in an attempt to change
classroom environment were, first, that there should exist a sizable
actual-preferred discrepancy on that variable and, second, that
the teacher should feel concerned about the discrepancy which
existed on that dimension and should want to make an effort to
reduce the discrepancy. Also it was considered impractical for
the teacher to attempt simultaneously to change more than two
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or three different environment variables. These considerations led
the teacher to decide to introduce an intervention aimed at in-
‘creasing the levels of Personalization and Participation in his class.

4. Intervention The teacher introduced an intervention of approxi-
mately one month's duration in an attempt to increase classroom
Personalization and Participation. This intervention consisted of
a variety of strategies, some of which originated during a number
of meetings between the teacher and university personnel, and
others of which were suggested by examining ideas contained in
individual ICEQ items. Strategies implemented to enhance class-
room Personalization involved the teacher in moving around the
class more to mix with students, chatting with and being warm
toward students, and avoiding snappiness. This required some
restructuring of lessons so that the teacher had more time for
moving around the class, Strategies used by the teacher in attempt-
ing to increase Participation were reducing teacher talk, providing
more time for students to ask and answer questions, and organiz-
ing more group work. In brief, the overall rationale for these stra-
tegies was to place greater emphasis on the human element in
teaching,

5. Reassessment The Student Actual form of the ICEQ was adminis-
tered at the end of the month of intervention to see whether stu-
ents were perceiving their classroom environment differently from
before. This was accompanied by lengthy discussion about the
meaningfulness of results and about the potential applicability
of the procedures followed for use by other teachers.

The main practical problems experienced during the project were the
length of time needed for students to complete the questionnaires, and
the time delays involved between questionnaire administration and the
feedback of information from computer analyses to the teacher. Because
of these problems, a new, shorter 25-item version of the ICEQ has been
developed to permit a more rapid assessment of actual and preferred
environment. Although the reliability of the short form is somewhat
lower than that of the long form, the short form’s reliability is still
more than adequate for the present purpose of generating class mean
profiles. Another major merit of the new short form is that it is suitable
for rapid hand scoring; consequently, delays between questionnaire
administration and feedback of results can be reduced markedly.
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Results

The results of the study are summarized graphically in Figure 2 and in
tabular form in Table |. Figure 2 compares profiles of student actual-
prepared discrepancy scores obtained before and after the intervention,
These discrepancy scores were obtained simply by subtracting the class
mean score for students’ perceptions of actual environment from the
mean score for preferred environment on each of the ICEQ's five scales.
The unbroken line in Figure 2 is the pretest discrepancy profile which
corresponds to the separate pretest actual and preferred profiles in Figure
1. The distances between points on the discrepancy profiles and the
horizontal line in Figure 2 represent the necessary increase in each area
needed for the class to become as students would prefer it.
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FIGURE 2: Pretest and posttest profiles of mean actual-preferred

discrepancy scores,
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Figure 2 clearly illustrates that, during the time of the intervention,
an appreciable reduction in actual-preferred discrepancy occurred for the
dimensions of Personalization and Participation, but that a negligible
change occurred for the Independence, Investigation, and Differentiation
scales. These findings are especially noteworthy because the two dimen-
sions on which the appreciable changes were recorded were those on which
the teacher had attempted to promote change. Also the absence of a
sizeable change on the three dimensions for which no change was attemp-
ted adds some support for the efficacy of the intervention strategy.
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Table 1 further illustrates these findings. The first three columns show
for each ICEQ scale the mean discrepancy score (i.e., mean preferred
score minus mean actual score) prior to the intervention, the mean dis-
crepancy score after the intervention, and the pretest-posttest changye in
discrepancy scores. The last column shows the results of a t test for
dependent samples for the significance of pretest-posttest changes in
discrepancy scores on each scale. (Since only a single assessment of pre-
ferred environment was made, these t tests for pretest-posttest changes
in discrepancy scores are equivalent to t tests for pretest-posttest changes
in actual scores.) This table shows that large and statistically significant
reductions occurred in actual-preferred discrepancy on the Personal-
ization and Participation scales during the time of the intervention. On
the other hand, quite small and statistically nonsignificant changes were
found for the other three ICEQ scales.

TABLE 1

Changes in Actual-Preferred Discrepancy Scores During
Time of Intervention

Mean Discrepancy Score

Scale t
Pretest Posttest Change
Personalization 5.8 3.1 2.7 2.9,
Participation 5.7 3.3 —2.4 -3.0
Independence 2.6 3.1 0.5 0.6
investigation 3.1 3.8 0.7 0.8
Differentiation 1.8 1.5 -0.3 —-0.5
*p <.01
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Generally the teacher found that information obtained from adminis-
tration of the ICEQ was meaningful and that it was possible to identify
phenomena in the class which were contributing to the profiles. In parti-
cular, the changes in environment picked up through use of the question-
naires accorded with the teacher’s intuitive expectations based on student
comments and classroom events. These observations are important because
they suggest that, in this instance, the ICEQ was able to provide the
teacher with feedback information about his class which appeared plaus-
ible, which made him aware of specific problem areas, and which suggested
starting points for implementing improvements.

Discussion

This article describes an initial attempt at facilitating improvements
in classroom environment based on information about student percep-
tions of their actual and preferred environment. The promising findings
from the study were that appreciable changes in environment were ob-
tained for those dimensions, and only those dimensions, on which im-
provement was attempted by the teacher. Although the tentativeness
of findings must be acknowledged, the present work suggests that the
use of classroom environment instruments can provide teachers with
meaningful information about problem areas and a tangible basis to
guide improvements in these areas. Moreover, experience with numerous
teachers who have tried out these methods for environmental improve-
ment suggests that they provide a useful vehicle for teacher development.
It is hoped that the approaches and instruments described here will stim-
ulate interest among other educators in the worthwhile enterprise of
facilitating improvement in classroom environment,

Notes

A copy of the ICEQ together with scoring instructions can be requested
from Barry J. Fraser, Faculty of Education, Western Australian Institute
of Technology, South Bentley, W. A, 6102,
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CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT:
MANAGERIAL FUNCTIONS IN TEACHING*

Dr Richard Coatney
Western Australian Institute of Technology

Classroom management has long been a concern of educators. Tra-
ditionally, the term has referred to the use of discipline by the teacher
to minimize student disruptions in the classroom. Recently, conceptions
of classroom management have emerged that are broader than the tra-
ditional one. For example, Berliner speaks of the teacher as an executive
(1982).

. . Today’s teacher is best conceived of as an executive. The modern
teacher does not just dispense information, he or she really manages
access to information. The modern teacher doesn’t just give love,
~ he or she provides environments that provide students security and
rewards so they can grow intellectually and emotionaliy. The teacher
is a manager, an executive manager of the cognitive and affective
dimensions of the classroom (pp. 1-2).

Also, the conceptions of classroom management put forth in the
second volume of the seventy-eighth yearbook of the National Society
for the Study of Education, edited by Duke (1979), are equally broad.
Duke himself defines classroom management as constituting ‘“the pro-
visions and procedures necessary to establish and maintain an environ-
ment in which instruction and learning can occur. Classroom management
thus is considered to encompass more than the supervision of student
behavior but less than everything that takes place in class” (p.xii). Duke’s
definition, then, is a broad one but does distinguish management from
actual instruction.

Finally, Wallen and Wallen (1978), in their definition, conceptualize

*This paper was written as a result of professional leave taken at the
University of Arizona with Dr David Berliner, whom | want to thank
for generously giving his time in a busy schedule to provide thought-
provoking discussions on a wide range of educational topics, including
the one addressed in this paper, and for reviewing this paper. | also want
to thank Dr Tony Ryan of the Western Australian Institute of Technology
for his support both before and after this professional leave was taken.
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