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Abstract

Communication departments increasingly rely on graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) to teach the basic communication course, but since many basic course training programs fail to adequately address classroom management issues most GTAs enter the classroom unprepared to confront student misbehaviors. However, literature suggests that by incorporating classroom management issues into training programs, GTAs will be better prepared to establish the instructional climate of the classroom and confront student misbehaviors. GTAs who had not received classroom management training (CMT) were given a survey containing open-ended questions in order to guide the creation of a videotape of sample student misbehavior scenarios and other instructional materials. A second group of GTAs completed the same survey instrument in the semester following the implementation of CMT. Results from open-ended data indicate that GTA perceptions of student misbehavior were reduced and confidence in the ability to manage these behaviors was increased as a result of CMT. Additionally, the results indicate that the frequency and severity of student misbehaviors were reportedly reduced for GTAs who received CMT compared to those GTAs who did not receive CMT. The findings, thus, suggest that CMT provides preventative medicine for GTAs to cure classroom management problems in the basic course. The implications for the health of basic course training programs are discussed.
Preventative Medicine: Incorporating Approaches to Classroom Management

into Training Programs for the Basic Course
Communication departments increasingly rely upon graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) to teach the basic course, particularly at large research institutions (Buerkel-Rothfuss & Gray, 1990). However, lack of teaching experience, coupled with limited classroom management training (CMT), sets many GTAs up for a troubled initiation to teaching. Research indicates that college students engage in more frequent and severe misbehaviors with GTAs than with faculty members (Golish, 1999; Luo, Bellows, & Grady, 2000). Student misbehaviors are those actions that GTAs perceive to interfere with learning or disrupt the climate of the classroom. If GTAs are not properly prepared for situations that arise in the classroom, their reaction to these critical incidents may be counterproductive and inadvertently increase the likelihood of student misbehaviors. What training GTAs receive often ignores, or only addresses briefly, classroom management issues. Training programs to prepare GTAs for, what are often times, their first teaching experience vary greatly across university campuses (Conte, 1994; Roach, 2002). Thus, CMT is often inadequate or, worse yet, lacking altogether. Deficiencies in training present a potential danger to both GTAs and students, since the quality of instruction as well as student learning may suffer.
Literature Review

Definition of Classroom Management
In order to fully appreciate the range of behavioral problems GTAs face and the available means of establishing the instructional climate of the classroom, classroom management must be defined. Emmer and Strough (2001) note that while definitions of classroom management vary, most include actions taken by instructors to establish order, engage students, or elicit cooperation. For example, Cooper and Simonds (2003) contend that classroom management refers to those actions “that create, implement, and maintain a classroom climate that supports learning” (p. 228). Thus, in order to facilitate student learning, GTAs should be armed with information during training in order to establish effective classroom management practices.
Current Training Shortfalls

All instructors may confront challenging behaviors from students, but GTAs are particularly vulnerable and face many obstacles in the college classroom that tenured faculty members do not. Almost inevitably, GTAs experience classroom management problems, due to age, level of experience, and prior training. The years of teaching experience are significantly related to the number of classroom management problems and concerns reported by GTAs (Lou et al., 2000). GTAs tend to be closer to the age of the students enrolled in the basic course than tenured faculty, thus leading to “substantial problems in classroom management” (Roach, 1991, p. 179). Specifically, students often perceive GTAs as having less authority and control over their classes than tenured faculty (Golish, 1999). Much of the concern and criticism about the use of GTAs can be traced to their lack of experience and formal training (Roach, 1991). Basic course training programs neglect, or do not allow sufficient time, to introduce GTAs to classroom management concepts and practices (Roach, 1991), more often than not concentrating on how to teach the basic course, rather than focusing on preparing GTAs to become competent classroom instructors. GTA training programs tend to concentrate on curriculum content, are not uniform, and vary in length with most lasting less than one week (Buerkel-Rothfuss & Gray, 1990). Unfortunately, the manner in which training occurs is neither uniform nor effective, ranging from comprehensive and lengthy programs to programs that promote a trial-by-fire approach. GTAs are not consistently and effectively prepared to deal with student misbehaviors. If GTAs are not prepared for what to expect, there is a strong possibility that disruptive situations may become inflamed; however, if GTAs are properly prepared for what misbehaviors to expect, the likelihood of reacting appropriately to the incident and defusing the situation is greater. Thus, a gap exists within the format of current training programs, in so far as classroom management techniques and principles are largely underemphasized or ignored.

The Learning Curve of GTAs

GTAs typically enter their first teaching experience with pre-formulated expectations for how college students are likely to behave; perhaps, in some cases, even including the notion that college students do not misbehave. These expectations are often unrealistic (Golish, 1999), typically resulting in reality shock during their first teaching experience (Veenman, 1984). Without CMT, GTAs may find it difficult to pinpoint the motivation of students who misbehave and the methods of combating misbehavior. Although classroom management in college is perceived to be easy, it is actually difficult because students use new and sophisticated resistance strategies that they did not use in high school (Burroughs, Kearney, & Plax, 1989). Thus, a trial-by-fire approach is unwise, since it fails to adequately prepare GTAs for what types of misbehaviors to anticipate and expect. Emmer and Stough (2001) note that “the development of classroom management understanding and skill is likely to be a staged process, acquired over many years” (p. 109). Most experienced teachers eventually cultivate classroom management methods, such as proactive strategies, that work in their classrooms to control student behaviors. A teacher’s style typically develops over time, thus requiring both experimentation and reflection (Dinham, 1996). Many teachers learn from their experiences during the first semester and then later change their approach to the classroom (Veenman, 1984). GTAs, however, are at a disadvantage, since they do not have such experiences to fall back on. For GTAs, who often enter the classroom without the benefit of CMT or prior teaching experience, misbehaviors can prove to be particularly problematic. Discipline can present a serious stumbling block for any beginning teacher (Richardson & Fallona, 2001), but for GTAs, the idea of confronting student misbehaviors, while also learning to teach the curriculum, poses a daunting task.
Classroom management is highly individualized. Richardson and Fallona (2001) observe, “effective classroom management can look very different in different classrooms” (p. 724). Not all instructors share similar definitions of order or discipline (Veenman, 1984). What is perceived as student misbehavior to one instructor may be brushed aside as harmless by others. Although classroom management is different for each instructor, CMT provides a vital means of assisting GTAs in developing their own individual style, thus shortening their learning curve.
Prevalence of Classroom Management Problems

GTAs face numerous classroom management problems. In fact, student discipline is one of the most challenging problems facing teachers today (Conte, 1994; Plax, Kearney, & Tucker, 1986). For example, students use a variety of problematic persuasive strategies, such as active resistance, passive resistance, blame, avoidance, reluctant compliance, deception, disruption, refusal to comply with instructor requests, challenges to instructor power, hostile defensive reactions, and revenge (Burroughs et al., 1989), and may even use retaliatory persuasive strategies (Golish, 1999). Some problems may occur in isolated incidents, while others persist throughout the semester. The frequency and severity of misbehavior is likely to be more prevalent and intense in a GTA’s classroom. At some point, nearly all GTAs will confront misbehavior; how GTAs choose to address it, in large part, shapes the classroom climate.
Students may test the limits of GTAs in an effort to determine how far they can go with regards to classroom behavior. Simonds (1997) explains that, “classroom behavior is one way in which students determine the boundaries of the classroom culture” (p. 489). Student misbehaviors can occur independently, or be linked to the behaviors of teachers. For some students, misbehavior may be a direct result of real or perceived vulnerabilities in the GTA’s teaching style, while other students misbehave regardless of the particular instructor. Skukla-Mehta and Albin (2003) note, “students with moderate to severe behavior problems present tremendous challenges to even the most experienced classroom teachers” (p. 156). For example, students may engage in passive protesting using speech or nonverbal behaviors to show resistance or defiance (Owen, 1984). Students will often refuse to concede to teachers the right to assume power, be openly reluctant, or even openly defiant (Kearney, Plax, Hays, & Ivey, 1991). Students will respond by how they perceive the classroom to be, not on the basis of how the instructor perceives the classroom (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983). For instance, students may attempt to take advantage of GTAs. Some students see the classroom as a place to express their anger and frustration (Downs, 1992). If GTAs are unprepared to deal with these incidents, the teaching experience may prove to be disastrous. Certainly, a variety of student misbehaviors unique to the basic course, as well as more common misbehaviors, await GTAs.
New Directions for Training

A variety of materials and information can be incorporated into CMT. Roach (1991) recommends that “training programs for GTAs (and professors alike) should include not only research findings concerning teacher compliance-gaining strategies, but also material designed to enhance GTA use of these strategies in their instructional practice” (p. 187). These findings should be shared with GTAs during CMT in the form of handouts or other materials highlighting relevant management principles. Training GTAs to anticipate misbehaviors is essential. Luo et al. (2000) urge that training programs provide information about classroom management issues that a beginning teacher is likely to face, so they “can anticipate potential problems and identify successful strategies for averting such problems” (p. 377-378). For example, brainstorming solutions helps to resolve classroom management problems (Downs, 1992). These techniques can be incorporated into CMT, and tailored specifically to concerns inherent in the basic course.
If training programs better prepare GTAs, a reduction in student misbehaviors is likely to occur. In fact, misbehaviors are preventable (Skukla-Mehta & Albin, 2003) if instructors incorporate positive questioning techniques, use motivational messages, attend more often to positive rather than negative feedback, hold students accountable, and increase students’ time on-task (Kearney et al., 1991). The results of effective classroom management are advantageous. Richmond, McCroskey, Kearney, and Plax (1987) posit that “successful classroom managers are more likely to produce positive student achievement” (p. 2). Thus, CMT may provide a mechanism to reduce misbehaviors in the basic course and foster student learning.

Dealing with Student Misbehavior
The tone and climate established early in the semester determines the eventual success or failure of the instructor’s classroom management system. Cooper and Simonds (2003) advise teachers to “consider how they will implement that system at the beginning of the school year” (p. 230). The first day is important in creating a precedent for effective classroom management, since it sets the tone for the rest of the semester (Davis, 1993). GTAs often learn from experience that if they do not start strong, it is difficult to alter the classroom climate later. Thus, CMT should encourage GTAs to continuously reflect upon events in their classrooms to isolate areas in need of adjustment.
The development of effective classroom management skills is essential to prevent and deal with student misbehaviors. Effective classroom management practices begin with instructor caring and compassion for the students (Pena & Amrein, 1999). Teachers can help students learn from mistakes by using nonverbal signals to discourage disruptive or unwanted behavior, or by providing messages of acceptance that communicate acceptance of students, mutual respect, and trust (Nakamura, 2000). Effective classroom management involves using proximity and changing locations, remaining objective and professional, stimulating intrinsic motivation in students, anticipating problems before they occur (Rinne, 1997), employing verbal intervention strategies, such as out of class communication (Levin & Nolan, 2000), and using nonverbal immediacy and pro-social message strategies (Bruschke & Gartner, 1991). In fact, many experienced teachers learn to use proximity, eye contact, or direct questioning to re-engage students in the learning process. The use of wait time (Sylwester, 2003), positive reinforcement, and prevention models can also reduce misbehaviors (Wolfgang, 2001). Additionally, since misbehaviors can be motivated by uncertainty (Simonds, 1997), teacher clarity is one way to reduce student uncertainty (Simonds, 1995). These strategies should be communicated to GTAs, thus providing the first step in facilitating self-reflection. The manner in which instructors confront student misbehavior requires careful thought and reflection (Kauffman, Mostert, Trent, & Hallahan, 2002), as GTAs make continual improvements in classroom management.
Proactive Classroom Management

The particular strategies GTAs employ determine their eventual success or failure in resolving student misbehaviors. Thus, it is imperative that GTAs develop classroom management skills. A key lesson that experienced teachers learn is to act before an incident occurs. Teachers should be prepared before they ever enter the classroom to anticipate and respond to misbehaviors (Pena & Amrein, 1999). Cooper and Simonds (2003) note that “most scholars believe that classroom management actions should be proactive rather than reactive and that decisions regarding these actions should be done in advance of entering the classroom” (p. 228). Unfortunately, many GTAs who have not been given CMT prior to their first teaching experience react to misbehaviors after the fact. The solution, however, is not as simple as telling GTAs to be proactive. “Exposure is not enough; GTA supervisors must plan and implement training sessions in a way that exemplifies the very principles that are being taught” (Roach, 2002, p. 221). Thus, CMT should focus on the application of classroom management principles.
Invisible Classroom Management

Classroom management is evident in the operation of the classroom, but should not be overt. Teachers employing frequent discipline interventions may discover even more disruptions and lack of student compliance (Kearney, Plax, Richmond, & McCroskey, 1984). Penalties and rules can backfire on teachers, creating even more student misbehaviors. Teachers should avoid behavioral escalation by reinforcing calm in the classroom, intervening early in the sequence, and using good judgment about which behaviors to punish (Skukla-Mehta & Albin, 2003). Conte (1994) suggests that instructors be firm, clear, and consistent about implementing consequences for student misbehaviors, but be careful not to embarrass students, always remain professional, and not think in terms of winning or losing. The classroom environment should not be a competitive struggle between teacher and student. Direct confrontation should only be used as a last resort (Downs, 1992). Some misbehaviors are minor and should be ignored; calling attention to minor problems can do more harm than good. However, when misbehaviors persist, it is vital for the teacher to act directly and immediately. If undesirable misbehaviors continue or spread, they should not be ignored (Cooper & Simonds, 2003). GTAs should, therefore, be trained to distinguish between those misbehaviors that can be ignored and those that must be addressed.
Research Questions

Although previous studies address misbehaviors in general, little research is specific to misbehaviors in the basic course, which are likely to be different given the unique context of a speech classroom. Thus, it is important to discover what student misbehaviors in the basic course are perceived by GTAs to be of concern.

RQ1: 
What types of student misbehaviors in the basic course do GTAs confront and report a concern with managing?

Since existing literature reveals weaknesses and oversights in current training methods, it is necessary to examine how GTAs perceive the coverage of classroom management issues.
RQ2: 
What are GTA’s perceptions of the basic course training program’s coverage of classroom management issues?

Literature reveals that training does not devote enough attention to classroom management issues; thus, the present study examines what classroom management information GTAs perceive to be most valuable.

RQ3: 
What classroom management information do GTAs believe should be provided during the basic course training program?


Since literature indicates that GTAs learn to handle misbehaviors through experience and because CMT is typically not provided, it is reasonable to expect that if GTAs are better armed with information about what misbehaviors to expect, they stand a better chance of reacting in an effective manner. As a result, the present study examines the effectiveness of CMT.

RQ4: 
Will CMT reduce student misbehaviors in basic course sections taught by GTAs?

Method
Participants
Participants consisted of 31 basic course GTAs at a large Midwestern university. Cohort group 1 GTAs, who had not received CMT, were surveyed for baseline data in Spring 2004. Out of 30 GTAs in the department at the time, 18 completed the survey, for a response rate of 60%. The 14 female and four male cohort group 1 GTAs’ mean age was 23.78 years (SD = 1.90). Fourteen cohort group 1 GTAs reported no teaching experience prior to instructing the basic course, two reported one semester of experience, one reported three semesters of experience, and one reported 11 semesters of experience. During the Summer 2004 training program, incoming GTAs who were not in cohort group 1 received CMT. Cohort group 2 GTAs were surveyed in Fall 2004 to track the effects of CMT. Out of the 16 GTAs who received CMT, 13 completed the survey, for a response rate of 81.25%. The nine female and four male cohort group 2 GTAs’ mean age was 25.85 years (SD = 8.63). Twelve cohort group 2 GTAs reported no prior teaching experience and one reported six semesters of experience.
Procedures
A two-pronged CMT session was developed, taking into account an evaluation of cohort group 1 survey data, and implemented in a naturalistic setting of summer training. One facet of CMT involved the creation of a videotape demonstrating example student misbehaviors, using volunteer actors to role-play scenarios, which served as a tool for guided discussion of effective and ineffective reactions to misbehaviors. Emmer and Stough (2001) speculate that “videotapes of classroom management situations may illustrate varied contexts and provide opportunities for analysis” (p. 110). The second facet of CMT involved the distribution and discussion of materials on student misbehaviors and classroom management practices. The researcher and the Associate Dean of Students, whose office handles student disputes and academic dishonesty, led the CMT session. While the 90 minute CMT was required for cohort group 2 GTAs, volunteer participants from cohort groups 1 and 2 completed the surveys anonymously.
Measurement

Participants in both cohort groups 1 and 2 completed the same survey instrument consisting of demographic items, several subscales of closed-ended questions which were analyzed as part of another study, and nine open-ended questions (see Appendix) that required participants to write out responses in their own words, which are addressed in the present study. Schuman and Presser (1979) conclude that open-ended questions “are needed where rapidly shifting external events can affect answers, or indeed over longer stretches of time to avoid missing newly emergent categories” (p. 711). Furthermore, open questions are useful in providing a realistic picture of participants’ attitudes, beliefs, and experiences (Schuman & Presser, 1979). Two open-ended questions asked what information and materials could be provided and what could be done differently during training to prepare GTAs for student misbehaviors. Three questions inquired about frequently observed misbehaviors of basic course students, including severe cases that were documented or reported, and those GTAs find most difficult to manage. Two questions asked what GTAs would do differently, in general and during the first few weeks of the semester, the next time they taught the basic course. The remaining two questions tapped into what GTAs have learned through their teaching experience about responding to student misbehaviors and what advice they would give incoming GTAs.
Data analysis

Open-ended qualitative data were analyzed using a constant comparative approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to address the research questions posited for this study. Constant comparative analysis involves comparing incidents in the data and looking for comparisons of core themes. Consistent with this method, analytical categories were generated from the data (Erickson, 1990) through clustering of substantive categories (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Initially, the primary researcher read all 31 surveys to identify emergent themes. A research assistant was used to validate the coding patterns for 63 of the 279 (22.58%) open-ended responses. The second coder analyzed all the responses to one of the nine open-ended questions, as well as two cohort group 1 and two cohort group 2 responses to each of the remaining eight questions. Researchers coded the data independently, in order to avoid consensus building (Neuendorf, 2002), and then met to compare units and categories that revealed patterns, frequencies, and themes in the data; differences were then resolved by clarifying themes. Specifically, open coding was used to initially identify categories (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002) and conceptualize the data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Initial descriptive coding followed survey topics as well as unexpected comments. As the coding process proceeded, axial coding was employed to relate subcategories to larger in-depth categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 
Analysis of unitizing reliability using Guetzkow’s (1950) U produced a coefficient of .99. Researchers unitized GTA responses by separating new thoughts or ideas. Analysis of categorizing reliability using Cohen’s kappa produced a coefficient of .89. Coding reliability, measured with Cohen’s kappa (Cohen, 1960) of .75 or greater is considered excellent (Fleiss, 1981; Neuendorf, 2002). Since strict numerical formulas can obscure differences in actual codes, the number of cases where the exact same units were agreed upon was calculated as well. Unitizing resulted in exact agreement on 106 and disagreement on 18 units, for 85.48% agreement between the two coders. Categorizing resulted in exact conceptual agreement on 95 and disagreement on 25 units, for 79.17% agreement between the two coders. By examining the number of impressions, in selected instances, instead of the number of participants, the data was coded in a manner more accurately reflecting GTA perceptions of student misbehavior.
Results
Student Misbehaviors in the Basic Course
The first research question examined misbehaviors of basic course students that GTAs confront and report a concern managing. Frequent student misbehaviors that GTAs observed, as explored in the third open-ended survey question and reported as a percentage of the 77 units coded for this category, included categories of talk (46.75%), assignments (15.58%), attitude (14.28%), speeches (11.68%), attendance (6.49%), and no problem (5.19%). The talk category included side conversations, talking while GTAs or other students are, over-talkers who dominate discussion, inappropriate topics of conversation, talking at inappropriate times, sexist or ethnocentric language, interrupting GTAs or other students, back-talking GTAs, and use of cell phones; cohort group 1 GTAs made 66.66% of the total comments in this category. The assignments category included plagiarism or cheating, refusal to participate, handing in work late or requesting extensions, avoiding work, and not turning in assignments; cohort group 1 GTAs accounted for 91.66% of these comments. The attitude category included having a bad attitude, expressing hostility toward GTAs or other students, use of sarcasm, use of informal language when addressing GTAs, and lack of respect; cohort group 1 GTAs made 90.91% of these comments. The speeches category included group work problems, poor audience skills, inappropriate speech topics, and not actively listening; cohort group 1 GTAs made 55.56% of these comments. The attendance category included tardies on speech or regular class days, sleeping during class, and packing up early; cohort group 1 GTAs made 80% of these comments. The final category consisted of comments expressing that student misbehaviors have not been a problem; 75% of these comments were made by cohort group 2 GTAs. In sum, the only specific misbehaviors that cohort group 2 GTAs reported more frequently than cohort group 1 GTAs were poor listening skills, side conversations, over-talkers who dominate discussion, and packing up early.
Misbehaviors that GTAs reported a concern managing, as explored in the fourth open-ended question and reported as a percentage of the 49 units coded, included categories of talk (26.53%), attitude (18.36%), assignments (16.32%), no problem (16.32%), no response (8.16%), attendance (6.12%), speeches (4.08%), and other (4.08%). The talk category included side conversations, inappropriate topics of conversation, over-talkers who dominate discussion, talking while GTAs are, and sexist or ethnocentric language; cohort group 1 GTAs made 53.85% of the comments in this category. The attitude category included hostility, lack of respect, and sarcasm; cohort group 1 GTAs made 66.66% of these comments. The assignments category included plagiarism or cheating, late work, absences, not turning in work, and refusal to participate; cohort group 1 GTAs made 75% of these comments. The no problem category consisted of responses expressing that student misbehaviors have not been a problem; 62.50% of these comments were made by cohort group 2 GTAs. An equal number of GTAs from cohort groups 1 and 2 made no response. The attendance category included tardies, sleeping in class, and packing up early; cohort group 1 GTAs made 66.66% of these comments. The speeches category included not listening during speeches and distracting the speaker; cohort group 1 GTAs made all of these comments.
GTA Perceptions of Their Training Preparation
The second research question examined GTAs’ perceptions of the basic course training program’s coverage of classroom management issues. Responses to open-ended questions one, two, and seven addressed RQ2. Cohort group 1 GTAs indicated greater dissatisfaction with training. For instance, a cohort group 1 GTA suggested spending “more time discussing student misbehavior, especially because many of the GTAs have never been a classroom instructor before this experience. I feel like student misbehavior was just brushed over.” Another cohort group 1 GTA commented “I had no idea that I was going to have to be the plagiarism police.” Additionally, cohort group 1 GTAs made three comments indicating that training failed to cover student misbehaviors and classroom management effectively; no cohort group 2 GTAs made such remarks.

Cohort group 2 GTAs expressed comfort with the training program that included CMT. For example, a cohort group 2 GTA commented that “it was very important for possible misbehaviors and methods for dealing with those misbehaviors to be brought to my attention. However, I don’t think anything should have been done differently.” Another cohort group 2 GTA responded, “we addressed the only problem I have had, talking over others. All I have to do is walk over toward my talking student and he/she will stop the disruption.” A third cohort group 2 GTA noted that “the training was great, but I think that the best way to get better at classroom management is through experience. I haven’t had any misbehaviors thus far!” Additionally, cohort group 2 GTAs made 12 comments indicating that CMT was effective in addressing their concerns regarding student misbehaviors and classroom management; no cohort group 1 GTAs made such remarks.
GTA Perceptions of CMT
The third research question examined what classroom management information GTAs believe should be provided during the basic course training program. Responses to open-ended survey questions one, two, five, six, seven, and eight addressed RQ3. Cohort group 1 GTAs provided a variety of suggestions for CMT. The most frequently noted suggestions called for more attention to student misbehavior examples and solutions, role-playing activities during training, videotaped scenarios, testimonials from GTAs who had taught the basic course, clarification of policies about dismissing disruptive students from class, and a speaker from the campus office that deals with student disputes and academic dishonesty. The vast majority of these suggestions were offered by cohort group 1 GTAs. For example, a cohort group 1 GTA suggested that training “show instances of student ‘misbehavior.’ New teachers should be aware of what to expect (e.g., lateness, copying, non-responsive students).” Cohort group 1 GTAs also recommended stressing professionalism, being respectful but not dropping down to the student’s level, setting rules and standards in the first week, firmly addressing misbehaviors immediately, and seeking help from peer mentors and basic course directors.
Cohort group 1 GTAs provided a variety of advice for incoming GTAs. Several cohort group 1 GTAs suggested that new GTAs be strict in the beginning of the semester, establish authority, carefully construct their syllabus around instructor expectations and misbehavior policies, stop disruptive talk immediately, not allow students to talk while the GTA is, not back down, not take back-talk from students, not appear flustered, approve speech topics in advance, be serious about issues of plagiarism and poor audience behavior, establish lines of power, engage students in the material quickly, and deal with misbehaviors in a consistent manner. For example, a female cohort group 1 GTA reflected that she would “try to communicate a balance of rigidity and flexibility. I need to tell them that I’m not going to tolerate misbehaviors, but at the same time try to have a sense of humor about it.” A different cohort group 1 GTA commented that students make remarks “that are inappropriate, as easily as anyone could; you just need to correct the behavior the very first time it happens. Let them know that it is supposed to be a relaxed, comfortable environment that everyone can benefit from.” Another cohort group 1 GTA said, “set your expectations high, expect them to behave appropriately. After all, they are in college now. Clearly articulate and enforce those expectations.” 

Cohort group 2 GTAs, on the other hand, recommended fewer changes, and suggested additions to CMT such as testimonials from experienced GTAs. For example, a cohort group 2 GTA suggested, “more specific examples from previous GTAs about specific misbehaviors that occur and how to deal with them.” Another cohort group 2 GTA reflected that she should “tell them I don’t appreciate side conversations while I’m talking or include a pet peeves section in my syllabus.” A third cohort group 2 GTA stated that “I’ll discuss talking and behavior longer on the first day and go over it again the first time we work in groups.” A fourth cohort group 2 GTA advised addressing “types of students’ misbehavior right away, especially towards others. Although I made ‘respecting your classmates’ an important part of my teaching philosophy on the syllabus, I feel I need to reinforce this more.” 
Cohort group 2 GTAs also provided advice for incoming GTAs, including not taking misbehavior personally, establishing credibility early on, relaxing and showing confidence, and addressing misbehaviors immediately. For example, a female cohort group 2 GTA explained: 
Inappropriate behavior occurs one time as the fault of the student. If it happens again, it is the instructors’ fault; if you address problems from the time they occur, it is easier to get them to stop than if you let them go on for a while and then try to stop them. You have already given them permission to act inappropriately. Classroom management is something that takes time and is really hard to teach instructors because different things work for different people. Some teachers put up with more than others, and that doesn’t necessarily mean they are a pushover.
Another cohort group 2 GTA suggested that CMT should tell GTAs “to expect anything and be prepared for everything; don’t be ‘scared’ of students, we are in charge in our classrooms.” Other cohort group 2 GTAs provided advise such as “just be professional and don’t let anything slide” and “keep the atmosphere friendly and cooperative.”
Effects of CMT on Student Misbehaviors
The fourth research question examined the effect of CMT on reducing student misbehaviors in basic course sections taught by GTAs. A few severe instances of student misbehavior were reported exclusively by cohort group 1 GTAs in response to the ninth open-ended question. A cohort group 1 GTA reported that, “two girls began arguing with each other (yelling) during the sitcom presentations. I dealt with the issue and it was documented but not reported.” A different cohort group 1 GTA reported two counts of plagiarism, one on a speech and another on a paper, that were documented with the university office in charge of academic misconduct. A third cohort group 1 GTA reported having a student with repeated behavior problems throughout the semester who was referred to the same university office; the end result was a formal hearing. Another cohort group 1 GTA noted that “the only kind of behavior I ever had a problem with (only once) was a student that was mad because he came late on a speech day so I did not let him give his. He stormed out of the classroom.” 
Cohort group 2 GTAs, however, did not experience severe misbehaviors. A cohort group 2 GTA noted that, “the only small problems I’ve had are a few side conversations. But when I address it, they stop.” Another cohort group 2 GTA agreed that side conversations did not constitute difficult misbehaviors to handle. A major theme of cohort group 2 GTA responses was their satisfaction with student behavior in the basic course. For instance, a cohort group 2 GTA observed that, “students have been relatively good. Just being open and casual seems to keep behaviors in check.” Twelve cohort group 2 GTAs (84.61%) responded that they had not experienced student misbehaviors that were severe enough to be documented or reported, while one did experience cheating problems on homework assignments; the remaining GTA did not respond to the question. In comparison, 10 cohort group 1 GTAs (55.55%) responded that they had not experienced student misbehaviors that were severe enough to be documented or reported, while seven (38.88%) indicated problems of plagiarism, student conflict, and repeated misbehavior problems with a particular student; the remaining GTA did not respond to the question.
Discussion

Implications

Increasingly, the basic course is assuming a critical role in the general education programs of colleges and universities. Specifically, the basic course is one of three classes that all students must take at the Midwestern university involved in the present study. Thus, given the importance placed on the basic course in general education and the large number of sections typically covered by GTAs, it is critical that training address not only communication content and curriculum, but also integrate CMT. Greater time and attention must be given to preparing GTAs for what to expect in the way of misbehavior and how to respond appropriately. As a cohort group 1 GTA noted, student misbehaviors “will eventually happen; be prepared for it.” In sum, the aim of CMT is to prepare GTAs for what to expect in the way of student misbehaviors and how to react to using effective classroom management practices.

Cohort group 1 GTA responses to the open-ended items indicated that more time and attention could be devoted to issues of classroom management during the training program and offered several suggestions for activities and materials that could be integrated into CMT. These responses demonstrated a need for the training program to more effectively address concerns of student misbehaviors. Cohort group 1 GTA responses indicated that more could be done in training to prepare future GTAs for what student misbehaviors to expect and anticipate. For example, a cohort group 1 GTA observed, “I think you have to do and allow what you are comfortable with, but establish the groundwork early.” Furthermore, cohort group 1 GTAs repeatedly expressed a need to train future GTAs how to handle, prevent, and respond to student misbehaviors when they arise in the classroom. 
The baseline data collected from cohort group 1 GTAs, which addressed RQ2 and RQ3, served to guide and inform the development of the CMT session implemented in the present study. To the extent that cohort group 2 GTAs made far fewer suggestions for training improvements, expressed more satisfaction with classroom management preparation, and experienced fewer and less severe student misbehaviors, CMT can largely be regarded as a success in this case. While these results cannot be generalized to other basic course training programs, the findings do suggest that CMT succeeded in reducing initial instances of student misbehavior in GTA classrooms during the first few weeks of the semester. Additionally, the findings from RQ4 indicate that CMT was effective in preparing cohort group 2 GTAs for what to expect in the classroom. The findings for RQ1 provide information about frequently observed misbehaviors and those GTAs express a concern with managing. The results suggest that CMT succeeded in reducing the frequency of perceived student misbehaviors and increasing GTA confidence in preventing and confronting misbehavior.
The findings support the use of CMT in the basic course program involved in the present study. Open-ended survey responses from both cohort groups support the effectiveness of CMT in successfully reducing the learning curve of incoming GTAs. For instance, lack of flexibility on the part of GTAs often serves to further inflame the situation. GTAs may feel that being flexible with rules may cause them to lose power or control. Rather than appearing weak, GTAs may prefer to stick to rigid rules. Emmer and Stough (2001) found that “novices had difficulty deviating from scripted lesson plans, which made their instruction vulnerable to student questions and disruptions” (p. 106). To illustrate, a cohort group 1 GTA noted, “I have become more firm in how I treat the misbehaviors. I don’t like being the ‘bad guy,’ but I am now comfortable with stepping in and laying down the rules.” Another cohort group 1 GTA explained:

I have learned to relax a little and not take all misbehaviors seriously. However, I have also learned I need to be more forceful in stopping misbehaviors when they occur. I have learned that I need to start out being stricter and then become more flexible. Also, I learned that I need to follow through with consequences.

As expected, GTAs do learn to adjust their management style over time. For example, a cohort group 1 GTA reported, “I’ve learned patience, it’s much easier to deal with students now that I’m patient.” Another cohort group 1 GTA recommended not letting misbehaviors get out of control “by providing consequences to those who misbehave. Don’t start out semester trying to be their friends; show them that you are the authority by being stern and then relax into the class and be more flexible.”
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

Given that the present study was conducted at a university with one of the more extensive training programs in the nation already in place, it is likely that a better investigation of the research questions posed in this study might occur in a less-developed training program. The training program in which the present study took place is accompanied by a variety of methods of follow-up evaluation and instruction, including a peer mentoring program, classroom observations, and a required first semester course in teaching methods. An additional limitation was the small sample size and response rate. Although a majority of the GTAs completed the survey, the total population of available GTAs in the department was small. Another limitation was the timing of the collection of baseline data. Since literature reveals that instructors gain more confidence in classroom management with experience, collecting cohort group 1 data after GTAs had completed one or two years of instructional experience likely lead to a halo effect whereby GTAs had a more favorable perception of the training program than they might have had immediately following the program. Likewise, since the cohort group 2 was administered a few weeks after CMT, a halo effect may have occurred. Additionally, not all of the incidents labeled as student misbehaviors by the cohort groups fit the traditional definition of misbehavior. In fact, the cohort groups appeared to have operationally defined student misbehavior to mean any incident that interfered with the preferred classroom climate that the GTAs expected. 
Since the survey instrument was being used for the first time, the findings are limited to the particular cohort groups involved in the study and the findings are tempered by the context of the study. Thus, replication of CMT assessment with different populations of GTAs is needed before generalized comparisons can be drawn to other GTA groups. Future research should employ longitudinal studies that track student misbehavior and GTA classroom management over several semesters in order to more fully implement and refine CMT. The present study demonstrates a need for continued infusion of CMT into the training program under investigation, but finding the appropriate training materials and an efficient means of delivering this material during the relatively short span of time permitted is an area in need of future investigation and study. Finally, using quantitative data analysis alongside qualitative data could provide a better picture of how GTAs perceive student misbehavior and CMT.
Conclusion
If the basic communication course is important for students to take, as many institutions seem to believe by requiring it as part of the general education curriculum, then the instructors charged with delivering that curriculum deserve to be properly prepared for the classroom experience. By seeking new ways to prepare GTAs more effectively for student misbehaviors that may arise in the college classroom setting, CMT can facilitate an easier transition to the teaching profession for GTAs. Classroom management, in large part, determines both the effectiveness of instruction and the learning of students. For GTAs, receiving CMT is vital for success in the classroom. The present study sheds light on the problems posed by student misbehaviors for GTAs. Additionally, this study suggests a need for effective methods of training and preparing GTAs to deal with the inevitable problems that arise in the classroom. In addition, arming GTAs with CMT may prevent many problems before they begin. Training programs should consider incorporating instructional principles along with content knowledge.
Basic course training programs can provide more thorough preparation for GTAs, and open a dialogue about classroom management practices. Training programs that do not give adequate attention to classroom management issues set GTAs up for failure. Although extant research indicates a need for CMT, including videotaped critical incident scenarios, to be incorporated into training programs, little progress has been made in this area. Further, studies measuring the effectiveness of CMT for GTAs are nonexistent. If training programs focus more attention on issues of classroom management, GTAs and students stand to benefit. By doing so, GTAs will be better able to establish a classroom climate that is conducive to student learning.
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Appendix

Open-ended Survey Questions

1. What could have been done differently in the Summer Training Program to better prepare you 
for the student misbehaviors that you have encountered in the classroom?

2. What kinds of information and material do you think should be added to the Summer Training 
Program to better prepare COM 110 instructors to deal with student misbehaviors?

3. What are the most frequent kinds of student misbehaviors you have witnessed from COM 110 
students?

4. What student misbehaviors in COM 110 are the most difficult for you to manage?

5. What, if anything, would you do differently the next time you teach a class in order to better 
facilitate appropriate student behavior?

6. What, if anything, would you do differently during the first few weeks of a class the next time 
you teach a class in order to better facilitate appropriate student behavior?

7. What advice would you give to new, incoming GTAs that would help them to manage student 
misbehaviors and better prepare them for the classroom experience?

8. What have you learned, through your teaching experience in the classroom that has made you 
a better instructor when having to respond to inappropriate student behaviors?

9. Have you experienced any student misbehaviors that were severe enough to document and 
report the incident? If so, please describe in a general and brief manner.
