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   Figure 47. Vanessa: PBIS Cool Tools student drawings (6/15). 

 

At the end of the year, Vanessa’s views about how her management and community fit 

within Smith’s PBIS framework were much more concrete than earlier in the year.  She 

explained, “I have stopped relying on so many concrete rewards and incentives and things that I 

see a lot of other teachers using more often.”  Understanding what she meant, I reflected on how 

I had observed several paraprofessionals passing out the blue paw pride rewards tickets.  About 

this, Vanessa reflected, “I think that that might just be a way that they follow the school, not 

being the classroom teacher.”  Yet, as a lead teacher, she saw her role differently.  She 

elaborated, 

I think I’ve learned a lot about the way I want to manage behavior in my classroom, and 

I’m still working on it, because I still feel like there are days I’m like, ‘my class is the 

craziest class in the whole school!’  But then I look at them, and they are rocking and 

rolling. 

She admitted that she still had questions.  Although this was not the researcher role that I had 

intended for myself, she stated, “…and I think that I can owe a lot of that to having you here and 

kind of playing devil’s advocate.”  While I never intended to be contrary with her, she clarified 

that my questions had made her think deeply about her practice over the year. 
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When at the end, I reminded her of her intention to take down the clip chart after my last 

observation, she laughed and replied, “I know. I know!  It’s still up!  I didn’t take it down, but 

we haven’t touched it.”  She explained that she had been planning to take it down two weeks 

before my visit, but then on the end-of-the-year teacher’s bulletin, Mrs. Neuberger had instructed 

the teachers to not take down classroom materials until the last two days of school.  She laughed 

and said, “I was like, ‘I don’t want that to be seen as I’m wrapping up the year!’”  So, she left it 

in place.  She explained that she would have loved to tell her students that these charts were not 

used when they would be in first grade, but, “ultimately, they are in the first-grade classrooms.”   

Instead, she discussed with them how they no longer needed the chart.  She believed that 

conversations like this were “really empowering.”  She shared how much she wrestled with what 

to do with her chart in advance of my visit, stating, 

Then I just struggled with that for a few days, and I came up to this week.  I was like, 

‘Kira is coming next week, and now I don’t want to take it down just because Kira is 

going to be here.’  So, I decided to just leave it there.  We ignore it.  We haven’t really 

touched it. 

Upon hearing this, I felt terrible, like I had unduly influenced her to reconsider the chart.  

However, she took ownership of this decision, explaining that she did not mean that she would 

just take the chart down so that I would not see it.  She described this in more detail, stating, “I 

feel like the chart is something that if I hadn’t been having these conversations, I probably would 

have just been continuing to just do it because that’s the way it goes.”  At the time, this comment 

pacified my concerns, yet, it highlighted how as a qualitative researcher doing field work, it is 

truly impossible to be the “fly on the wall” (Emerson et al., 2011, p. 4).  It also illustrated the 

critical need for conversations like ours to happen for all new teachers. 
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In sum, Vanessa’s end of the year.  Like Kristin, Vanessa asked me for overall 

feedback after each of my observations throughout the year.  At our last interview, Vanessa once 

again asked for this, stating, “I think I’ve asked this each time that you’ve been here, just if there 

was anything, any feedback, anything you’ve noticed that stood out to you.”  As I had every 

other time, I deflected this question back to her, and this allowed her to jump into successes she 

felt about her practice.  Vanessa’s attributed much of her first-year success to her kindergarten 

grade-level team.  Overall, these three women presented themselves as a force with which to be 

reckoned.  She shared that as a team they had noted when there were support staff not following 

through on team plans, and she recognized that they each had different classroom management 

styles, but that they worked to find consistency, expressing, “That’s a constant working piece to 

try and find a way to be constant for our kids,” and communication is what facilitated this.  She 

explained that, “without it [email for communication], it would be impossible.”   She summed it 

up her feelings, stating, “Coming into a brand-new school with three brand-new teachers on one 

team, brand-new to the grade and really building up that team…that relationship is a big 

success.”  She believed that this was a hallmark of her first year, and I would not disagree. 

Vanessa was not as upbeat in reflecting on her roles in 1st grade from across the year.  At 

the end of the year, she divulged more than she had any point in the year about her relationship 

with Allie and the whole experience of being a para-professional.  I am not sure if this was 

because she felt more comfortable with me at that point, or if it was because the year was coming 

to an end.  She reflected on this relationship that had consumed her year, stating, 

We [she and Allie] were never fully in tune, so I could walk into that class and know 

exactly what was going on without asking.  It did get a lot better, and I have to give them 

a lot of credit because they worked hard for that… 
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However, in the last week of school, the first-grade classrooms were packed up early despite the 

school bulletin’s message regarding this, and Allie and the other first grade teachers provided no 

guidance or collaboration for planning the instruction for the afternoons, which created undue 

stress for the three kindergarten teachers. 

 To work through these challenges, Vanessa recognized that, “I always had someone that I 

could go to talk to, even if it was something that I could just handle in the building really 

quickly.”  She realized that the benefits of having this many mentors within her school, as well 

as a district-level mentor to provide an outside perspective, were endless, and she knew that this 

kind of support was atypical.  She explained, “So that’s something that I know I’m very fortunate 

to have, because I haven’t seen that everywhere.”  Ultimately, she captured her feelings in a one-

line sentiment, “It’s been very uplifting having someone there.”  This was such a telling 

statement for her first-year experience as compared to Molly’s, especially. 

 Vanessa described the impact that her teaching preparatory program had on her first-year 

experience globally, stating, “One thing that MSTC definitely instilled in me in almost every 

single class, every single course I took, was just that constant reflection piece.  I think that that 

played a huge factor in any success that I found this year.”  I would agree with this sentiment, as 

Vanessa had demonstrated a responsive, reflective nature at every turn.  She continued, 

I was always thinking about, ‘is this the teacher I want to be?  Is this the type of class I 

want to have?  Is this the type of behavior management I want to be using?  Is this the 

guided reading structure that’s going to work for these kids?’ 

She felt that everything she was questioning in her practice connected back to learning she 

experienced in a course at the university. 
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Ultimately, using the clip chart was consistently the aspect of her practice with which she 

grappled most.  About this, she stated, “I know that that’s been one of my battles.  I don’t look at 

it in the way that I have to change.  I look at it just as a constant conversation and just a 

reflection.”  She reflected on what she had learned from this “battle” with herself about using the 

clip chart, stating, 

I think one thing that has stuck with me, and that totally—not scared me away from it, 

but just made me almost mad at myself was I don’t ever want a student to leave my 

classroom feeling bad because they’re on red.  I don’t ever want to put someone down.  

How eye-opening is that to realize you’re telling a child to go move their clip down on a 

chart!  Like when you think about it that way—it might be easy for me in a moment—in 

a tizzy, just being like, ‘You know, you’re being disruptive.  Go move your clip down!’  

That’s easy for me to move past, but that might ruin their day. 

Ultimately, this is sentiment is what drove almost all of Vanessa’s management decisions of her 

first year.  She explained that she never wanted a child to feel badly because of the chart or her 

reaction to the behavior, and she knew that there were other ways to address the behavior.  Her 

top substitution was to “have a conversation,” and if need to be, to do this every day. 

 She attributed much of her knowledge and skills in the first year back to her teacher 

preparation.  She described feeling appreciative for the well-rounded background she thought 

that her preparatory program had provided her.  She explained, “I will toot MSTC’s horn.  I feel 

like I got a really good preparation for what I got into.”  Vanessa realized that she was positioned 

in a strong district with tremendous support, yet, she acknowledged, “but I just really feel like I 

had good stuff coming in.”  She summed up what she had been told prior to starting her first 

year, stating, “I’ll say again that I was warned so many times in college, ‘your first year is gonna 
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suck.’  Flat out.  ‘It’s going to suck, and you just drink a lot of wine, and you’ll get through it.’  

These are literal things that I was told.”  She admitted that there had been times when she had 

cried on her way home, but she felt grateful for never becoming too overwhelmed.  She 

explained, “There were definitely times where I was frustrated, or I was questioning like, ‘holy 

cow, am I failing these kids?’ or little crisis moments, but I just don’t feel like I was surviving.”  

Ultimately, she shared, “It’s been a good year.”  For this new teacher’s shooting star, I agreed. 

Beyond the First Year: “I’m So Excited!” 

 At year’s end, the kindergarten grade-level team was fast at work preparing for the 

following year.  Smith’s administrative team did much to include them in the process of planning 

for this transition.  Earlier in the spring, Mrs. Neuberger asked Kate, Michelle, and Vanessa to 

create a staffing plan for the upcoming year by selecting, “who we think we work well with and 

who will support the kindergarteners best.”  Vanessa saw the benefit in this, stating, 

That’s very helpful for us.  It’s not that one or two mistakes is gonna make us never want 

to work with a teacher again, but we put a lot of time into making sure that we do try to 

communicate with everyone because we want to make sure that working with the kids is 

working. 

By year’s end, they had completed lists of students for each room.  At one of the last planning 

sessions I observed with the three of them, Vanessa’s teammate, Kate, remarked, “It’s going to 

be so great having them the whole day!”  Vanessa and Michelle nodded their heads in 

agreement.  Vanessa was giddy with excitement about the changes for the upcoming school year.  

She exclaimed, “I’m so excited!  I cannot wait for whole-day kinder.  I really can’t.  I can’t wait 

to have just the same kids all day long.”  She explained that she loved being a support staff 
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member that year, and she knew that it made her a stronger teacher, but planning for one group, 

versus many, sounded wonderful. 

 Vanessa, Kate, and Michelle were asked to participate in a planning meeting to set up the 

new 1st-grade schedule that would address the choppiness in the 1st-grade day, since they would 

no longer be supporting the 1st-grade teachers.  The administrative team was concerned about 

this as Vanessa relayed, “our principal is still kind of puzzled.”  Not only would the 1st-grade 

teachers not have the three kindergarten teachers as support staff, but they also would not have 

use of their classrooms for small group instruction.  Additionally, the support staff would be 

stretched across both grade levels for the full day.  Vanessa projected that there would be staff 

reductions for the entire early childhood team in the following year, but with the longer day, she 

felt confident in teaching alone. 

 Vanessa’s reflective nature meant that throughout my interactions with her, she was 

always talking about ways to improve her practice.  In her second year, she planned to improve 

some of her basic procedures within the day, such as rethinking the arrival activities so that all 

students could start the day together.  Also, her grade-level team planned to incorporate calendar 

time into the morning routines, despite knowing that Sarah, her literacy coach-internal mentor, 

still had strong negative feelings about calendar time.  Vanessa explained, “That’s been a 

conversation now that we’ve [she and her team members] found our voice, and now that we have 

a year under our belts.  And I think the three of us have a lot more freedom in our rooms next 

year.”  She felt that a daily calendar activity would contribute to the building of their classroom 

community, which was something she had learned in my social studies methods course at the 

university, explaining that the full day would, “…be a great time to incorporate calendar and the 

community piece.  I want my students to know what a month is.  How cool would that be if in 
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the calendar time, we could do something like your timelines!”  Here she was referring to 

another idea that she had learned in my course about creating birthday timelines, as well as 

creating a timeline of the class’ collective learning across the whole year. 

 In thinking about other plans for establishing a sense of community in her space, she had 

lots of ideas.  Regarding the Smith PBIS tools, she planned to be consistent with the rest of the 

school and continue to pass out the golden and blue paw pride tickets, albeit sparingly.  She 

explained, “I don’t feel totally comfortable nixing them, just because that is what the school uses.  

Plus, even if we don’t do it, they’re gonna see it in first grade, and I don’t want to use that as an 

excuse, but…”  Yet, she was still not wholly confident about what to do with her clip chart.  She 

explained, “I probably…I definitely will not put up the chart just because that just made me think 

so much this year.  They don’t need it!”  She recounted a day from a few weeks earlier where her 

students had been having a “tougher” day, and she realized that she should have taken down the 

chart.  Instead of what she had planned to cover for social studies at that time, she called the 

students over to the rug for an impromptu meeting.  She continued, 

We reiterated why we’re at school, why it’s so important to be focused...  I had the kids 

come up with three rules.  Not rules, three promises.  That’s how we word them, 

promises, to make the rest of the year go really smooth, kind of like a classroom 

constitution that we sort of did in the beginning of the year.  I wrote it in their kid 

language, like ‘listen so good…’ 

She had the students line up, and one by one, they signed their names.  The promise hung in the 

classroom for a while after this, which she thought was “awesome” because it was a silent 

guideline to which she could refer the children.  In thinking about the next year, she stated, “I 

think I would much rather make a really fancy-pants awesome classroom constitution, where 
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they all signed it and put that up in place of the clip chart.  That’s more like a little reminder than 

a slap on the wrist.”  The idea was a big part of her future classroom management plans, and, 

“next year, it’s giving me a chance to do that!” 

 Despite her continued wavering at the end of the year, others in her school community 

had noticed her expertise in building classroom communities across her first year.  At year’s end, 

Vanessa was asked to join the PBIS Tier 2 team the following year.  She explained, “I was 

actually kind of excited.  That’s pretty neat!”  She admitted that she would probably join, but “I 

just want to make sure that I’m not biting off more than I can chew.”  Additionally, she had been 

asked to sponsor one of Smith’s tutoring clubs, but she felt that joining the PBIS team could be a 

smart move professionally.  She continued, “I think that will be just really neat to get my foot in 

the door, especially since that’s got teachers from every grade level, and to just be able to build 

more relationships.”  Her questioning of the PBIS practices at Smith did not stop her from seeing 

an opportunity to learn more and forge additional friendships. 

 Because she would be in the same classroom, she was additionally thinking about how to 

maximize the space.  Although she had complained about the classroom’s size throughout the 

year, by year’s end, she shared, “It’s my home now.  I think I’ve kind of settled with the fact that 

I had the most students in kindergarten this year, and I had the tiniest room, but that’s okay.  We 

made it work.”  An idea for improvement that she shared was related to replacing the content in 

the students’ math bins under their table spots, based on realizing what she had learned about 

their needs.  She felt this would better help her students be organized. 

 Always focused on her own professional growth, Vanessa had numerous plans for 

summer professional development workshops she would be attending, along with “I’m already 

looking at what I want to read, read, read this summer!”  With her district mentor’s support, she 
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had already reached out to the district’s literacy director to learn how she could observe guided 

reading instruction from other strong teachers in the fall.  At the beginning of the following year, 

she had plans in place for her district mentor to cover her class, so she could do this.  She looked 

forward to working again with Becky, as they would again be partnered for two scheduled 

observation-debriefings over the course of her second year.  This was significantly less contact 

than she had experienced with Becky this year, “…but anything I need, I can still reach out to 

her.”  By year’s end, Vanessa reflected that she could now see herself becoming a mentor to a 

new teacher the following year.  She explained, “I really hope that someone would be 

comfortable enough to come to me, because being a second-year teacher and having had that 

first-year experience, but still being new, maybe it wouldn’t so intimidating for them.”  I could 

easily see her taking on this role within her practice the following year. 

Vanessa’s Year, a Metaphor  

Vanessa was one of the most reflective first-year teachers with whom I have ever 

worked.  Throughout the year, I observed her in the act of reflecting upon her practice, 

describing revelations and reflections and wrestling with her own beliefs and practices.  Ranging 

from her struggle with balancing her own classroom management beliefs and the PBIS practices 

at Smith, her literacy instruction, her work within the 1st-grade classrooms, her supervision and 

co-teaching with paraprofessionals at Smith, her empowerment of her students, her strategies for 

best supporting students with challenging behavior, her future professional plans, and questions 

about her daily schedule, almost everything we discussed, she connected back to her teacher 

preparation.  Upon every aspect of her teaching, Vanessa employed a critical eye. 

For Vanessa, more than any of the other participants, the supports she received within her 

school were utopic.  Her descriptions of connecting with others, seeking and finding help, 
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contributing ideas, and collaborating and brainstorming, bled through every aspect of her 

practice.  Many of these supports served to empower Vanessa to take initiative, try new ideas, 

and wrestle with the status quo.  For example, did she need the behavioristic rewards and 

punishment of the PBIS rewards system used at Smith or her clip chart?  From an outside 

perspective, no.  From Vanessa’s perspective, she struggled all year with this answer, and I 

believe that deep down, she also knew that she did not need them.  Despite this, she was adept at 

managing the politics of education, and going along with school-wide practices was easier in the 

long run for her. 

Throughout the year, Vanessa showed extreme agency and ownership of her practice, her 

roles, and her responsibilities; a locus of control was firmly planted inside of her.  From the 

beginning of the year, I noted that she displayed a strong sense of self-efficacy and agency, that 

was consistently made stronger by the social supports she felt.  She focused on classroom 

management and community foundations, making her proud of her practice, based the guidance 

and support of Mrs. Neuberger, Smith’s principal.  She felt more certain about her 

implementation of a specific type of clip chart after deep conversations and reflection with her 

grade-level team.  She also felt good about the decision to not use the green referral sheets with 

the support of her grade-level team.  Overtime, Vanessa displayed more initiative in her 

practices, including the decision to use the “quiet pompom jar,” the ideas for helping the 1st 

grader with challenging behavior, and her confidence in moving away from passing out a lot of 

rewards tickets connected to PBIS.  At the end of the year, I reflected that Vanessa’s agency was 

enhanced through being a team member, but also that she had developed a strong sense of her 

own efficacy.  This sense of teacher self-efficacy seemed to drive every decision she made. 
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Although she was a novice teacher and not perfect in her practice, she exhibited more 

teaching strategies that truly demonstrated consistent learning from her university preparation 

than either of the other participants.  This could be attributed to the multiple levels of support she 

received at Smith, or it could be attributed to Vanessa’s drive and determination alone. Vanessa’s 

first year was an over-arching success.  At every level of her practice, and within her teams and 

individually, I observed and she described aspects that were successful.  Vanessa, as a new 

graduate, shimmered with the possibilities of things to come, as many teacher graduates do.  

Then, within the contexts of her first year, her star-like qualities continued to be fueled.  Her 

future was limitless.  Vanessa’s story reveals what a very determined and passionate teacher can 

accomplish when the stars align by way of administrative, collaborative, and contextual support.  

From her story, an understanding of a what a utopic first-year experience has emerged offering 

hope and context for preparing and supporting new teachers of the future. 
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CHAPTER VIII: SUMMARY, REFLECTIONS, AND NEXT STEPS 

Ideas are judged by their explanatory power or their capacity to inspire the work of 

others.  

Wolcott, 1994, p. 38 

It is with Wolcott’s words that I attempt to synthesize the magnitude of what was 

uncovered by engaging in this research study and fashion it into a lasting message for the readers 

of this work.  A review of the relevant literature on the topics of classroom management, teacher 

preparation for management, the PBIS framework, and how the two intersect in building 

classroom communities within early childhood classrooms revealed a gap in the literature related 

to the perspectives of teacher candidates and new teachers.  Thus, the purpose of this study was 

to explore early childhood teacher candidates’ perceptions and actions in working within PBIS 

frameworks and university messages of building classroom communities, and how these changed 

or remained the same into their first year of teaching. 

Summary 

To achieve this goal, and using an interpretivist paradigm, I conducted a collective case 

study using ethnomethodological techniques.  First exploring the perceptions of early childhood 

teacher candidates immediately upon their graduation about their related student teaching 

experiences, and then staying close with three graduates as they became first-year teachers, I 

documented and investigated their classroom practices as they related to classroom management, 

PBIS, and classroom community.  Each case within the study presented a similar, yet different 

perspective on the reality of being a new teacher, working within a dominant classroom 

management framework of PBIS.  In this last chapter, I return to the questions that guided the 

study to synthesize and summarize these new teachers’ perceptions, practices, and beliefs: How 
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do teacher candidates, through their last year of coursework and first year as teachers, 

experience, understand, and explain their beliefs and practices regarding classroom 

management?  How do the contexts of PBIS and participants’ teacher preparation shape and 

influence the teacher candidates’ beliefs and practices about classroom management?  Based 

upon the first two research questions, what are the implications for policy and practice both in 

PreK-12 settings and teacher preparation programs?  I offer reflection upon my role within the 

study as it relates to these first two questions.  Finally, I offer implications that this study has on 

further research. 

In Sum, the First Research Question 

How do teacher candidates, through their last year of coursework and first year as teachers, 

experience, understand, and explain their beliefs and practices regarding classroom 

management? 

This research question was answered in different ways across both phases of the study.  

The specific perspectives of this study’s teacher candidate participants were explored in the 

study’s first phase through the focus group interviews.  Big findings from these interviews were 

revealed in Chapter IV of the dissertation and included that through their last year of coursework, 

these participants had experienced little to no preparation for classroom management, PBIS, or 

community-building.  Then in student teaching, they were hit full force with all three of these 

components.  One of the most predominant ways that teacher candidates explained their 

classroom management beliefs were through the lens of PBIS.  However, because of their lack of 

preparation and the differences in PBIS implementation within their schools revealed by their 

descriptions, their understandings of the framework were limited.  Within their schools, 

participants experienced a myriad of strategies and approaches being used to manage behavior.   
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As the work of others has revealed with the components of PBIS (Adams, 2011; Chitiyo 

et al., 2012; Critchfield, 2015; Johnston et al., 2006), those classroom management practices that 

these participants described observing and using during student teaching tended to fit under the 

larger umbrella of behaviorism.  With very little training for classroom management or PBIS, 

they revealed a limited understanding of the PBIS framework, as well as alternatives for it.  Their 

conversations within the focus groups hinted at knowing that curriculum and lesson planning 

related to classroom management, but they saw aspects of practice related to building classroom 

communities as distinct.  Overall, similar to teacher candidate and new teacher perspectives that 

other studies have revealed (Cakmak, 2008; Clement, 2010 Fall; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; 

Kaufman & Moss, 2010), the recent graduates of this study displayed feelings of being 

overwhelmed and underprepared when it came to their own classroom management, and very 

few had comprehensive or concrete plans for their future teaching.  This relates to findings by 

O’Neill and Stephenson (2012) who found that with less training and support in classroom 

management, new teacher graduates felt less prepared for their future classrooms.  

As some of these participants transitioned into first-year teachers, the opportunity 

presented itself to see how their beliefs and practices changed with the passage of time.  As such, 

this study does much to reveal the first-year experiences of early childhood educators, each in a 

distinct role.  Findings from the yearlong phase of the study shed light on every aspect of a first-

year experience, and specifically the successes and failures of first-year classroom management.   

First-year experiences with classroom management.  This study’s participants 

described their first year of teaching in highs and lows, frustrations and successes, feelings of 

anger and love.  They experienced classroom management “in the trenches” every day with their 

students.  The anecdotes they revealed across the study’s two phases highlighted intimacies of 
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classroom practice that are rarely shared with outsiders, such as parents, past teacher educators, 

administrators, or even colleagues.  From describing interactions of cooperating teachers 

shaming students to the point of tears, to sharing a sweet hug with a child, to hilarious anecdotes 

of student behavior, to Vanessa hearing her words of “we are problem-solvers” amongst her 

students, to Kristin observing her students intentionally misbehave to only mimic her in 

disciplining each other, or to Molly crying as she described watching her old videos, discussing 

classroom management in this study brought out raw emotion.  Classroom management, as the 

fabric of classroom practice, was a very personal and emotional aspect of these participants’ 

lives as graduates and new teachers.  

First-year understandings of classroom management.  As first-year teachers, each of 

the case study participants, Molly, Kristin, and Vanessa, grew in their understanding of 

classroom management.  In descriptions and explanations of their beliefs and practices, their 

classroom management development was revealed.  For all three, over time, I observed, and they 

described moving away from only thinking about classroom management as the PBIS-specific 

strategies, programs, or approaches of their schools and classrooms, to understanding that 

classroom management was a comprehensive aspect of their practice.  Revealing the multiple 

definitions of classroom management (Evertson et al., 1996; Kaufman & Moss, 2010; Martin et 

al., 1998; Martin et al., 2006 & 2007-2008; Marzano et al., 2003; Tal, 2010), over time, each of 

the participants, displayed an increasingly deep understanding of how various aspects of their 

daily practice, such as their schedule, classroom environments, curricular decisions, and 

instructional delivery choices, had just as much of an impact on their classroom management as 

specific management strategies, including the clip chart behavior monitoring system, stickers, 

and school-wide rewards.  Kristin, realizing by year’s end that her daily schedule forced the 
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students to be seated for too long, Vanessa, identifying that she first needed to review and 

display guidelines in order to conduct partner work in her classroom, and Molly, describing how 

her students were more engaged when she taught meaningful lessons—each revealed that these 

first-year teachers recognized the all-encompassing nature of a teacher’s classroom management.  

Specifically, by year’s end, all had noticed the impact that the daily schedule played on students’ 

behavior within their settings. 

With time, all three new teachers revealed that their teaching practices were expressly 

connected to their classroom management decisions.  Vanessa consistently, Kristin occasionally, 

and Molly when she had the freedom to, demonstrated teaching practices that encouraged 

positive student behavior and highlighted the documented teacher preparation mindset that 

stronger teaching practices result in fewer behavioral issues (Farkas & Duffett, 2010).  At 

various points in the year, all three seemed to see the connection that good teaching was a part of 

their classroom management (Martin et al., 1998; Martin et al., 2006 & 2007-2008.), and with it 

the need to layer in other tools, such as the clip chart, were negated.  The stronger their overall 

teaching was, including their lesson planning and delivery, the more they observed positive 

outcomes for behavior and cognitive learning with their students, and the less they seemed 

dependent on the behavior monitoring systems in place.  Vanessa was the only participant whose 

teaching was consistently tied to her classroom management decisions.  Because her teaching 

was engaging and creative, her students tended to be more on-task, and thus, she found that she 

had little need for her clip chart, behavior monitoring system.  Related to this, I posit that if 

Molly had been able to implement more of her ideas related to content and community, she may 

have felt more ownership and have been less dependent on the existing management strategies, 

such as the frog and lily pad behavior monitoring system.  Out of the three case study 
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participants, Kristin’s teaching practices seemed to work against her ability to guide and manage 

students’ behavior, yet, by year’s end, even she was seeing that the more variety she built into 

her planning and delivery instead of worksheet-based, direct instruction, the more engaged her 

students were. 

A big component that linked together teaching and classroom management was how 

much these new teachers empowered their young students to be independent learners.  With the 

help of her school’s social worker, Molly used visual reminders for how to behave on the rug, 

and Kristin created step-by-step guidelines for specific students who needed them.  However, 

Vanessa was the only participant who consistently taught problem-solving and conflict 

resolution skills, highlighting her understanding that the more students felt efficacious, the better 

her overall management and teaching would be become (Alderman & MacDonald, 2015).  While 

the other two participants described issues of conflict between students, and I observed these 

issues in action, only Vanessa consistently addressed them with supportive teaching tools.  

Through mini-lessons, anchor charts, mantras, and repetition, she consistently encouraged her 

students to be “problem-solvers,” displaying that she fully realized the role of prosocial teaching 

as an aspect of classroom management (Alderman & MacDonald, 2015).  

First-year explanations of classroom management.  For each participant in the study, 

their descriptions of classroom management practices were explained through specific tools and 

practices with their students and other adults.  The tools that facilitated their classroom 

management strategies and skills, and their interactions with others across the year revealed 

meaningful insights related to their classroom management. 

Tools of classroom management.  Across the yearlong phase of the study, I curated a 

collection of images revealing how each of the case study participants understood and practiced 
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classroom management in her first year.  These artifacts helped to uncover aspects of their 

teaching that descriptions and observations failed to capture (Glesne, 2011; Miles et al., 2014).  

What each of the participants chose to share as an artifact highlighted a nuance that she felt 

connected to the study, and what I chose to select provided a different perspective.  Examples of 

this included Molly’s word wall of names (Figure 4), which I would not have originally selected, 

but that she felt helped contribute to her students’ sense of community, and Vanessa’s sight-word 

ladder (Figure 24), which I similarly dismissed, and she added in.  Another example of this was 

Kristin’s guidelines for problem-solving (Figure 21), which she sent to me, and I would have 

collected on my own, but that she seldom used.  Each of our decisions in the curation of these 

artifacts helped to reveal their first-year experiences and tell their stories.   

Their tools explain the role that behaviorism had in each of their settings through their 

behavior monitoring systems and multiple tools related to rewards.  They also highlight forms of 

parent communication, school-wide initiatives, and individual tools that these new teachers used. 

Additionally, seeing the collection of their artifacts altogether helps to feature the role or 

presence that classroom management had in each of their classrooms, with Molly having very 

few tools, and none changing across the year (Figure 48), to Kristin having more, especially 

related to individualized supports for students (Figure 49), to Vanessa having the most artifacts 

that grew as months passed (Figure 50), especially related to prosocial teaching strategies such as 

her guidelines and anchor charts.  Their artifacts revealed pressure from administration, grade-

level teams, or teachers not present in the case of Molly, but they also displayed initiative related 

to classroom management ideas in the cases of Kristin and Vanessa.  
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Figure 48. Molly: collection of classroom management artifacts. 

 

 

Figure 49. Kristin: collection of classroom management artifacts. 
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Figure 50. Vanessa: collection of classroom management artifacts. 

 

Interactions with students.  In addition to the tools of their practice, these participants 

explained their classroom management beliefs and practices through interactions with students.  

While they displayed happiness and pride when discussing the many successes of their students 

throughout the year, no emotions were as intense as the frustrations participants felt when 

encountering a student that they could not seem to reach.  Each of the case study participants 

described intense frustration and disappointment when students were not showing growth or 

when a student’s behavior seemed challenging.  Most of the focus group participants, and each 

of the case study participants described their classroom management practices through 

identifying the students for whom the management decisions of their cooperating teacher during 

student teaching, or their own management decisions of the first year, did not seem to be 

working.  As, the early years tend to be where challenging behaviors are first identified in 

students (Powell et. al, 2007) and preparation for working with challenging behaviors is 

consistently lacking in teacher education (Hemmeter, Santos, & Ostrosky, 2006; Tillery et. al, 

2010), it was not surprising that so many of them were faced with student behavior that they 

identified as challenging.   
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Across the focus group participants, most worked with at least one student whom they 

identified as having challenging behavior, and within the case studies, this was no different.  On 

and off all year, Vanessa identified three students, Kristin identified six students, and Molly 

identified four, about whom they felt confused, challenged, and overwhelmed.  Of these students, 

very few had IEPs in place.  Experiencing more minor behaviors such as talking out of turn and 

being distracted, to more major behaviors of students crying, being defiant and aggressive, 

wetting or hurting themselves, and throwing furniture were emotionally and at times, physically 

draining for them, as others have found for early childhood educators confronted with these 

types of behavior (Gebbie, Ceglowski, Taylor, & Miels, 2010).  Even though Vanessa was the 

only one who described feeling prepared to work with these students based on her coursework 

and field experiences, all of the case study participants independently tried solutions to address 

their students’ challenging behaviors, and thus individualized their classroom management.  

Interestingly, having presented information on the assessment of behavior in their undergraduate 

assessment course, outside of Vanessa, I did not observe Kristin nor Molly drawing on the tools 

presented in this workshop.  Each of the first-year teachers had varying success with receiving 

support for these students, from Molly who received very little support, to Kristin who received 

more, to Vanessa who had a tremendous amount.  With less support, participants continued to 

feel challenged by these students, and similar to other early childhood educators when 

confronted with challenging behavior (Gebbie et. al, 2010), their overall teacher self-efficacy 

was negatively impacted. 

Interactions with adults.  In descriptions and explanations of their management across 

the year, the adults in their professional lives inevitably surfaced.  For the teacher candidates, this 

was with their cooperating teacher.  For the case study participants, this was with co-teachers, 
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colleagues, parents, and administrators.  Whether it was Susan for Molly, Maria and Danielle for 

Kristin, or Mrs. Bowman, Allie, or any one of the eight other team members for Vanessa, each of 

the case study participants worked in a co-teaching setting.  In early childhood classrooms, 

working with another adult in some capacity is a reality of the field (Whitebook, 2014), and with 

this comes reward and challenge (Cook & Friend, 1995; Sileo, 2011).  Each of these adult 

relationships brought sources of success for the participants, but were also fraught with issues 

that impacted their overall teaching and classroom management.  Concerns of instructional 

beliefs, parity signals, noise, and pet peeves, amongst others impacted the classroom 

management decisions of Molly, Kristin, and Vanessa, and thus in discussing their management, 

the topic of these adults often arose. 

First-year changes and stagnancy over time.  As time passed from student teaching 

across the months of their first year, I observed, and they described changes in their classroom 

management beliefs and practices.  Throughout the year, each varied in how behavioristic or 

humanistic her practice was.  In reflecting on the types of management practices they described 

and I observed them using, Molly demonstrated humanistic tendencies, such as redirecting and 

problem-solving with students in the beginning of the year, despite living within the confine of 

the behavior monitoring system of the prior teacher.  However, as her year passed, she moved to 

more behavioristic classroom management strategies including sticker-rewards, and an increased 

use of the monitoring system and related consequences/ punishments of the note system.  Kristin 

displayed strong behavioristic approaches to classroom management from the start with her clip 

chart and school-wide rewards and consequence/ punishments, and yet, at various points in the 

year, she displayed humanistic strategies including the cool-off space, always searching for 

deeper meaning in behaviors, and by the end of the year, much more empowerment of her 
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students.  Vanessa balanced behavioristic and humanistic practices all year, but swung more in 

the direction of person-centered classroom management.  As the year went on, she dropped her 

use of various competitive and rewards-based strategies, including the use of the clip chart 

behavior monitoring system altogether.   

One of the salient pieces that showed little change across the year, and that seemed to be 

disconnected, if not missing, in these participants’ explanations of their classroom management, 

was a consistent connection between their classroom management practices, whether PBIS or 

not, and practices that contributed to building a classroom community.  Within the focus groups, 

most participants described their classroom management practices as distinct from community-

building practices, and regardless of very negative and exclusionary practices with children, 

insisted that “there’s a really good feeling of community.”  For the most part, how many of the 

teacher candidates from their student teaching experiences, and then Molly and Kristin within 

their first years, described classroom communities revealed what Wisneski (2005, p. 229) 

describes as the “ideal community,” that is, that classrooms will only feel a sense of community 

if everyone is being nice and everyone is getting along.  Students who were different, or 

displayed challenging behaviors, or did not fit the norms of the classroom, negatively impacted 

what many of the participants described as the feeling of community within their space.  

Participants, including Molly, felt badly about this.  Yet, few described changing their classroom 

management to address this.   

Kristin presented an interesting case, as for most of the year, she described her classroom 

management decisions as a separate dimension of her teaching than community-building, even as 

some of her teaching and management practices worked against a feeling of togetherness all 

year.  Vanessa’s description of classroom management provided still another perspective, more 
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in the line with researchers who support conflict resolution as a strong classroom community 

practice (Blank & Schneider, 2011; Oakes et al., 2013; Souto-Manning, 2014; Wisneski, 2005).  

She regularly described how her classroom management practices impacted her classroom 

community by building a “culture of learning.”  Instead of removing the possibility of conflict, 

this culture of togetherness and problem-solving supported her students in their problem-solving 

and conflict resolution.  Consistently, her descriptions of classroom management practices 

related to fostering a sense of community in her space, including friendship drawings, reading of 

specific texts, the use of catchphrases and mantras, and specific conversations she and her 

students had, amongst others.   

The participants’ attitudes towards the connection between the sense of community in 

their space and their classroom management decisions, whether PBIS-driven or their own, 

remained consistent throughout the year, hinting that bigger contexts were impacting these 

perceptions.  This was because ultimately, each of the participants understood and explained 

their classroom management within context, as the contexts of their backgrounds, preparation, 

and current setting, amongst others, impacted their beliefs and practices.  Other researchers have 

revealed that the influence of context on classroom management is paramount (Emmer & 

Stough, 2001).  As such, the findings of the second research question illustrate this influence. 

In Sum, the Second Research Question 

How do the contexts of PBIS and participants’ teacher preparation shape and influence the 

teacher candidates’ beliefs and practices about classroom management? 

The initial contexts I set out to investigate included the contexts of teacher preparation 

and PBIS settings, in which they were all situated.  As the study progressed, additional contexts 

seemed to have more of an impact on the participants’ classroom management beliefs and 
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practices.  Related to their teacher preparation, several findings emerged, relating to positive and 

negative influences on these participants’ classroom management beliefs and practices.  What I 

discovered is that each layer built on the last in the impact it had on the teacher candidates’ and 

new teachers’ overall experience, as well as their classroom management beliefs and practices.  

Figure 48 outlines these concentric influences, centering around the teacher candidate- new 

teacher, including the impact of teacher preparation, PBIS, the interplay between these two 

domains, and outside contexts. 

 

 

Figure 51. Contextual influences on classroom management of teacher candidates & new 
teachers. 

 

 

Teacher preparation.  All participants had gone through the same teacher preparation 

program.  In the focus groups, several participants repeated what some researchers explain as the 

hallmark of university perspectives about teaching classroom management, that is, that fewer 

discipline issues result from stronger teaching (Farkas & Duffett, 2010), which it seemed they 

had heard before.  They all talked extensively about using standards, especially the CCSS, to 
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drive their instruction, and felt confident in teaching with rigor and meaning.  This was one area 

of their preparation in which they felt solidly prepared.  Each case study participant highlighted 

how the focus on quality planning and instruction in her teacher preparation had impacted her 

classroom management within her first year of teaching. 

 Molly felt that her classroom management suffered because she was unable to teach with 

the CCSS, or at least teach in a more meaningful, rigorous way.  When she finally went a bit 

rogue in her teaching in the spring and taught with ideas from the CCSS, her students were much 

more engaged, and she felt her classroom management was stronger.  In small ways for her, even 

earlier than this, her dynamic teaching skills were evident when she led small groups.  Kristin 

felt that her classroom management and community would be stronger the following year 

because she would be able to better supplement her math curriculum with the CCSS and bolster 

her other curricula, and from what I observed, the more she worked to differentiate her 

instruction, focus on small groups, and plan more engaging lessons, the more on-task and 

involved her students would be, aiding her classroom management.  Vanessa’s knowledge of 

CCSS helped her have one less first-year worry with the newly aligned district curriculum.  This 

freed her up to focus more on her classroom management and overall sense of community.  Her 

teaching strategies, which were meaningful and rigorous, led to fewer behavior issues and better 

overall management.  All three of the case study participants described feeling more proud of 

their practice when using the CCSS and teaching methods that connected with what they had 

learned at the university.  They felt advantaged by knowing these standards, when each of their 

districts across the state of Illinois were just beginning to enforce the implementation of these 

standards sets.  This finding indicated that for these participants, the university was at the 

forefront in preparing them for this curricular change and for related meaningful instruction. 
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 For each participant in the study, her teaching was enhanced when she felt that her 

teaching methods were working and students were learning, in line with other research studies 

that have found positive correlations between these components (Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008; Hoy 

& Woolfolk, 1990; Tschannen-Moran et. al, 1998).  All participants remarked about student 

growth over time, and not only did they find happiness in seeing how their teaching led to this 

growth, they derived a sense of success and confidence from this, which strengthened their 

teacher self-efficacy.  From their descriptions and my observations, there was a direct correlation 

between the use of more dynamic teaching practices and stronger teacher self-efficacy, in which 

these teachers tended to show stronger classroom management and achieve more positive 

outcomes with their students.  A positive cycle ensued, as each would then describe next steps 

that were more in line with strong classroom management, thus fueling stronger teaching 

practices and outcomes with students.  These findings mirror those of other researchers exploring 

the concept of teaching self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008; Tschannen-

Moran et. al, 1998).  Where their classroom management and sense of teaching self-efficacy 

were most negatively affected was with students who did not demonstrate growth despite what 

each was doing to support this child or who displayed challenging behavior despite their efforts 

(Gebbie et. al, 2010). 

 Despite feeling confident about using standards to drive meaningful instruction, across 

both phases of the study, participants reflected on their lack of preparation from the university 

for classroom management, in general, and about the PBIS framework, specifically.  Like many 

teacher candidates across the country, these participants had no classroom management-specific 

course in their preparatory sequence (Blum, 1994; Christofferson & Sullivan, 2015; 

Hammerness, 2011).  A few remembered classroom management pieces layered into their 
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courses, as is common with classroom management preparation (Brophy, 2006; Hammerness, 

2011; Landau, 2001; Oliver & Reschly, 2010; Stough, 2006), but the most they remembered 

were a few specifics from the one or two workshops I had presented in their other courses, or 

that they had learned from me in a few seminars of the clinical course I supervised.  All three of 

the case study participants remembered learning about the use of attention-getters to grab 

students’ attention before teaching, and used these to different outcomes, and I observed Vanessa 

and Molly using celebratory claps that they acknowledged learning from my course.  In addition, 

throughout the year, Vanessa revealed small connections she was making back to the classroom 

management content she had learned with me such as “flipped lids” when talking about mirror 

neurons and mimicking behavior, or the reference to learning about assessing behavior.   

However, these references were minimal, because their learning about classroom 

management had been sporadic and surface-level.  I remembered teaching all of the participants 

much more specific classroom management content both in my social studies methods course 

and in the guest presentations I led, including the basics of classroom management style, the 

connection between classroom management style and theory, the power of a posted daily 

schedule, multiple strategies for teaching self-regulation, behavioristic and humanistic strategies 

for assessing behavior, amongst other specific ideas.  However, these ideas, learned sporadically 

within the preparation sequence, did not seem to resurface in their first years of teaching, either 

in what I observed or what they described.  Interestingly, when describing their plans for their 

second year, both Vanessa and Molly highlighted ideas that revealed memories of this learning at 

the university, but within the context of their first-year, they had not remembered or used.  These 

findings speak to the work of others who have revealed the deleterious effects of sporadic 

classroom management learning on future teaching, and the need for a more comprehensive 
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preparation (Christofferson & Sullivan, 2015; Clement, 2002; Landau, 2001; Putman, 2009; 

Stoughton, 2007). 

 What these new teachers did remember from their teacher preparation that related to their 

classroom management was foundational.  Each participant described and demonstrated love and 

commitment for learning about, caring for, and being with their students.  Although no one 

identified one single course where they had learned about this, it seemed that each had taken 

away from the fullness of their teacher preparation that relationships with students were at the 

heart of all classroom communities and all classroom management decisions (Kirylo, 2012; 

NAEYC, 2009; Stone, 2001).  For all three of the case study participants, I observed a wonderful 

rapport with students, and I saw evidence of genuine care and love for their young learners.  

From hugs, to “I love you, Miss___,” to pictures they had drawn, to excitement to show her their 

work, it was clear that these students also cared for each of my participants.  Molly’s love for her 

students is what seemed to pull her through her toughest times in her first year; Kristin’s love led 

her to become an advocate for her students; and Vanessa’s love empowered her students to be 

some of the most independent and happy kindergarteners I have ever observed.  Learning that 

relationships are at the heart of an early childhood classroom was in line with messages from 

their teacher preparation and helped each participant have better classroom management overall 

(Croake, 2011; Kirylo, 2012; Marzano et al., 2003; NAEYC, 2009; Stone, 2001). 

 While forming strong relationships with students and teaching dynamic lessons can help, 

as other researchers have found (Emmer & Stough, 2001; Farkas & Duffett, 2010), for these 

participants, many issues arose within each of their classrooms due to a lack of more formal 

classroom management preparation.  From feelings of confusion about classroom management 

and PBIS within their student teaching semester, which carried over into their first-year 
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experience in varying degrees, not having a solid understanding of classroom management made 

it difficult for each of the participants to make sense of her own management decisions within 

the other stresses of the first year.  This also meant that more of what they remembered and then 

drew from came from what they had learned about classroom management in field placements, 

including student teaching, which is consistent with where teacher candidates nationwide feel 

they learn the most about classroom management (Clement, 2002; Christofferson & Sullivan, 

2015; Putman, 2009; Stough, et. al, 2015).  In the focus groups, the teacher candidates 

consistently cited classroom management learning from their student teaching experience that 

they would most likely use, and often, these were very behavioristic practices, and every time I 

asked her for connections between her practice and her preparation, Kristin reminded me that she 

had learned about the up-and-down clip chart from her student teaching cooperating teacher.  

Like the student teachers in Hoy and Woolfolk’s seminal study of student teachers in 1990, 

several participants mentioned being uncomfortable with their cooperating teachers’ practices, 

but by the end of the semester, with no better options, many planned to use these same practices 

in the future; Molly and Vanessa exemplified this in their first years with the use of their 

behavior monitoring systems that they had both complained about in the focus groups. 

At the same time, these two participants also described observing different forms of 

character education at their student teaching sites that they liked and had seen students succeed 

in using, and this learning from the field carried over into their first years.  While Molly was 

frustrated that she did not feel able to layer in this kind of teaching, Vanessa was able to, and she 

regularly addressed character education within her teaching that was similar to what she had 

experienced during student teaching.  Vanessa described how her cooperating teacher’s model of 

balancing the use of PBIS with her own classroom management style helped her feel confident 
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that she could behave similarly.  These examples illustrate the “much-needed foundation” for 

classroom management that Clement (2002, p. 59) discusses; yet, that so few teacher candidates, 

including most participants in this study, received.  Kristin also described her cooperating 

teachers as providing strong models, but theirs was a model of behavioristic, top-down 

management, that as Kristin used in her first year, ultimately challenged her classroom 

community.  Regardless of whether their classroom management models of the field resonated 

with the messages of building classroom communities from their coursework, these field 

experience models truly did have a very strong impact on the successes of each of the 

participants’ first-year experience. 

Related to their teacher preparation, overall, all three case study participants described 

areas where they had wished for stronger preparation.  In addition to more training for classroom 

management, Vanessa felt frustrated by a lack of writing methods, Kristin felt discouraged by a 

lack of practical learning in her ESL courses from the English department, and Molly felt wholly 

let down by her preparation, especially at the darkest parts of her first year.  Although each felt 

frustrated with some parts of their teacher preparation, their preparatory program was not wholly 

responsible for the aspects of these new teachers’ first years that created the most strife for them,  

as the university had no control of the settings in which Molly, Kristin, and Vanessa were hired.  

However, one would hope that their teacher preparation had set up a sequence of events that 

would prepare each for the same chance of success regardless of job conditions they would 

encounter in their first year.  While each of the case study participants was a strong graduate at 

the end of their program, each of their student teaching experiences would have a lasting impact 

on their first-year experience, both positive and negative, and still, other contexts would have 

even more of an influence. 
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PBIS.  In many ways, the context of PBIS within these teachers’ field experiences and 

first year of teaching had a stronger impact on their classroom management decisions, because 

working within this framework was the setting of the impactful field experience of teacher 

preparation, as well as the setting of their first years in the field.  Each of the case studies 

presented variations for how closely their classroom management practices were connected to 

the various components of PBIS at their sites.  This ranged from little to no connection at all for 

Molly, to Kristin whose practices were an exact match to the school-wide aspects of PBIS at 

Monroe.  Vanessa’s practice was somewhere between these two.  Although, she used the PBIS 

components that she felt benefitted her classroom community, she often adapted pieces that she 

did not find as helpful or appropriate.  However, because of the impact of the framework at her 

school, she also used behavioristic practices, such as the Whole Brain Teaching scoreboard and 

“guff” game, which worked oppositely from so many of her other teaching practices.  Without 

the presence of these components within the framework, she may not have used them. 

The behavioristic influence of rewards-punishments and behavior monitoring seemed to 

be present for all of the participants with or without the presence of the PBIS framework, and 

this could be attributed to the long-standing role of behaviorism in schools (Bruning et al., 2011; 

Freiberg, 1999).  Kristin was the only participant mandated to use a clip chart behavior 

monitoring system, as a part of the PBIS framework at her school, yet both Molly and Vanessa 

had similar systems that they used varyingly, even though they both expressed discomfort with 

using them.  While none of the participants cited learning about a behavior monitoring system 

during their preparatory coursework, each had seen and used one during her field experiences 

within PBIS settings, highlighting the impact that this experience had on them.  Other 
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behavioristic components of PBIS at each school showed up in numerous ways in their 

classrooms. 

The influence of this PBIS context on each of these teachers’ classroom management 

beliefs and practices was very dependent on the fidelity with which PBIS was implemented at 

their schools.  Again, while the purpose of this study was not to investigate the fidelity of PBIS 

implementation, related to how the teacher candidates and new teachers made sense of the 

framework, findings indicated inconsistencies with PBIS implementation.  Participants’ lack of 

formal preparation or training for the framework, with the exception of Vanessa, may have 

impacted their interpretations, but spending times in the classrooms and schools provided 

another layer of understanding to the study.  From Molly’s perspective and my observations, 

Field was not a strong PBIS school, as several critical components as laid out in the PBIS-SET 

tool (Sugai et al., 2001) seemed to be missing, including school-wide implementation.  Her 

preschool classroom was allowed to be exempt from following the majority of PBIS components 

at Field, amongst other missing pieces.  For Kristin, on the surface, Monroe presented as a very 

strong PBIS school having won various state-level PBIS designations.  However, mandates to 

use a behavior monitoring system with little connection to actual data collection, a lack of formal 

training or support for new teachers, and a lack of focus on teaching prosocial skills, meant it 

was not truly faithful to the framework either.  In contrast, of the three sites, Smith Elementary 

seemed to be the most faithful to the components of the PBIS framework as laid out in the SET 

(Sugai et. al, 2001).  Vanessa was the only participant who received formal training about how to 

use the framework, which may have helped to explain why she felt so much more connected to 

the school-wide aspects of PBIS than Molly or Kristin.  Additionally, this was the only site 

where I consistently observed the teaching of school-wide pro-social skills and the use of data to 
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consistently and comprehensively inform classroom management and other teaching decisions.  

From the lens of teacher candidates and new teachers, the positive outcomes associated with use 

of the framework, such as the unification of academic and behavioral approaches for students 

(Coffey & Sugai 2012) and improving school climate (Sugai & Simonsen, 2012), seemed to be 

directly correlated with greater fidelity of implementation.  This finding is consistent with other 

studies focused on PBIS implementation (Molloy et al., 2013), but highlights an important lens, 

as it comes from the perspective of teacher candidates and new teachers, which have before not 

been considered. 

How strong a presence PBIS was at their school seemed profoundly related to the 

participants’ feelings of teacher self-efficacy and their own personal sense of community.  While 

school climate and teacher burnout were not original foci of the study, another important study 

finding connected the fidelity of PBIS implementation with the participants’ overall first-year 

experience.  At Field, where a school-wide effort was lacking, Molly felt disconnected and 

disengaged, and she questioned staying in the field.  At both Monroe and Smith, where there 

were more faithful implementations of the framework, both Kristin and Vanessa seemed to be 

more invested in their school communities, as well as more committed to using PBIS 

components.  For Kristin and Vanessa, their descriptions and my observations revealed a more 

positive school climate in their settings that fostered collaboration, care, and support of all people 

within the building, including the adults.  This finding relates to the work of others, who have 

found that with stronger use of the PBIS framework, outcomes include more positive school 

climates (Wasilewski, Gifford, and Bonneau, 2008) and decreased levels of teacher burnout 

(Ross, Romer, & Horner, 2012).  These feelings of a positive school climate and less teacher 
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burnout directly impacted every aspect of these participants’ classroom management of their first 

year.   

However, findings from this study did not indicate that correlation between the presence 

of the framework and these positive outcomes was solely attributable to the PBIS framework, or 

instead due to other possibilities.  For these three participants, that which was impactful for their 

first-year experience was whether classroom management and teaching norms were provided and 

then supported at a school-wide level.  These findings point to the impact of the school-wide 

presence of an approach, as this is what seemed to bind together Kristin and Vanessa’s classroom 

management experiences in their first year, in a way that was very different than Molly’s.  

Because Kristin was mandated by her administration, and then strongly supported by her grade-

level team, to use many of her classroom management strategies, she used them and felt 

confident in doing so.  Because of administrative oversight and school-wide support of her 

classroom management practices, Vanessa used her management strategies and felt similarly.  

However, without any administrative presence or consistent grade-level support, Molly felt less 

than confident in using her classroom management strategies.     

As such, although the addition of the PBIS framework may have changed the status quo 

related to classroom management in American schools because it promoted a school-wide 

approach to addressing classroom management (Sugai & Horner, 2002), it did little within the 

classrooms of this study to change the status quo of traditional behavioristic classroom 

management practices, to which the work of Johnston et al. (2006) alludes.  Instead, 

behavioristic practices were just subsumed within the framework’s components.  What seemed 

to be the most powerful aspect of PBIS for these three new teachers was the school-wide effort, 
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as the context of school-wide norms seemed to be a stronger influence on these new teachers’ 

classroom management beliefs and practices than any one aspect of PBIS. 

The interplay of these two contexts.  Where the two investigated contexts of teacher 

preparation and PBIS interacted became a context in and of itself, and had a stronger impact on 

the participants’ experiences than either context alone.  In many ways, the interplay of these two 

contexts led to the predictable “two-worlds pitfall” once again, as messages from teacher 

preparation about classroom management for these participants seemed to sharply contrast with 

messages of the field (Anagnostopolous, Smith, & Basmidjan, 2007; Feiman-Nemser & 

Buchmann, 1983; Smith, 2007; Smith & Avetisian, 2011; Zeichner, 2010).  Adding to the 

literature, in this study, this pitfall related to PBIS settings, and it was not just present for the 

student teaching semester, but also within the first-year experience.  For the focus group 

participants, being firmly rooted in the “two-worlds pitfall” was a strong finding from their 

experiences, and having lived within this pitfall with little support to analyze and confront their 

discomforts, many of the participants displayed uncertainty with their future plans.   

Within the yearlong phase of the study, Molly and Vanessa continued to feel the pitfall’s, 

as anxieties and pressure resulting from conflicting messages persisted.  For Molly, living within 

the pitfall brought tremendous stress, leading her to question her decision to become a teacher.  

In contrast, Vanessa’s experience in the pitfall was what Feiman-Nemser and Buchmann (1983/ 

1985) would have hoped for, as she had layers of support to help her analyze and confront her 

discomfort.  Alternatively, Kristin was the only participant who seemed unaffected by the 

conflict of competing messages about classroom management, even though she was also firmly 

positioned within this “two-worlds pitfall.”  I knew that she had heard contrary messages in her 

teacher preparation to the purely behavioristic messages of her field experiences, similar to 
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Molly and Vanessa, because I had been a faculty member presenting these ideas to her.  Yet, the 

impact of her field experiences seemed to have a much stronger influence on her first year of 

teaching.  However, the label of having “premature closure” applied to Kristin because the 

novice judgments and understandings she developed about classroom management during 

student teaching, that were purely top-down behavioristic models, were consistently reinforced 

by rewarding messages from those in the field, leading her to accept these as normal (Feiman-

Nemser & Buchmann, 1985, p. 63).  Without any challenge to reconsider these practices, Kristin 

continued to hear rewarding messages from her colleagues and administrators when messages at 

Monroe mirrored those from her student teaching experiences.  For Kristin, her field experiences 

were her university experience, and because the norms of Monroe were so similar, to her, they 

mirrored her university experience.  Living in the “two-worlds pitfall” brought her little stress 

and seemed like a normal place to be, which Feiman-Nemser and Buchmann (1983) caution as 

one of the main problem of pitfalls in teacher preparation because it perpetuates the status quo 

without critical reflection.  Without a strong background in classroom management or a 

consistent focus on questioning classroom management practices during student teaching, she 

simply accepted the messages of the field as her norm, and this carried over into her first year. 

The impact of outside contexts.  The reason for the big variation in outcomes for each 

participant was because, more than the impact of their teacher preparation or the nuances of the 

PBIS framework within their schools, or even the interplay of these two, in their first-year 

experience, other contexts seemed to have a much stronger effect on their classroom 

management practices and their abilities to establish a sense of community with their classrooms.  

Similar to the narrow-focus that most teacher candidates have on classroom management 

(Kaufman & Moss, 2010), I naively entered these classrooms believing that I could isolate 
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discoveries related to specific classroom management practices, and the impact PBIS had on 

these.  However, I quickly realized that a multitude of other contexts were having just as strong 

of an impact, if not stronger, on the classroom management beliefs and practices of these new 

teachers, including their personalities and personal backgrounds, their roles as early childhood 

educators, their roles as new teachers within their buildings, the contexts of their larger school 

communities, and the confluence of all of these, amongst others. 

The contexts of their personalities and personal backgrounds played a big part in 

affecting whether their classroom management beliefs and practices aligned with PBIS and 

whether they felt the push and pull of being in the “two-worlds pitfall.”  Although all three case 

study participants had graduated from the same program that placed a heavy emphasis on 

reflection and introspection, so much that Molly complained that it had been too much of a focus 

at the university, they varied in how reflective their daily practice was.  The context of reflection 

greatly impacted their classroom management decisions and their overall feelings of teacher self-

efficacy.  Consistently, Molly and Vanessa displayed behaviors in action, or in later discussion, 

that demonstrated that they were thinking critically about their practice as new teachers.  

Throughout the year, they mentioned connections between their classroom management and 

other teaching practices and their teacher preparation, and this made them pause.  Although 

Molly failed to put consistently these reflections into action, Vanessa did.  In contrast, especially 

in the beginning of the year, Kristin displayed a level of confidence that seemed to stop her from 

thinking more critically about her practice, and with no mentor or coach to guide her, this self-

assurance contributed to her quick acceptance of classroom management practices that may not 

have been her own (Feiman-Nemser & Buchmann, 1985). 
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In addition, each participant operated within the world of early childhood education, 

which in many ways influenced their classroom management and overall experiences within 

their schools.  Each of the participants felt that teaching at the youngest grades impacted what 

they could do in their classrooms because it allowed them freedoms that other grade levels did 

not receive, but at times this also made them feel isolated.  With classroom management, 

Vanessa explained that, “kindergarten does its own thing,” and each participant cited similar 

reasons for teaching in ways that were dissimilar from the rest of the school.  Molly, whose 

preschool practices were very different from those used at other grade levels, often felt isolated 

because she and her class were often not included in the functioning of the rest of the school.  An 

example of this was Molly’s experience with securing services for her preschool students with 

challenging behavior. 

Other contexts related to the adult facets of the school community.  This included the 

context of their positions.  Molly as the “sub,” Kristin as the “newbie,” and Vanessa, both as a 

lead and assistant teacher, each of these roles impacted their classroom management beliefs and 

practices.  For Kristin, being the newest member of the team meant she coalesced with team 

decisions even when she did not want to, such as with her classroom rules or the structure of 

indoor recess.  For Vanessa, her dual roles highlighted ways that she had to both establish her 

own classroom management decisions and negotiate following along with someone else’s.  For 

Molly, the label of the “substitute” dramatically impacted her feelings of teacher self-efficacy 

and self-worth, because within this role, she felt wholly incapable of changing classroom 

management practices with which she disagreed.   

The additional outside contexts of administrative, collegial, and mentorship support, and 

their roles as co-teachers, also played dramatic roles in impacting these three participants’ first-
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year experience, as well as their classroom management beliefs and practices.  Amazingly, 

within these contexts, each case contrasted with the next, highlighting how one aspect of a new 

teachers’ experience dramatically impacts every aspect of their practice, including their 

classroom management (Emmer & Stough, 2001).  Whether these participants were able to build 

their classroom communities was not as much dependent on the specific classroom management 

approaches or components of PBIS in their settings, but more on the confluence of these 

contextual aspects.  Isolating the impact of any one context without consideration of the others 

was difficult; these participants’ classroom management beliefs and practices existed within 

these larger contexts encircling them.  Realizing this is what led me to use metaphors (Miles et 

al., 2014) to capture the essence of their practices, and the chapter titles and subheadings within 

the year-in-life sections of their chapters highlighted the phrases that best illustrated these 

shifting perceptions of self and practice throughout the year. 

In establishing the norms of a school, the role of administrators at their schools 

dramatically influenced each of the participant’s first-year experience.  The contexts of Kristin’s 

background experiences with the clip chart and the pressure of school-wide norms, regardless of 

PBIS, seemed to have a stronger impact on her classroom management decisions than anything 

else.  Her practices were bolstered by Monroe’s school-wide norms established by the 

administration and her colleagues, and her personality conveyed surprising self-assurance and 

less reflective properties than the other two participants.  Kristin used the behavioristic classroom 

management practices that closely aligned with the PBIS framework at Monroe, but these 

practices did not always lead to positive outcomes for her students, and because of this, her 

ability to establish a sense of community was compromised.  However, her commitment to her 
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students as individuals seemed to alternatively contribute to a sense of togetherness and 

acceptance. 

In sharp contrast, Molly described varying perspectives about her classroom community 

throughout the year, from feeling like her community was less-than because of “high-fliers,” 

referring to her students with challenging behaviors, to an end-of-year reflection that there had 

not been a sense of community within her classroom because she had not had a hand in creating 

it.  For Molly, part of the reasons her classroom management practice did not line up with PBIS 

at Field was due to the seemingly spotty implementation of the framework there.  With this low 

level of implementation, a total lack of administrative or collegial support, and figuratively and 

literally, “no drawer in the teacher desk” for Molly by mid-year, it seemed that there was no 

clear space for her to create a new teacher identity.  Overall, it seemed she relied on behavioristic 

practices because she did not feel efficacious in her teaching.  Like Kristin, she had little to no 

support either to analyze her experiences or give her the boost of confidence she needed to push 

back.  Additionally, her sad acceptance of her role as a substitute seemed to aid in making it easy 

to accept the status quo, even if it was not appropriate for children, and she disliked it.  Despite 

her firecracker personality seen in teacher preparation, and despite any PBIS pieces at Field, the 

biggest challenge of Molly’s first-year experience related to the contexts of the larger adult 

community. The many stressors she experienced in her first year prevented her from attending to 

her classroom management and community-building.  

The third perspective from this study revealed another new-teacher reality.  The school-

wide norms at Smith established by administration and faculty, as well as the tremendous 

collaborative support Vanessa received in reflecting upon and analyzing her practice, seemed to 

have more influence on her practice than anything else.  Influenced by the PBIS- and non-PBIS 



404 

related school-wide norms and her own personality traits, Vanessa was the only participant who 

received constant feedback about her practice.  With this, her teaching identity and sense of 

teacher self-efficacy grew, and her classroom management practices seemed to support this.  For 

Vanessa, her team was one of the most important aspects of her first year.  Throughout my 

interactions with her, she consistently described herself in a “we” mentality.  Unlike Molly, who 

felt so alone, and whose language was often “I” and “them,” and Kristin who described practices 

that she did to and for the students, Vanessa consistently used the terms, “we” and “us” when 

talking about both her students and her team members.  Although it appeared at times that she 

used her Kindergarten team as her voice, I observed the individuality they each brought to the 

team, and the consensus-driven ways in which they interacted.  I posit that her use of “we” 

versus “I” was because she saw herself as a part of the many layers of community at Smith, 

including within her classroom, her grade level, and within the larger school.  Additionally, the 

“culture of learning” mindset at Smith, supported by the Smith administration, seemed to have 

been strongly instilled in her and contributed to her feeling a sense of community at the school.  

Considering these additional contexts for these first-year teachers, big questions have 

surfaced.  How can teacher educators and administrators expect new teachers to focus on 

classroom management if other contextual influences overwhelm them, such as a lack of 

administrative support, a lack of mentorship, or a lack of a supportive teaching team?  From 

these bigger themes of administrative support and mentorship, amongst others, how can teacher 

educators and administrators expect new teachers to navigate and bridge the “two-worlds pitfall” 

in relation to classroom management?  How can teacher educators and administrators expect 

first-year teachers to build democratic classroom communities, if they do not feel a part of a 
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community themselves?  These questions drive how I reflect on the work of this study and my 

next steps.  

Reflection: My Dissertation Within the “Two-Worlds Pitfall” 

I conducted this study within these varied contexts and amid these rising questions.  The 

role that my background played presented moments of happiness and pride, and tensions and 

disappointments.  To me, classroom management is an integral part of every teacher’s practice, 

and it felt rewarding to see the impact that these participants’ management decisions had on so 

many aspects of their practice.  I naively entered this research singularly focused on classroom 

management, PBIS, and feelings of community.  However, through the prolonged engagement, 

my prior relationships with the participants, and my analyses and interpretations of what I was 

learning across this yearlong study, I walked away feeling overwhelmed and challenged by the 

magnitude of what I had experienced as a researcher.  Because of my all-encompassing view of 

classroom management, as well as the countless other side stories that were revealed, it has been 

very challenging to narrow my focus in order to write up these findings, and I know that there 

have been stories and angles left untouched.  Through working with each participant, my 

understandings of classroom management, PBIS, and school-wide functioning were 

tremendously enhanced, and this is what I have attempted to portray in this dissertation.  Yet, 

these side stories, especially related to the various adult contexts impacting these participants’ 

first-year experiences, have not been forgotten.  They help to inform my next steps. 

 The previous relationships which I had with each participant played critical roles in the 

study.  As I wrote in Chapter III, the relationships I had with all of the participants and 

specifically Molly, Kristin, and Vanessa, fostered entrée into classroom worlds and information 

about first-year experiences in ways that an outsider could not have accessed, but this also 
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created tensions.  Having known me as their professor and known that my classroom 

management beliefs tended to be more humanistic, Vanessa and Molly both displayed 

discomfort, especially in the beginning of the year, with sharing some of their behavioristic 

practices with me.  Even when I worked to be expressionless and put my beliefs to the side, I 

sensed that they believed that I disapproved of their behavioristic practices, especially their 

behavior monitoring systems.  Kristin, whom I had not taught in a course nor supervised in the 

field, seemed less inhibited by these feelings.  Additionally, all three seemed to defer to me as 

their professor or consider me as a coach when I came to observe, as they regularly asked for my 

feedback and analysis after observations, which I had predicted would be the case. 

 Although many of the teaching practices I observed in their classrooms made my teacher 

heart happy from both a teacher educator and an ECE teacher perspective, there were just as 

many that made me uncomfortable.  Sitting next to Molly as she sat crying in my office, 

observing Kristin publicly shaming students by announcing their clips’ placement on the chart, 

and feeling attacked by Vanessa’s co-teacher, Allie, when she wanted my input on a student’s 

cheating behavior, these were all experiences that made me uncomfortable in the moment, and 

even after, in writing about them.  However, in the moment, it was not appropriate for me to 

share this feedback with my participants, even when they asked for it, because I was hesitant to 

influence the results of the study.  I was very cautious because I felt passionately about telling 

their stories as they were seeing it (Stake, 1995), and yet I recognize that with each decision I 

made in telling their stories, I revealed a bit about them and a bit about me as the ethnographer 

(Wolcott, 1994).  As a qualitative researcher, I cannot separate myself from the interpretations I 

share (Glesne, 2011).   
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I struggled with my researcher role throughout the study because more than anything, and 

especially in the moments of success and discomfort, I wanted to jump into the classroom 

happenings, yet, I sat on the sidelines with my researcher notebook.  Because of my worry about 

role, I carry a tremendous guilt that throughout the year of the study, I left Molly, Kristin, and 

Vanessa without the guidance they were seeking.  I carry with me that I played a hand in Molly 

securing her first-year teaching position that turned out to be less than ideal, that I left Vanessa’s 

pleas for how to remove her clip chart hanging in the air, and that I never revealed true and 

honest responses to Kristin’s questions for analysis of her classroom practices, especially related 

to her reliance on worksheets, whole group instruction, and her clip chart.   

 Through my discomfort, along with the length of time that I have worked on this 

manuscript, new learning about classroom management, PBIS, classroom communities and 

myself have emerged.  I entered the study with a very singular focus, with an outlook that was 

influenced by my past, and through watching each of these participants’ triumphs and struggles 

and negotiating my own reactions to them in telling their stories, I have left the work a different 

person.  To quote Ruth Behar, I have become a researcher, “who has come to know others by 

knowing herself and who has come to know herself by knowing others” (1996, p. 33).  In the 

beginning, with the simmer of a slow-burning fire underneath, I intended to take the role of an 

advocate (Stake, 1995) in order to reveal issues and problems with the PBIS framework and 

classroom communities. Yet, I have left this work with less intensity to do this.  I have come to a 

place of understanding and acceptance that realities of early childhood classrooms and classroom 

communities can include more of a balance between humanistic and behavioristic classroom 

management approaches, including PBIS.  Growing with my participants helped this to happen. 
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Regardless of the discomfort or remorse I felt at times during this study, a hope from the 

start has been that through participating, each participant would feel a sense of support and 

mentorship that could have lasting impacts on their senses of teaching self-efficacy and create 

positive student outcomes.  Ultimately, across the year, I believe that this was achieved.  I 

formed a stronger relationship with all three of these new teachers that persists today (Emerson 

et al., 2011; Glesne, 2011), and each demonstrated in the year of the study that our conversations 

were helpful in some way.  From being a sounding board for Molly’s first-year struggles, to 

providing a counter perspective related to her use of the clip chart for Vanessa, to sharing ideas 

with Kristin that she put into practice, it seemed that my relationship with each provided them 

with something they needed in their first year of teaching. 

Next Steps 

In conclusion, I end my dissertation with the final research question, and I consider the 

direction that this work will take me in my years to come. 

Into the Future, the Third Research Question 

What are the implications for policy and practice both in PreK-12 settings and teacher 

preparation programs? 

In reflecting on the process of this research, I have realized that my words have provided 

a representation of the lived experiences of these teacher candidates and new teachers, but my 

writing can never illustrate the fullness of their experiences.  The sociologist, Ken Plummer once 

wrote, “All social science—including life stories—are only partial selections of realities.  There 

is always much going on behind the scenes that are not told.  Here we have the inevitable bias, 

the partiality, the limits, the selectivity of all stories told” (as cited in Wolcott, 2010).  While 

these are only the stories of twelve total participants, three quite in-depth, it is my hope that they 
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will resonate amongst many audiences, including those of teacher educators, district 

administrators, teacher candidates, new teachers, and the larger research field. 

Implications for teacher preparation.  Exploring the perspectives of these teacher 

candidates and new teachers illuminates areas of strength and weakness within early childhood 

teacher preparation.  The findings of this study point to a persistent and critical need for better 

preparation for classroom management in line with a continued call from others in the field 

(Blum, 1994; Clement, 2002; Hammerness, 2011; Liston et al., 2006; Tal, 2010; Stough et. al, 

2015).  While teacher education programs cannot control the settings in which their graduates are 

hired, they can control the content embedded in their preparatory sequences and ensure that all 

graduates have a stronger foundation in classroom management.  There are many models for the 

delivery of this content (Eisenman, Edwards, & Cushman, 2015; Liston et al., 2006), but ideally, 

an embedded course or coursework that aligns with concurrent field experiences, along with 

consistent and persistent discussions about classroom management, can do much to bring the 

theoretical and practical together (Putman, 2009; Tal, 2010).  When teacher candidates can 

confidently analyze and describe classroom management that they are observing in the field, the 

easier it is for them to develop their own classroom management beliefs and practices 

(Stoughton, 2007; Tal, 2010), as well as negotiate potential pitfalls that exist (Feiman-Nemser & 

Buchmann, 1983/ 1985). 

Coursework must acknowledge the multitude of theories underlying classroom 

management, instead of focusing on just one (Landau, 2001), and PBIS should be amongst the 

frameworks, approaches, and strategies that are covered (Hemmeter et al., 2006).  Teacher 

preparation must awake to the reality that, at least in the state of Illinois, teacher candidates and 

new teachers are working within PBIS settings.  If the values and practices of PBIS are not in 
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line with beliefs that early childhood programs hold of inclusive classrooms built on democratic 

beliefs (NAEYC, 2009), then teacher education programs should become more intentional with 

what they are teaching about classroom management.  More robust teaching of past and current 

classroom management approaches, including PBIS, means less time for a teacher candidate or 

new teacher to figure out these critical decisions in the moment.  Much of these participants’ 

time in student teaching and in the fall of their first year was spent trying to figure out the 

various systems of their settings and how this aligned with their own classroom management 

beliefs.  Having a better understanding from the start can help.  Additionally, more training and 

support for working with students with challenging behaviors is warranted (Tillery et al. 2010), 

especially in the early childhood years (Hemmeter et. al, 2006).  More experience with students 

who exhibit challenging behaviors and learning how to support these students can and should be 

built into general education field experiences and concurrent coursework (Hemmeter et. al, 2006) 

to improve new teacher classroom management practices and outcomes for students. 

This study’s findings point to additional areas of teacher preparation that can and should 

be enhanced, especially those related to the professional educator aspects of becoming a teacher. 

Teacher preparation sequences should include explicit coursework and field experiences that 

focus on working with co-teachers, teaching teams, and administrators (Holland, Eckert, & 

Allen, 2014), especially those at the early childhood levels, including how classroom 

management impacts these relationships.  Again, these are areas over which the university has 

little control once candidates graduate.  Yet, engaging in scenarios, role-playing, and critical 

analysis of these aspects of being a teacher can do much to prepare teacher candidates for these 

experiences once graduated.  A continued focus on developing the traits of a reflective 
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practitioner and guiding teacher candidates to know how to problem-solve their own professional 

issues can also do much to support new graduates once in the field (Holland, 2014). 

Implications for the field.  Multiple findings in this study provide insights into areas in 

which districts and schools can do a better job of supporting teacher candidates and new 

teachers, as well as in-service teachers, while using the PBIS framework.  The first implication 

relates to support for teacher candidates who are in schools annually for field placements.  None 

of the teacher candidates in this study received formal training about the PBIS frameworks of 

their schools, even though the framework and its related practices played such an important role 

in their student teaching experiences.  While workshops or trainings may not be feasible each 

semester for teacher candidates, a single-page handout, handbook, or website could do much to 

help inform teacher candidates about this important facet of the school, making candidates 

stronger team members and enhancing their teacher preparation experiences. 

Additionally, districts and schools must find ways to better support new teachers, 

especially related to classroom management.  The findings from this study point to 

inconsistencies that new teachers experience.  Stronger preparation for administrators that 

focuses on the needs of new teachers, including those teachers in substitute roles, especially 

about support and feedback, is critical in helping address teacher burnout and more positive 

outcomes for students.  A more concerted focus on mentorship, whether paid or unpaid, for new 

teachers is essential, and opportunities for mentorship abound (Clement, 2002; Feiman-Nemser, 

2003; Teague & Swan, 2013).  At so many points across the year, Vanessa’s classroom 

management and overall teaching were enhanced because of the support and mentorship she 

received, while Kristin struggled at times without having someone who consistently provided 

feedback, and Molly floundered with a lack of mentorship and support.  The positive outcomes 
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from mentoring that Vanessa and Kristin experienced align with those findings found by 

Ingersoll and Strong (2012) in their empirical review of studies about new teacher induction and 

mentoring. Vanessa’s experience of having a paid, district mentor may be unrealistic within 

some districts because of budgetary constraints.  However, the use of an in-house mentor, like 

Danielle was for Kristin, but set up in a more formal way, such as how Sarah was for Vanessa, 

could do wonders to support all new teachers.  No new teacher, whether in a substitute role or a 

permanent role, should be left without some sort of mentorship or coaching support within their 

first year, as Molly was in her first year, and has been documented as the reality of countless 

other new teachers in the literature since the 1970’s with work of Lortie and others (Ingersoll & 

Smith, 2012). 

A final implication for districts and schools relates to the increased use of the PBIS 

framework as a school-wide approach to classroom and behavior management.  The work of 

others has revealed areas of weakness in in-service teacher and administrator knowledge of 

classroom management (Clement, 2002; Stough et al., 2015).  Because many school 

administrators may likely have had spotty classroom management preparation themselves, it is 

critical that administrator preparation programs also attend to classroom management 

coursework that focuses on school-wide approaches.  This type of classroom management 

preparation should include information about the PBIS framework, but not be limited to this one 

model.  When administrators have a better understanding of classroom management themselves, 

they can do much to support all teachers, including new teachers (Clement, 2002).   

In addition, administrators should consider the types of classroom communities they are 

fostering within their schools through their use of various classroom management approaches 

(Clement, 2002).  If using the PBIS framework, then care should be taken to use it with fidelity 
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and with proper training and support for all teachers (Molloy et. al, 2013).  However, a critical 

analysis of use of the framework should also be encouraged.  In the case of these participants, the 

school-wide aspect of the reward-violations systems of PBIS pulled them away from dynamic 

and meaningful instruction that each was trying to implement, especially as it related to how 

much instructional time was spent monitoring behavior, passing out rewards, and allowing use of 

the school’s rewards cart.  Related to this, principal preparation programs and continued 

principal professional development should include a critical analysis of the ways that students 

are included and excluded by practices within any specific approach, such as those used within 

the PBIS framework.  Administrators should also be prepared for and then supported in 

searching for school-wide alternatives that focus on building classroom communities without 

punishment and exclusion (Clement, 2002; Lawrence & Hinds, 2016). 

Implications for research.  Because there has been a lack of research acknowledging the 

voices of teacher candidates and new teachers in the growing use of PBIS frameworks, this 

research should add significant new information to the research literature.  Reading the tensions, 

frustrations, successes, and disappointments of teacher candidates and new teachers using the 

framework of PBIS and describing their classroom management does much to add to the 

dominance of quantitative studies on the topic (e.g. Horner et al., 2009; Miramontes et al. 2011; 

Molloy et al., 2013; Ross et al., 2012; Spaulding et al., 2008; Sugai et al., 2000).  This work also 

contributes to the growing body of data that points to inconsistencies in school-wide and class-

wide PBIS implementation, as well as issues within the framework connected to training, 

support, and overall usability concerns (Handler et al., 2007; Fallon, McCarthy, & Hagermoser 

Sanetti, 2014; Molloy et al., 2013).  Additionally, following graduates into their first year of 

teaching has provided new insights into what happens to the classroom management practices of 
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teacher candidates as they become first-year teachers and reveals changes in classroom 

management beliefs and practices that are more deeply affected by external contexts, of which 

teacher preparation has only so much control.  The stories of these new teachers can do much to 

encourage further research from the perspectives of the users of PBIS, such as practicing 

teachers and students. 

My Next Steps 

After conducting this study, I am left with additional questions and areas of related 

research that most interest me.  I plan to continue working to tell the many stories of this study’s 

new teachers, including those of the various contextual influences on their first year.  

Subsequently, following up with Molly, Kristin, and Vanessa to see where they are today, after 

their third year since graduation, in their beliefs and practices about classroom management is 

very intriguing to me.  On a personal level, I have grown to care about each of them deeply, and 

on an academic level, there are no longitudinal studies examining teacher beliefs and practices 

regarding classroom management for this length of time.  Finding out whether Molly left the 

field of teaching or moved to a new school and whether she put her beliefs into practice…or 

whether Kristin moved away from her dependence on the clip chart with stronger teaching 

methods…or whether Vanessa put her clip chart away for good or became a new-teacher mentor, 

my curiosity is piqued.  In addition, knowing that early childhood graduates from my institution 

now have much more preparation for classroom management embedded across clinical seminars 

and in courses that I have led, I would be intrigued to replicate parts of the study to see if the 

outcomes change with stronger classroom management preparation.   

As a researcher, I plan to continue investigating user perspectives of the PBIS 

framework.  I am intrigued by the work of Farmer and her colleagues (2016) related to 
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investigating student perceptions of classroom community using drawings.  Linking up their 

model of investigation with students in schools implementing the PBIS framework could do 

much to illustrate student perspectives about classroom community in these settings.  

Additionally, the topic of how teacher candidates and new teachers negotiate family-professional 

collaborations, as they relate to their classroom management approaches also intrigues me.  The 

theme of family-professional collaborations surrounding classroom management concerns arose 

within this study, and I would like to explore this more deeply in subsequent work. 

Molly’s cry that the university had not prepared her for the professional aspects of 

working in the school, versus the easy way that Kristin seemed to navigate these aspects, as 

compared to the very adept ways that Vanessa navigated them in her practice have also piqued 

my interest.  What role did their teacher preparation play in affecting these important first-year 

outcomes?  Subsequent research into teacher candidate attitudes and feelings of preparedness 

related to working with adults in schools is an area I would be interested in exploring as well. 

The one aspect of PBIS that is most connected to a balance of humanistic and 

behavioristic classroom management strategies relates to the teaching of prosocial skills.  

However, this was an area that Molly and Kristin rarely addressed.  In Vanessa’s practice, her 

focus on building self-regulation and self-reliance led to numerous positive outcomes for both 

her students and her.  Preparation for addressing social-emotional needs and the teaching of 

prosocial skills, including problem-solving and conflict resolution are topics that I am also 

interested in continuing to pursue.  How can teacher preparation programs better prepare teacher 

candidates to be focused on this critical component to aid in their building of classroom 

communities? 
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In my soul, I am an educator, and as such, my immediate next steps relate to my practice 

as a preparer of early childhood and elementary teachers.  I plan to continue to seek out ways to 

make learning about classroom management and the PBIS framework, and how to fuse these 

aspects together in building classroom communities meaningful, practical, realistic, manageable, 

and concurrent with experiences my teacher candidates are having in the field.  Adding in how to 

do this within the contexts of working with other adults will also be what I bring into my work.  

Discussing critical discourses related to classroom management, the blending of classroom 

management theory, covering the basics, and thinking about student perspectives, do much to 

inform a course or series of experiences that I would like to create for my early childhood 

department. 

In Conclusion 

The stories of these teacher candidates and new teachers reveal that classroom 

management continues to be one of the murkiest in concept, most difficult to describe, and often 

least-taught aspects of teacher preparation, and yet it continues to impact whether a new 

teacher’s day will be fraught with smiles and engagement or frustrations and lack of learning.  

When new teachers are poorly prepared in classroom management concepts, and are then 

confronted with a framework in the field that mandates components of their management as a 

part of a school-wide effort, they can feel supported when these components align with what they 

have learned or if they have a guide by their side.  However, if these mandates contradict the 

little bit of learning that these new teachers had related to classroom management in their teacher 

preparation, and no one helps them to process their questions, it can be difficult for them to know 

what to do.  PBIS is one such framework that consists of a school-wide effort towards addressing 

classroom practices, including a new teacher’s classroom management.   
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After spending time with these new teachers, it seems evident that the framework does 

not guarantee that new teachers will have strong classroom management or feel able to build a 

sense of classroom community within their spaces, just as it does not guarantee that new 

teachers, themselves, will feel that they are a part of a community.  On its own, the framework 

offers components that should help in establishing a sense of community within classrooms.  

However, individual classroom communities and the new teachers building them are impacted 

by any number of contexts that are related and unrelated to what new teachers learned in their 

teacher preparation and the framework of PBIS, in which they are teaching.  In many ways, these 

contexts can have a stronger impact on a new teacher’s classroom management than either her 

teacher preparation or the various components of the PBIS framework.  Additionally, the 

question must be asked, for these three participants and all teachers using PBIS, whether the 

framework, itself, positively impacts practices, or whether having a school-wide approach does.  

Ultimately, the benefits that this study’s new teachers experienced by teaching in schools using 

the framework seemed to come from the school-wide aspect of it, specifically.  Importantly, this 

indicates that any school-wide approach where there is administrative, teacher, student, and 

parent buy-in can help create feelings of community, significance, and belonging within a 

school.  When specific teaching practices related to PBIS still encourage traditional behaviors 

that include the teacher as a “manager” and punitive, top-down, exclusionary practices, and when 

these measures do not seem to produce gains for all students, distract from teaching, and prevent 

teachers from building a sense of community, then for the benefit of all parties, especially new 

teachers, hopefully, these new teachers’ stories can provide insights into alternatives. 
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APPENDIX A: DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE 

Table A-1 

Focus Group Data Collection Log 

Focus Group 
Interview 

TC Participants Month Format 

1. 1, 2, 3, 4 May 2014 In-Person 
2. 5 June 2014 In-Person 
3.  6, 7 July 2014 Online 
4.  8, 9, 10, 11 July 2014 Online 

 

 

Table A-2 

Case Study Data Collection Log 

Case Study 
Participant 

Focus Group Interviews Classroom 
Observations 

Artifact 
Collection 

Molly #1 5 total interviews 
9/25/14 (my office) 
11/19/14 (Skype) 
1/21/15 (my office) 
3/11/15 (my office) 
5/20/15 (my office) 
 

3 total 
9/24/14 
1/21/15 
5/20/15 
 

2 total 
9/24/14 
5/20/15 
 

Kristin Was recruited, but 
unable to attend any 

4 total interviews 
11/19/14 (online) 
1/20/15 (her classroom) 
3/10/15 (her classroom) 
5/21/15 (her classroom) 
 

3 total 
1/20/15 
3/10/15 
5/21/15 
 

3 total 
11/19/14 
1/20/15 
3/10/15 
 

Vanessa Scheduled for #2, 
but unable to attend 
at the last minute.  
Thus, she 
participated in #4. 

4 total interviews 
11/16/14 (online) 
1/30/15 (her classroom) 
3/12/15 (her classroom) 
6/9/15 (her classroom) 

3 total 
1/30/15 
3/12/15 
6/9/15 
 

4 total 
11/16/14 
1/30/15 
3/12/15 
6/9/15 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 

2014 Summer Focus Group Interview Protocol with Teacher Candidates 

Interview with __________, ________, ________, ________, ________, ________ 

Date _________________ Time _______________ Location _____________________ 

Thank you so much for meeting with me today.  The purpose of this focus group interview is to 

help me understand how you feel about classroom management and your university preparation.  

This interview will last about an hour and I will be asking you questions about your teaching, 

your university preparation, your student teaching and the classroom management used/ taught in 

each.  In addition, I will be asking you specific questions about how you feel about these types of 

management and your future teaching. 

1. Tell me about yourselves and how you all decided to become a teacher.  Paint the picture; 
ask for examples and stories. 

2. Tell me about your student teaching.  
3. Is teaching what you thought it would be?  In what ways? 
4. In what ways did teacher prep prepare you for the classroom?  In what ways, did you feel 

there were gaps? 
5. I’m interested in classroom management for teacher candidates and new teachers.  Can 

you tell me about the classroom management or discipline that your school had in place?  
Approach/ program? 

a. What did that look like in your classrooms?  Paint the picture.  Give examples.  
Tell me that story. 

b. So, what did you think about that program [school/ classrooms]? 
6. Can you tell me about the sense of community that your school/ classroom had 

established?  Approach/ program/ components? 
a. What did that look like in your classrooms?  Paint the picture.  Give examples.  

Tell me that story. 
b. So, what did you think about that program [school/ classrooms]? 

7. (if it hasn’t already come up…) Tell me about the relationship between the two: 
classroom management and sense of community in your setting. 

8. In an ideal world, what would you do?  What would be the ideal set-up? 
a. What are you basing that on?  Where does this come from?  [Is this out of ISU/ 

personal experience/ CT?] 
9. How did your teacher preparation cover classroom management?  Classroom 

community? 
10. Is there anything else you want to share with me about what we talked about today?  

Anything I didn’t ask, but you thought I would?  
11. Do you have anything more you want to tell me about?  
12. Do you have any questions for me? 
13. Demographic information about participants will be gathered at the end of the interview. 
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2014-2015 Case Studies First Interview Protocol 

(Administered at the start of the school year, or when entered the study) 

Interview with ___________________________________________________________ 

Date _________________ Time _______________ Location _____________________ 

Thank you so much for meeting with me today.  The purpose of this interview is to help me 

understand how you are feeling as a new teacher at the start of the school year.  This interview 

will last about an hour and I will be asking you questions about your teaching, your university 

preparation, and your feelings about this upcoming year.  I will be asking you specific questions 

about how you feel about classroom management and classroom community for this year. 

1. Tell me about getting hired for this position.  
a. How did the interview process go? 
b. Did any questions surprise you? 
c. Were there any questions related to classroom management/ community/ 

discipline? 
2. How is the start of the school year going? 
3. What are you most excited about for this year? 
4. What are you most worried about? 
5. Have you been assigned or found a mentor? 
6. What have you learned about the school’s/ grade level’s approach to classroom 

management/ community?  How has this been communicated to you? 
7. What plans do you have this year related to your classroom management/ community? 
8. What excites you about this plan? 
9. What are you most worried about? 

10. Is there anything else you want to share with me about what we talked about today?  
Anything I didn’t ask, but you thought I would?  

11. Do you have anything more you want to tell me about?  
12. Do you have any questions for me? 
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2014-2015 Case Studies Second-Fourth Interview Protocol 

(Administered in November, January, and March 2014-2015) 

Interview with ___________________________________________________________ 

Date _________________ Time _______________ Location _____________________ 

Thank you so much for meeting with me today.  The purpose of this interview is to help me 

understand how the school year is going for you.  This interview will last about an hour, and I 

will be asking you questions about your teaching, your students, and your feelings about it all.  I 

will be asking you specific questions about your classroom management and classroom 

community. 

1. How is your school year going?  How has it been coming back from breaks? 
2. What is going well? 
3. What is not going so well? 
4. Tell me about your students. 
5. What is the best part of working with them?  What is the toughest part? 
6. How is mentorship going (if going)?  How is this person supporting/ not supporting 

you? 
7. How is working in the school? 
8. Tell me about your classroom management. 
9. Successes?  Challenges? 

10. How does this mesh with what the school is doing? 
11. Do you realize any influences from your teacher prep?  How?  In what ways? 
12. Is there anything else you want to share with me about what we talked about today?  

Anything I didn’t ask, but you thought I would?  
13. Do you have anything more you want to tell me about?  
14. Do you have any questions for me? 
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2014-2015 Case Studies Final Interview Protocol 

(Administered in May-June 2015, depending on when the school year ended) 

Interview with ___________________________________________________________ 

Date _________________ Time _______________ Location _____________________ 

Thank you so much for meeting with me today.  The purpose of this final interview is to help me 

understand how the school year went for you.  This interview will last about an hour, and I will 

be asking you questions about your teaching, your students, and your feelings about it all.  I will 

be asking you specific questions about your classroom management and classroom community. 

1. Tell me about the first year of school.  What went well?  What are you proud of? 
2. What did not go so well? 
3. Tell me about your students. 
4. What was the best part of working with them?  What was the toughest part? 
5. Tell me about the mentorship you received this year.  How did this go?  How did this 

person support/ not support you? 
6. Tell me about working in this school.  How was working in the school? 
7. Tell me about your classroom management. 
8. Successes?  Challenges? 
9. How did this mesh with what the school was doing? 

10. Did you realize any influences from your teacher prep?  How?  In what ways? 
11. What are your plans for next year? What will you do the same?  What will you do 

differently? 
12. Is there anything else you want to share with me about what we talked about today?  

Anything I didn’t ask, but you thought I would?  
13. Do you have anything more you want to tell me about? 
14. Do you have any questions for me? 
 


