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ABSTRACT
The major objective of this study is to
investigate and identify the various forms Qf disrup-
tive behaviours exhibited in pre-primary and primary

schools in Nsukka Urban with the aims of advancing

appropriate strategies f§r~nanaging.theml :

The populaﬁion for the study consists of pre-
primary .and primary school pupils aged between 3 to 5
years and 9 0 11:years respectively. 12 out of a total
of 49 pre-primary and primary schools in Nsukka urban
area were selected for .study. Of the 12 schools studied,
6 were pre=primary and another 6 were primary schoolse.
Forty~¢ight (48) pupils each were slected for study from
the pre-primary and‘priﬁary schools, making a £Q$§;wof
ninety six (96) on thé whéle:

Thé 'mdjor techiigue” for déta &olléction in the
study ‘was participant observations”“This was done using
pupil’s:behaviour check-listion s four—point ratifg ’
scale;Ql,{2,AS;aandﬂélnfrom?theﬂleaStftofthéfhigﬁest in
termsvfooceurenceQ-;The?study,lastgd;fqu12 weeks and
was conducted. personally by. the researcher.and four
trained:reSearchwaésistamts;;f

~The.research questions :which-guided:this-study
are as follow:. . ..

. . .
E LA S

s

. (1), What.are the forms..of disryptlve behayiours .
;. éxhibited among pre-primary . and. primary.,,.

AR



iXe
school_pupils?

(2) To what extent are these disruptive behaviours
displayed among pre-primary or primary school
pupils?. |

(3) To what extent does the gender difference of
pupils influence the frequency and form of -
dispuptive behaviouré?

(4) What are the contexts on which disruptive
behaviours cccur among pupils in pre-primary-
and primary schools in Nsukka Urban?

The following hypatheses were tested Ho1
There is no significant difference between
the means of disruptive behaviours exhibited
by pre-primary and primary school purils in
ngpga Urban areas-.
H02

There is no signifi:ant difference
between the means of disrtptive behaviours of
male and female pupils in Nsukka Urban.

The findings of the research indicated that there

is significant difference between pre-primary and primary
school pupils with reference to diszsuptive behaviours. Of

the two major forms of disruptive behaviours identified,

"emotional disruptive behaviours® wer: more dominant in



pre—prlmary than in prlmary Sthools while ”phy51cal disrup~
tive behav1ours" {iere more. dominant in primary than in
_pre—prlmary schools6 On gender the.. flndlnés indlcate that
there is SLgnlflcant dlfference be tween male and female
pupilse. While ﬁéle pupils exhibit more of”physical disrup=
;ﬁivéfbéhaviours, Female pupils display more emotional

behaviours than their male counterpartse.




GHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

Disruptive behaviour is one of the ways
children test the enviroﬁment,‘while attempting to
assert their independence. Hﬁrlock (1982) argues
that %fighting and punching ére part of the normal
exploratory methods children use in social behaviour©.
The young chilld who has not vet learned to socialize
gives vent to disruptive behaviour while struggling
with environmental demandse.

Pupils learn disruptive behaviour in just the same
way that they learn other forms of behaviours. Galloway
Doy, Ball, T., Blomfield, D., and Seyd. R., (1982) defined
disruptive behaviour as any behaviour which appears
prcoblematic, in appropriate and disturbing to the
teachers. Such behaQiours manifest themselves in diff-
erent forms. .

Disruptive behaviour ca.. be in form of anti-social
behaviours which involve disobedience and wonderinge.
According to Lindgren (1976) disruptive behaviour is a
matter of concern for teachers because‘they are likely to
interfere with pupil?s learninge.

These patterns of disruptive behaviours arise

because of the adjustments the child must make ta new
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demands and new environinental conditions. Some disruptive
behavicurs are caused by unconscious mental processes,
and could be manifested in form of unbalanced mental
conditions, traumatic childhood experiences, personality
mal-functioning and internal dispositions. This means that
disruptive behaviours are rooted in the mental 1life of
the individual.

Gettinger (1981) argues that disruptive behaviocurs
occur when a pupll engages in any behaviour that inter-
feres with another person or group of persons or that
interupts the flow of the ongoing academlc activity and
necessitate a teacher’s intervention. If, for example,

a child is sleeping while others are busy with their
assignments, this definitely will involve the teachert's
intervention and a diversion of the attention of other
pupils in the class or groupe.

Disruptive behaviours are therefore seen as those
behaviours that are unwanted and unwaranted during
teaching and learning activities in pre-primary and
primary schools. These behaviours not only interfere
with the classroom activities but consume both energy

is behaviour
and time. Put simply disruptive behavioug;that deviates
from the erganizational rules and regulations of a
particular school. For instance a child that walks about

in the classroom during writing activity 1is said to be a
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disruptive child because the cﬁila has deviated from
the standard expeétations and from what othef members
are doinge

The child whose behaviour is disruptive}reacts to the
school situation With hostility, suspicion, feluctance
and frustration. Schostak (1983) draws on the testimony
of pupils to make the case that disruptive behaviour in
schools can often be seen as a rational response to
“intolerable” circumstances. All disruptive behaviours, no
matter what factors may be responsibie for tﬁem seem to
emanate from a basic sense of inadequacy and helplessness
in the face of over-powering forces, which the individual
feels he cannot control.

Disruptive behaviours usually take place in normal
classroom situations. They are also very common during
practical science class, domestic science and SO one
These include monopolising the instruments for practicals
and the misuse of equipments.

Gillford (1971) described the‘disruptive child as
behaving more like a younger child in the severity and
persistence of hisfher syaptoms. Compared with other
children, the characteristic of disruptive children is that
they are insacure and unhappy. They also fail in their

perscnal relationship, and cannot cope well with all, or



major aspects of their life.

Disruptive beﬁaviours are very common in educational
institutions like pre-primary, primary, secondary and
tertiary institutionso Besides, what constitutes
disruptive behavibur diffets according to the standard
expectation of a particular level of education. In the
pre-primary and primary school levels,what is accepted
as disruptive behaviour may not be recognised as disrupt-
tive behaviour in the tertiary institutions. Behaviours
are disruptive ih as much as they interfere with
teaching and the teacher's state of mind in the normal
running of both the classroom lesson and out-door
activities. Agaiﬁ, they are disruptive behaviours in as
much as they also interfere with the-learning activities
of not only the actor but other children in the class.

Disruptive behaviours in the classrocm or school
may be as a result of age. Changes may take place as
pupils develop. Lovell (1957) posits that with increase
in age, there appears to be more stable personal relation--
ship between the child and dtherég

gmphasizing the importance of early childhood
parental relations Freud (1966) posits that too little

or too much parental attention, love and warmth can
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negatively affect the child's aéquisition of adaptive
behavioural patterns. To him. the disruptive child is
seen as one who received little or no gratification in
his relations with his parents and thus was unable to

develop social . conscience or superege.

Statement of Problem

In both pre~primary and-primary schools in
Nigeria including Nsukka, disruptive behaviours have
become a major source of concern to school administrators,
teachers, psychologists, and parents alike. Disruptive
behaviours such as fighting, talking, crying, running
and jumping interfere with normal classroom activities
and divert attention to the acting pupils and the problem
behavioura

Behaviour are disruptive in so far as they interfere
with or interupt the process of teaching and learning in
the classroom and organised out-door activities. What
constitutes disruptive behaviour may differ according
to the standard expectations of a particular level of
education ~ whether pre-primary, primaryy,; secondary, or
tertiary institutions. A cursory observation across
these levels of education indicates that the younger

the sukjects receiving education, the more disruptive
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their behavioursAduring the process of teaching and
learning.

The increasing incidence of disfuptive behaviours
in pre-primary and primary schools in Nsukka Urban has
become a major source of concern to all who are interested
in the education of the wvoung, including teachers, parents
and the government. Disruptive behaviours cause many
teachers to spend a lot more time and energy sorting out
these behaviours than they do on actual teaching. This
is an undesirable situation.

As Akubue (1991:19) indicates that teachers spend
a good portion of their days dealing with students behaviour
problems in secondary schoaols. If this observation is
true of secondary schools with relatively older children
(students) the problem can be best imagined with younger
children, from three years to elevep years of .age, who
in addition, bombard the teacher with iricessant complaints
which are often frivolous and mischilevcus. ihat is more,
many teachers may develop “thick skins” or an attitude
of indifference toward the activities and complaints of
their puplls while some others may become unnecessarily
too harsh, abusive and aggressive. All these tend to
militate-against effective teaching and learning in pre-

primary and primary schools.
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Although there have been a great deal of research
directed at management of problem behaviours (Ozigi 1977,
Akubue 1991) and factors related to children's problem
behaviocurs in secondary schools (Lovell 1957, Gillham 1981},
relatively little is known, however about the forms of
disruptive behaviours exhibited among pre-primary and
primary school pupils in Nsukka Urban Area. Much less
is known about the forms and conditions under which
disruptive behaviours occur in pre-primary and primary
schoolse |

The questions then arise; what are the major forms of
disruptive behaviours common among pre~primary and primary
school pupils in Nsukka YUrban? To what can disruptive
Jbehaviours in pre—=primary and primary schools in Nsukka
urban be attributed? These guestions constitude the

main concern of this study.

Purpose Of the Study

The major purpose of this sﬁudy is to identify the
various forms of disruptive behaviodurs exhibited by pre-
primary and primary schoal pupils in Nsukka urban area of
Enugu State, with a view to making appropriate recommenda-
tions that will substantially reduce these behaviours in

these school.
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More specifically the purpose of the study include:

(1) To identify the forms of disruptive behaviours
among pupils in pfe«primafy aﬁd primary schools.

(2) To determine if disruptivé beﬁaviours are
displayed more by pre-primary and primary
school pupils.

(3) To ascertain if disruptive behaviours are dis-
played more by male than female pupils in the
schoolse.

(4) To ascertain the contexts within which disruptive

behaviours occur.

Scopg of the Study:

This study involved idénﬁifying the various forms
of disruptive behéviours exhibited among pupils in pre=-
primary and primary schools in Nsukka Urban. It
encompasses physical and emotional disrupfive behaviours.
It alsc involves the group that exhibit these behaviours
more than the other and the identification of the gender
differences in displaying disruptive behaviours and the

contexts in which these behaviours are exhibited.

Significance of the Study:
Disruptive behaviours are acts of indicipline.

If children should be saved from the frustration arising
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from disruptive behavious, thefé is need for an early
intervention.

The study will be significant in two dimensions.
(a) Practical dimensions.
(b) Theoretical dimensions,

Practicaliy, it i1s expected that this study
would raise puplic awareness about the forms and nature
of disruptive behaviours among pupils in schocls. Once
the forms of disruptive behaviours have been established,
the remedial measures ot minimise such behaviours willl be
proposed. Practically, therefore, this study will be
benefitial to parents; teachers, psychologists and educa-
tional planners. The study will help parents,; proprietors/
proprietresses, headmasters/mistresseé to improve their
behaviours management skills. Maduewesi (1971:10) has
ochserved that “a society attitude towards its children is
a measuring rod of its level cof civilization®.

This study would draw the attention of psychologists,
supervisors and other educational planners to disruptive
behaviours which can negatively affect the academic
prograss of the affected school pupils. From this aware-
ness these educators will be sentitized to the need to
elicit a systematic approach which aims at helping pupils
with disruptive behavliours in Nsukka Urban.

This study will provide information for the benefit
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of teachers, psychologists aﬁd barents of disruptive
children witH a view to ameliorating a problem that is
endemic in pfe;primary and_primary education. The study
will be beneficial to teachers, supervisors and educational
planners who are always challenged by the daili.problems
of pupils at schools. The results of the study will help
curriculum planners to identify areas in the content of
the curriculum that need modification. The result of this
study will throw more lights to teachers on how the age
and sex of the child influence disruptive behaviours.
Furthermore, the result will show the contexts under which
disruptive behaviours occure.

Theoretically, it is hoped that this study will
make a meaningful contribution to the general literature
on behaviour dynamics and classrcom environments in
Nigeria. The study shall throw more light into the
problem of classroom climete in our pre-—primary and primary
schools with a view to contrituting to the existing body

of literatures

1

Research CQuestionss:

The study was guided by the following research
questions:
(1) Wnat are the forms of disruptive behaviours exhibited

among pre-primary and primary school pupils?



(2)

(3)

(4) .

11,

To whaﬁ-extent_are these disruptive behaviours
displayed among -re-primary or pfimary school
pupilsé B | “

To What e%tenf does the gender difference of
pupils influengeltﬁe frequency and form of

disruptive behaviours?

.What are- the contexts under  which disruptive

behaviours occur among pupils in pre-primary

and-primary schools in Nsukka Urban?

Hypotheses.

The study tested the folléWihg null hypotheses

at 0.05 level of significance.

Ho:L

* . There is no significant difference

- between the means of disruptive behaviours

exhibited by pre~primary and primary school

pupils -in Nsukka Urban areas.
Ho2

There is no significant difference
between.the means of disruptive behaviours

of male and female pupils in Nsukka urban.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERRTURE REVIEW

The major purpose of this chapter is to review
what other researcheérs have done on disruptive behaviourse.

The literature will be reviewed in the following orders

1)  The Concept of Disruptive Behaviours.

2) The Incidencq of Disruptive Behaviourse.

3) Theories of Pisruptive Behaviours.

4) Factors whiéh are related to Disruptive Behaviours.
5) Management 9trategies of Disruptive Behaviours.

6) The Empirical Studies of Disruptive Behaviourse.

) Summary of Literature Reviewe.

2.1 The Concept of Disruptive Behaviours

A person's behaviour is normal if the person can
make his thoughts and behaviours conform to the major
moral and soclal values of his cultural group. The
definition of disruptive behaviour differs accdrding to
individual perception of disruptive behaviour. Doyle
(1986) defines disruptive behaviour as anything that
interferes with the teachers state of mind. However,
what interfered with one teacher's state or mind

may not interfere with another teacher's minde.
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Disruptien may be rooted in moral deficiencies.
Galloway et &l (1982) explain.  that any behaviour
which appeays problematic, inappropriate and distug-
bing to teat¢hers is disruptive behaviour.’ Pupils who
seek attention by clowning, talking, misusing equip-
ment, crying fighting, making loud noise are problems
to the teachers. Davies (%948) thus claims that pupils
disruptive behaviours occur when they are in danger of
losing struggles for attention in the classroom.
Lindgren (1976) defined disruptive behaviour
as ‘‘behaviour that interferes with teaching - learning
processes.'® Many teachers often bring class discu-
ssion of the day's lesson to a halt so that they could
direct their attention to p;pils whose disruptive
behaviour was making it‘impossible to continues
Therefore disruptive behaviour is a term that applies
to any kind of behaviour that creates difficulties.
According to Lindgren (1976) disruptive behaviours are
grouped into two major categories:
(1) Conduct Disruptive Behaviours - These consist
of behaviours that are grossly disturbing to others and
may be directed against them. Such behaviours are often

hostile, aggressive, destructive and discobedient.



(2) Personality Disruptive Behaviours:-

These behaviours are more “neuratict’ in character
and often take the form of what may be called “withdrawal
behaviour' which suggest that the child is fearful of
others, feels anxious and avoids situations that might
expose him or her to criticism, ridicle or rejection.

Achenbach and Edelbrock (1981) see disruptive
behaviours as behaviours that emerge in some form over
the course of normal devclopment. These behaviours
include lying, stealing, destruction of property and
non=-compliance which are relatively common at different
points in childhood. Although these behaviours are
diversey; their common characteristic is that they tend to
vioclate major social rules and expectations. Many of
these behaviours often reflect actions against the
environment, including both persons and property.

There are many reasons that have been outlined
for disruptive behaviours. It is usually argued that
pDarents are the initial saource of a child's disruptive
behaviours. This is because very often children are not
accepted as they are because parents insist on their
being better. A small child may offer to wash dishes,
sweep fhe room, or comb his or her hair. Such offer will

often be refused by parents on the ground that the child
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is too young. As Balsorn (1927) puts it if of s
of cooperation are declined, the children are denied
an opportunity to discover their own strengths and
doubt their capacity to belong usefully. They then
reallise that they are younger and less competent.
Their efforts t¢ learn and coéperate, at home or at
school are rejected on the ground that they are too
yound. They then begin to feel that they cannot belong
through useful behaviours. The feeling of inferiority
then sets iny; in the form of inadeduate and unacceptable
or disruptive behaviours in their homes and classroom
lessonse

Disruptive behavicur can serve different motives
and each pupil can have different purposes from time to
time. For example, being lazy can be an attention seeking
strategy. It can be a struggle for power with the
teacher, and it can also be revenge upon an ambitious
parent.

The same pupil might seek revenge
upon over—jgdgemental parents, by being disruptive at
school and disappoing them. Such disruptive behaviour
in classroom is described as "attention-seeking?.

Balson (1927) suggests that the child is saying ¥I am

o
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special, attend to me". Such behaviour is likely to
stop when attention is ¢ilven and resume as soon as the
teacher turns to others in the classe.

Furthermore, all disruptive behaviours reflect
pupils decision about how they can most effectively
belong to the group. Thay want to develop feelings of
equality and worEh among others. As belonging is the
basis of motivation for all individuals, problem pupils
believe that by adopting disruptive behaviour they will
gain a place within the group., Pupils know exactly
how to act in order to provoke a reaction from each
particular teacher. Puplls 1earh that the way to make
teachers take note of them is to be naughty. In line
with this, Galloway (1976) agreed that "pupils become
more and more convinced that the way they could get
attention was either too difficult or was simply un-—
successful®. Such puplls should be ignored and at the
same time they should be offered variety of small jobse.

The teacher could contribute to such disruptive
pehaviour by ignoring the behaviour and at the same time
refusing to provide alternative assignments to the pupilse.
In other words, teachers refuse to understand and to
observe the effort of the pupild attention. Very often,
they concentrate on disruptive behaviour rather than on

the purpose of the behaviour. Balson (1927) posits that
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teachers rebuke the late-~commers, praise the model
child, punish the bully, admonish the talker, fight
with the rebel, noralize with the cheat; flatter the
vain child, correct the deficient and threaten the
lazy®e. The igsue 1s that ail these disruptive
behaviours hinder teaching and learning process, and
these lead to the teacher exhausting his or her energy
in order to pestore normalcy in the classroom for purpose
of enhancing teaching and learnings. Changes may take
place as the pupils develop. Lovell (1957) posits that
with increase in age, there appears to be more stable
personal relationship between the child and others.

Generally, all disruptive behaviours, no matter
what other factors may be, arise from a basic sense of
insecurity and a deep feeling of inadequacy and helpless-
ness in the face of over~powering forces which the individual
feels he cannot control.

Behind all forms of classroom and school disruptive
behaviours, whether social, intellectual or emotional,
are discouraged puplls who feel that they are unable to
cope wWith the demands which the schools place upon theme
Many of them have lost faith in their ability to meet the

challenges ahead and in thelr attempt to belong.
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Newman (1965) defines disruptive behaviour,
as behaviour that creates problems for teachers and for
pupils themselves° These behaviours also cause suffering
and concern‘td teachers and to others that are involved.

Montgomery (1972) sees disruptive behaviour as
behaviour which interferes with the learning and
opportuhities of other pupiis and imposes undue stress
upon the teacher. Thes=s behaviours are of concern to the
teacher, because naturally they disturb the purpose of the
teacher®s position in the classrooms

Gray and Sime (1984) see disruptive behaviour as
oppositional behaviours.? This is because they represent
delibrate and repeated infringements of classroom rules
which teachers impose in order to create, what they
believe to be the necessary conditions for effective
teaching and learninge.

Hewlha and Jenkin (1974) see disruptive behaviour
as “neurotict® behaviours which involve deep anxiety,
intense insecurity and often pervasive guilts Such
individual disruptive behaviour is a way of expressing
an unresolved conflict and offers a release from
anxiety. These individuals passes a relatively weak

ego and tending to isolate themselves from other children.
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2.2 Incidence of Disruptive Behaviours

According to Dreikurs (1953) disruptive behaviours
are characterized by Changes in environment. It is the
gratification of need by activity which directly affects
the environment. Dreikurs (1953) identified and cate-
gorized the incidence of disruptive behaviours into four
groupss.

They are as follows:
(a) Attention seeking

) Power

(

o

3

(c} Escape by withdrawal

(d) Revenge.

(a) Attention Seeking

This involves instability unpredictability and bright
sayings. Attention seeking is the most common form of
disruptive behaviours peculiar with pre—-primary and primary
school pupils. One form of attention seeking behaviours
is that in which a pupils actively, provokes or annoys a-
teacher in the way that cannot be ignored. These disrup-
tive behaviours may irritate teachers, and are very
effective in achieving pupills purpose. These pupll'is
achieve a sense of belonging by inducing the teachers
to give them special service. These behaviours could be

refered to behaviours that depart from commonly accepted
-
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standards for classroom perfornace in the social,
intellectual and emotional areas. A child who will not
complete his assignments, reques to stay on his/her
task, makes a heavy and unfaif demand on a teacher's
time and energy is seeking attention,

Dreikurs, (1953) s a Yy s, th at All
disruptive behaviours reflect children“s decisions
about how they can most effectiveiy belong to the group.®
To them attention seeking results where young children
have done badly in their activities. It may come inform
of crying in the classroom, fighting, throwing objects.
Pupils can be attention seeking in both active and
constructive ways. This means that they would want to
be a teacher's pet, always attentive, willing and helpful.
{owever, Stott (1982) says that pupils route to improve-
ment may be a period of heavy attention demanding. This
also shows that attention seeking can come in different

forms.

(b) Power

The incidence of disruptive behavicurs in schools
can be related to the goal of power. Many classroom
are full of acts of retaliation as teachers strive to

maintain authority over pupils who in turn, refuse to be
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dominated or suppressed. Dreikurs (1953) identifies
behaviours which demonstrate power to include dis-
obedience, tamper tantrums,; stubbornness,; and argumenta--
tiveness. Pupils who engage in power struggles upset
teachers. Such teachers feel that their authority as

teachers is being threatened, eroded, and challenged.

(c) Escape by Withdrawal

These behaviours are known by lack of activity or
by a submissive attitude. They involve behaviours like
idleness, incapability, inferiority complex and babyish
ways. Hurlock (1982) discovered that “their sole purpose
is to avoid any further hurt, humiliation or frustration
and this is achieved by impressing teachers with theilr
stupidity, hopelessness, or thelr incompetence.' These
group of pupils feel that they should be left alone, and
should not be asked to do anything in the classroom
activities.

Gillham (1981) in his view of this category of
disruptive behaviours includes behavidurs such as
incapability, uninterestedness, fighting while the lesson
is going on, stubbornness, aggréssiveness and being
guarrelsome. All these need the teachers intervention

to enable the classroom und school activities take place
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in their proper situations. Lovell (1957) in his view
recourts that B child withdraws physically, from the
situation psychologically through fentasy. This means

that the child shows little or noc interest.

(d) Revenge

Some pupils feel that they are unfairly treated
by parents and teachers and thelr purpose is to seek
revenge against such parents and teacherse. Thése
pupils may engage in attacking behaviours such as
stealing, violence, brutality, and cruelty. Dreikurs
(1957) in his view of revenge opined that "pupils who
have revenge as their goal are so discouraged that they
have given up hope of belonging through constructive
and cooperative activities; have been unsuécessful in
gaining attention, and now feel that the only way of
attaining a social position is by being disliked.¥
These group of pupils seek vengeance, in the process,
they provoke hostility in order to be recognizede. Fraud
(1964) agreed that every behaviocur was motivated and that
the primary motives were vengeance and survival drivese.
The fact that children do not aéknowledge the role of
their revenge wishes as central instigators for behaviour
is due to the fact that most of those motives are

unconscilouse
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2.3 Theories of Disruptive Behaviours

There are many theories that are dealing with
disruptive behaviours. Some of these theories will be
examined here.

(a) Psychoanalytic Theorysz—

This 1s derived from Sigmund Freud's psychoanalytic
explanation. Some other therapists that are in line with
Fraud’s idea are Guttmacher (1958) and Montgomery (1992).
This theory argues that disruptive behaviours result from
inner conflicts, emotional problems, unconscious feelings
of insecurity, inadequacy and inferiority. For instance,
if the bonds of a family are not excessively strong and
the family tightly contained, the children in the family
are constantly exposed to conflicts. When the children
hegin to move outside the family they may not have been
taught to cope by the fam;lya These may be handled either
by regressing back into the family and being unable to
mo&e from it or by displaying disruptive behaviours.

Following the three stages in personality development
of id, ego, and superego children may become disruptive
because of the deficiency of control over their instinc-
tional drives. This theory argues that behaviours problem
is traced to deficiencies in personality development during

a child®s early years. It 1s opinioned that as a child
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grows during the-early stages,(Qrélg-@hal§¢and»phallic)
is excessive or- insufficient amount of libidinal (id) .
energy is fixatediat‘any‘of %he stages this then creates
emotional dlsrupt1Ve behav1ours.

-Again thlS theQry says that dlsruhtlve behav1ours are
caused by unbalanced mental condltlons;such.aszneurotlc
andhpsyéhopaﬁhic“ébhditionso %The%néurhticﬁéufﬁers from
deep_state'éf.anxiety, tense insUéhrityland-mahifest
disruptive:behaViour in“their attehpt tO":éliéve:tension.
The psychopatlc . chilﬁreh are‘at the-verge offinsanity
and thus could be a nuisance in any settlng they find

themselves. .

(b) So¢ial Learning Theory

ﬁThis:theory essentially states that pupils become -
disfuptiye becagsgnoﬁ_assqciationfahd a;sociatiQnAlearningh}
Wheldall.(??92x,‘L;hd§r¢n1(1976),vﬁahqﬁra,(1977),;Sgtherland
(iQSS);lhwachukwg (1993) and MOthbmery,:(1992) posited
that Aisﬁuptiye behaviours are learned in inte:actioh,
when pupils are involved in intimate persgnalggélat;onshipso
This theory argues Ehatthuman’behayiqqﬁ-;s:dey%lopgqsand'
maintained through inéeractipnalprhéésses; _From-this.ﬁiew,
human ‘behaviour is. the proouct of on—g01ng 1nteractlon
oetween env1Lonmental 1nfluences and 1nternal motvatlons

which derive from mainly socilal experlence°
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This theory acknowledges that children acquire many
important behaviours by imitating, models in their
environment. Learning theory suggests that the way
. parents managé disrupti&e behaviours in the home contribute
to children's dispositinns to participate in disruptive
behaviours and to enact disruption. This is why it is
generally said among the Igbo people that 'a goat that
eats yam which follows another goat that eats coco--yam
will soon begin to eat coco-yam.® This is made possible
through a learning process which develops by associiation.
Yihen children live in areas in which disruptive behaviours
is accepted by the play-mates or peer groups, the type of
disruptive behaviour that they may adopt often relate to
that of the play mates or peer gfoups°

The theory says that if a child finds himself in
good social and cultu?al envircnment,; hils normal develop--
ment is apparently assured. The social environments of
man always exposes him to risk. It means that when
interaction in a social environment is very poor, the
child stands the risk of being a problem to his or her

society.
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(c) Labelling Theory

This theory recalls that the official definition,
identification and reaction to disruptive behaviour has
serious consequences for the actor. Thearists such as
Becker (1963), Lovell (1957) see disruptive behaviour as
the behaviour people so lebels Once a child realizes
that he or she is labelled as a disruptive child the
chances are greater that the child will adopt disruptive
behaviour as a social role, motivated perhaps to live up
to the reputation. Having been labelled as a disruptive
child the .child is also more 1ike1y to begin to associate
more and more with other diSruﬁtive children and less and
less with non disruptive childréns The theory believes
that once a child has been labelled as disruptive.child,
that child will without knowing it, begin to behave in

that form.

(d) Biological Theory

The aspect of behaviours that are determined by
bilological inheritance are known as genetic theories.
Tiger (1969) Montgomery (1992), walter 1965) and
Lindgren (1976) have explained disruptive behaviours in

terms of the part played by one's body structure, such
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as biological defectiveness, heredity such as low
forehead, ear deformation, eyve deformation, neurotic
behaviouf in children. This group of pupils are found
to be sensitive, over-inhibited, lonely and anxious
with strong feelihgs of inadequacy and inferiority, which
give rise to disruptive behaviour in children. This
goes on to explain that tendencies to react emotional ly
to stress are genetically determined. Alternatively the
ability to face certain amount of stress without flying
into a panic is also genetically inherited.

In general, biological theorists place emphasis
on the role of human body in determining disruptive
behaviours. They emphasised that genetically some
children come into the world with a more robust
central nervous system than others, which enables them
to handle frustration more effectively. These groun of
children are less liable to succumb to disruptive when
they are under psychological stresss Biological
theorists generally argue that structure determines

functions.
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(e)  Cognitive Theory

This approach is most closely associated with the
work of Piagets One characteristic of most cognitive
theory is & continued embhasis on biological factors.
Cognition refers to knowing and the central idea under-
lying this theory is that childreni’s behaviour reflect
the structure or organization of their knowledge.

Among the cognitive tl.ecriests are Inhelder and
Piaget (1958), Montessorli (1934) and Montgomery (1992).
These theorists suggest that pupils misbehave because
they are bored or are seeking excitement to maintain a
pleasurable level of dissonance or their cognitive
strategies and knowledge are insufficient for coping

with, the task and s0 they succumb to disruptive acts.

(f) Social Control Theory

This is a group of theories which emphasize the
conflict the individual experiences. The disruptive child
learns no consistent set of norms and values at all.
Among the theorists are Gohen_and Start (1955) Lindgren
(1976) and %Wheldall (1992). These authors emphasised
that disruptive behaviours might represent the child’s
subconscious desire to be caught and punished because

the child does not feel deserving of others respect and
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esteem. The child of course does not recognize this

Subconscious desire as the motivating force in his or her
behaviour.

The theorists emphasize that if the socialization
is lax, weak, incomplete, inconsistent, then the child
from such environment may not even know and value what
behaviour is expected from hime. They agreed thét social
control theory 1s based on.observation that the rate of
disruption tends to be highest, if the child lives in an
area that is deprived. In effect the disruptive child
wages war against the people that have not provided for
him. The children involved here dc not think that they are

doing the wrong thing.

The theorists further emphasised that the social
control mechanisms have broken down, and the child has
little chance to identify with. any consistent set of
pesitive norms and values. According to this theory, the
disruptive child would not be able to control the impulse
from the id because of some fault in the gocialization
process, including the failure to learn the difference

between right and wronge.
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They emphasised that disruptive behaviours
represents the child®s attempt to cope with a problem
that the child is not e&en aware ofe This theory
assumes that the disruptive act does not mean what it
seems to mean. The thenry also emphasizes the society's
failure to carry out its responsibillities and its lack
of motivating conditions is é factor of problem
behaviours

From all indications disruptive behaviours could
be explained in various ways, depending on one's
interest and orientation. This means that there is no
single universally acceptable theory of disruptive

behaviours.

2.4 Factors which Are Related To Disruptive

-

Behaviours

& P T Y TTETT AR AT AT

There have been arguments on the factors that
are related to disruptive behaviours in pre-primary
and primary school pupils. From pre-primary school
to primary school is a time when vyoung children learn
to face a variety of fear's. They are learning to deal
with strong-feelings. They are just beginning to in-
coporate a sense of right and wrong and their pre-
operational logic may do things that appear to be

disruptive behaviours, but which really reflect that
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they are victims of their immature logic. These factors
can be seen from different directions as follows:
(a) The Home

Lovel (1957), breikurs (1957), Relss et al’
(1979), Karl (1965), Morris (1969), Balson (1927)
Boyd (1969) and Montgorery (1992) suggest that there are
varilous causes of disruptive behaviour emanating from
the homes. These are rummarised as follows:
(i) Some parents under-rate their children, by
discouraging them from practising how to do things by
themselves at home. The children are denied an
opportunity to discover their own strength and
abilities. They are being reminded that at present,
they are not much good. They begin to regard themselves
as less than others and doubt their capacity to belong
usefully. The child who is discouraged,; may behave
in disruptive ways becrnuse there is no point in being
cooperative. This idea is often carried over to their
schoolse
(ii) Parents over-protect and also pamper their
children. Over-protective mothers have a bad effect on
the social and emotional growth of their children. So
pampering and over protection by parents prevent the

normal social development of the child.
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(1ii) Refusal by the parents to recognize a job

that is well done by the children when compared with

their age also coﬁtribute in the development of disrup-
tive behaviours. -

(iv) Some parents Jack of faith and confidence in their
children enable the children to loose confidence in
themselves and their ability. These hinder the childrenf®s
confidence while tfying to build their self respects.

(v) Prolonged separation cof parents in the first five
years of life, is likely to affect the social develop-
ment of the child. This may lead to disruptive behaviour.
(vi) The inability of the parents to supply adequate
materials like toys for their children at the early

stage of their developmental process may also contribute
to the problems @f.such children in pre-primary and
primary schoolss

(vii) Socio—-economic bagkground of the home such as
poverty, poor feeding, insufficient sleep, and general
neglect are known to couyrse disruptive behaviours. Thus
psychologically, unfaviourable home conditions frecuently
seem to be the factors that are related to disruptive
behaviours which generally affect the academic performance

of the child.
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(viii) Parent-child relationship at the early years

may give rise to disruptive behaviours. In this sense
parents may fail f{o give children the love, security,
direction and acceptance that they need. Some parents
are inconsistent in the matter of reward and punishment,
praise and blames, By dolng these they fail to build up
stable moral and social life, of their children. This
may lead to the display of disruptive behaviours.

Above all; some parents lack clear authority in
their homes. There 1is no clearly defined barriers which
protect a child from himself and others. An atmosphere
is which a child is left to do as he likes may well
contribute to disruptive behaviour. Children living
under any of these conditions are at risk of disruptive
in cognitive, social and emotional development.

(b) The School

There are many researchers who strongly believe
that disruptive behavigurs are caused by factors related
to the schools. Among them are Montgomery (1992), Ipaye
(1977), Arnold (1971) Lovel (1957), Akubue (1991), Ozigi
(1977), Morris (1965) and Durojaiye (1981). Generally
these researchers have argued that:

(i) Lack of good perscnal relationship with pupils



(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)
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and tHe inappropriate methods of excersising
authofity create the greatest difficulties for
the pupils.

Teachers inability to react to immature minds
create problems with the pupils to secure within
the school any sort of recognition status.

The teacher - pupiis relationship is not normal.
Teachers use aggrzessive attitude in the classrooms
This attitude is unhelpful to pupils because they
tend to react to aggression, with aggression.
Most schools lack the necessary instructlonal
materials that make for effective teaching and
learning processe

Teachers are not aware of the psychological
development of children, which usually determine
their attitude and behaviourss

Lack of affection and security by some teachers
also contribute to disruptive behaviours.

Lack of the ability to identify pupills purpose
and then act the way tnat the behaviour does not
achieve its intended goal.

Lack of a conducive atmosphere. When the school
atmosphere is not conducive as a place for living
and learning. VWhen pupils are not identified as

individuals this type of atmosphere lacks the
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feeling of pride in the pupils and creates
disruption in teaching and learning.
(vili) Lack of sincerity on the part of the teachers.

Some teachers are irreégular in class attendance. -
They are not willing tc deliver thelr lessonss
They lack the ability to assign written work to
pupils. These attitudes to work create room for
disruptive behaviocurs in classroome.

(ix) Teachers often come from home backgrounds that
are quite different from those of their pupils.
The difference in values, standard and interests
make it difficult for them to understand their
pupils. The socially approved behaviours at home may
be criticized at school by the teachers andlby other
childrens This creates conflict and confusion in
children and may be expressed in disruptive
behaviours.

(c) Playmate/Peer Group

Scme researchers have explained that disruptive behaviours
can emanate from playmates or peer groups. Among these
researchers are Hurlock (1982). Akubue (1991), Britton and
Fisher (1969) and Arnold (1971). They all agreed that in

associative play,; the child is more actively involved in the
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play of others. The children engage in activities that
are identical. They suggest that children are more likely
to follow specifically the behaviour of other children of
their age, generally they identify with their playmates

or peer groups. If the play-mates or peers nag, if they
are disruptive, the pupils will behave in a similar manner
in other to conform with the play-mates or the peers.

Here the attitudes and eiéectations of others are involved.

The researchers emphasiged that peers and mates
influence a child's standard in terms of his thinking,
social behaviour, dress or fashion and activities will
eventually be affected by the mates o? peer éroupo Thus,
the behaviour of one individual in a class is likely to
affect the behaviour of otnhers in that class.

They reported that the peer group influence children's
social develcprent by envouraging them to conform to their
own soclal expectations. By doing so children learn to
adjust to peers and to develop patterns of behaviours.

The researchers argued that the desire to play an
adequate part in a group of one's own age may be effective
in developing disruptive behaviours. These behaviours in
group situations whether in negative or positive form,

involve being fairly courteous in everyday group associations.
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Certainly the opinions of their friends are much more
important to most of them than are the opinions of their
families. Generally, children accept or develop interests
that are unsuitable to their abilities in order to belong
to their 'groupe. |

(d) The Physical Condition of the Classroom

There are other theorists who have afgued that
the physical condition of the classroom can equally
determing the state of the classroom. Among them are
Lovell (1957), Akubue (1991) and Hurlock (1982).
These researchers emphasized that physical condition of
the classroom can create disruptive behaviours. This
could be noticed in different ways. For instance a
classroom without any d>or will definitely create problem
behavicur in the sense that pupils will be moving into
the classroom and also moving out with or without the
teachers persmissions

Similarly, the researchers argued that open
classrooms create disruptive behaviours. In all cases,
the noise from the classrocms can hardly be controlled
because all the disruptive children see this as an
opportunity for disrupting the classrooms without being
noticeda.

Again, it is argued that untidy chalkboard could

create disruptive behavicurs because the tendency for
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pupils to do funny drawings and writihgs are not
ruled out. They agreed that lack df sitting and writing
materials can also create disruptive acts.

In summary the home, schools, pla?hates/peer
groups and the physical conditions of Ehé classroom
are major factors that have been identified to influence
disruptive behaviours in pre-primary and ﬁrimary

schoold.

2.5 Management Strategics for Disruptive
Behaviours

It is true that disorderliness does not make for
progress. Learning can only take place in a quiet
and peaceful atmospheres 1Based on this assertion,
there are many theorists who have suggested strate-
gies that could be used to minimise disruptive behaviours
in schoolss

Some emphasised that these disruptive behaviours
could be controlled from home. Among them are Stott
(1952) , Nwachukwu (1991), and Akubue (1991) who maintain
that parents should give the child affection &nd
security and accept the child as a person in his or her

own right. Parents should attempt to build up a stable

system of moral-social values and aim in character

formation by internalising self discipline. Parents-
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child relationship should be normal.

Parents should try to set good examples. At this
early stage the child unconsciously absorbs the parents?
féelings and attitudes and through the process of identifi-
cation, he incorporates into himself thelr personal
characteristics. Here children may acquire certain types
of moral reasoning and behaviour by identifying with
their parents. The authors emphasized that parents
should support the child to participate in social
activities and if the child avoids participating in the
social activities they should find out the reasonse.

Again, they believe that all kinds of broken
homes as stated should be avoided. This should be done
by preventing the family situation from becoming psycho-
logically disruptive. By psychological family disruption.
They mean severe conflict within the home, a breaking up
of family ties, unsatis:iactory parent-child relationship,

lack of love and supervision.

The School
There are other authors who believe that disruptive
behaviours could be controlled from the schoole. These

authors include Lindgren (1976), Lovell (1957), Mon tgomery

(1992), Hurlock (1982), Hoffman (1979) and Akubue, (1991).
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They believe that teachers should act as anxiety

reducers. This could be done by having the ability to
sense the anxiety level of the pupils in the classroom
and other school activitlies outside the cléssrooma
They concluded that effeztive teachers move to help
pupils to reduce anxiety when it rises to ajlevel that
interferes with positive learning in the school. By
helping pupils to reduce the level of their anxiety,
teachers are making it possible fbr the children to
acquire more acceptable social standard of behaviour
rather than displaying disruptive behaviours,

Again they concluyded that behaviours could be
managed through *“behaviour modification®. This they say
could be done by ignéring these disruptive behaviours
and by attending to pupils only when they behave in ways
that are socially effective. This 1nvolves the teachers
turning their backs to all disruptive behaviours and
reinforcing cooperative behaviours with tokens exchangeable
for special privileges.

These authors maintain that disruptive behaviours
could be managed through task “imposed discipline that is
by imposing various tasks on the children. This therefore
directs thelr attention on the task rather than directing
their attention to disruptive behaviourse. Once the

children are interested in this task, definitely, they
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will be carried away by this, task, for a period of
time. This is a diversionary gtrategy.

They also emphasized that separation of the
disruptive.child from other classmates could be used
tc achieve discipline in the Zlassroom. This method
of separating the child from other children demonstrates
to the disruptive child that his behaviour is interfering
with the work of the grr-up and that it is not acceptede.
Again this should be dcne in a proper way, not by
humiliation. The teacher then determines when the child
appeared ready to join in @%e class activities.

The authors emphasized that disruptive behaviours
could be managed'by more cémmunication with parents and
the community. This could be achieved by regular
parents teachers association meeting and by getting
familiar with the habits of pupils through home visits

and closer interactione.

Elaymates/Peer Groups

There are other theorists who emphasized strongly
that disruptive behaviours could be managed through
playmates or peer groupse. Akubue (1991), Hurlock (1982)
and Nwachukwu (1991). These theorists have emphasized
that whenever a child is known to be mixing with well
known disruptive companions at home or at school, the
best way is to discuss with the child the consequences that

may result from such asscciation. If it is as a result
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of some emotional tension, something should be done to

add to the child's security and feeling of acceptance.
They emphasised that the child could be withdrawn from

the company by assi¢gning a special responsibility to

such child like the task of preventing other children from

disrupting.

2.6 The Empirical Studies on Disruptive Behaviours

Some major empirical investigations have been
reviewed, according to their preferred methods of
conducting research. The theorists and their studies
are reviewed below.

Stark (1987) conducted 2 study on “The Effects of
Family Conflict on School Behaviour as Perceived by
Children and Teachers'. The study examined the relation-
ship between family conflict and interpersonal difficul--
ties of children in school. The study was designed to
ascertain whether students from families with higher
levels of conflict exhibited greated interpersonal
difficulties than those from families with less conflicts,
The sample consisted of 96 fourth and fifth grade students
in two elementary schocls. Result of the study showed
that children from families with higher levels of conflict
exhibited greater behavioural difficulties than children

from families with low level of conflicts.
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Copper (1987) study was on "the development and
validation of an inventory to detect emotional stress
in ¢hildren’. Theé Emotional Stress Inventory for
Children (ESIC) consisting of twenty indicators was
designed to detect emotional stféss in elementary
school children. A panel of expérts was asked"to“rété
~every child in six elem~ntary gfade classeé on a seven-j
point scéle stressed and,nbn stresséd children were
chosen ffom a sample of 97 chiLdren° The result showed
that chiidren “rated as stressed scored significantly
higher on the ESIC than children rated as non~-stressed.

Ifekwunigwe (1984) conducted a study on
“Perceptions of Stress in Elementary School Children.'
The study examined the relatlonship between the percep-
tion of &tress by parents and teachers and the percept-
ion of stress by children. ifhe sample consisted of
213 children in middle and Upper elementary levels.
Questionnaire was used, whereby the children, parents
and teachers responded to. Results of the study proved
that there are significant difference at the 405 level
between the parents perceptions and the children®s
perceptions of streés znd mental health status. Parents

perceived the children as having lower levels of stress
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than the children perceived themselves as having. Data

s

analysis proved that thexﬁigher the pert¢eived stress level
of children the lower their perceived level of well being
of anxiety and depression.

Lemieux (1985) conducted a study on ¥The adaptation
of Hmong first to third graders to the Minneapolis Public
School, The study was designed to investigate which
variables (psychological), psychosoclal stressors,
cognitive abiiity language proficiency or sociocultural
demographic) seem to be the best predictors of a Hmong
child’s perceived level of adjustment to the Minneapolis
Public Schools. The sample'consisted of 52 Hmong first
to third graders. Result of the study proved that the
child®s cognitive ability level was the best predictor of
the child's perceived level of the lack of standardization
using this measure with non-English speaking childing and
the significant correlation, between time in country and
cognitive ability. Strobel (1986) conducted a study on
"The effectiveness of a Parental Training Program for
Improving Problematic Behaviours of Children in Regular
Classroom's. The study was designed to determine the
effectiveness of a parental training programme for
improving the problematic benaviours in children in
regular classroom. The sample consisted of 61 first

through fifth grade children from regular classroom
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secting in public parachial schools &nd 38 parent
volunteers. The methodology used fér the study was a
quasinexperimental design, with three treatment grQUpsn
The main treatment group consisted ¢f children whose
parents received training in
(a) Tecﬁniques for improving schoolérelated
behaviourss
(b) Psychological under pinnings; aﬁd genheral
parenting still heeded to imblement these
techniques. Results of the study showed that
no improvement was found in children's observed
behaviour in the classroom, as a function of
treatment. |
Hart et al (1964) conducted a study on ”Béhaviour
modifications They demonstrated the modification of
behaviour with observation téchniqueso They instructed
teacher of two pre—sChooi‘boys to ignore pupils when they
engaged 1in dis;uptive behaviours such as crying and to
attend to them when they handled stressful situations
without crying. Result showed that as a result of
differential attention, the :ate'of crying diminished to
near zero.

Cogan (1954) conducted a study on Teacher-Students
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EwlationshipW. Hé surveyed junior high school students
in 33 different élassrocms and found a significant and
positive relationship between the warmth and friendliness
and positive relationship between the warmth and friendli-
ness of the teacher and the amount of work, bofh self-
initiated and recuired, done by students. In order words
the teacher's attitudes and values affect the chiidren
in thelr behaviour and learning activities.

Hawkes and Peace (1962) found out in their study
on “Social Responsibility’ that children at 8 and under
have the tendency to withdraw in organised games. They
showed this in a classical examples of an egocentric
behaviour which occﬁred in a group of fourteen 6 and 7
year old boys and girls. Thus, a teacher introduced &
game in which an object was hidden in a room during the
children®s absence. It was necessary for each child on
his/her return, to discover the hiding place of the
objects. When found he/she was to keep calm but to sit
down while the rest of the group contihued to hunt. This
game was played several times. The observer then noticed
that a particular child was always last to find the object.
Toward the end of the fourth time the game was played,

the child that had been last to find the object announced
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that she no longer wanted to play. She stayed in the
room piaying with toys while the oﬁher children went

oute The next time when the group entered to hunt for
the hiaden object, the girl who now knew where the
object was, turned from her toy and eagerly helped others
to find the object. The fect that she was always the
last one to sit down madsz her to diépiay disruptive.
behavicur by withdrawing initially from the group.

This is as a résult of her ihability to cope with
others,

Cohen and Cohen (1987) in their study on
“Disruptive Behaviour® found but that Newspapers,
television, and teachers confirm a widely held view
that disruptive behaviours in school is a serious and
growing probleim.

O'Leary, et al (1987) conducted a study on
“The effect of loud and soft repfimands on the bBehaviour
of disruptive studehts. The study consisted of 10
students with rate of disruptive behaviours. The study
was done in two phases. In the first phase of their
study, almost all repremands were found to be of loud
nature and could be hearc by many other children in the
class. 1In the second phase, the teachers used mainly sort
reprimands which were audible only to the children being

reprimanded. Results proved that with the institution of
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soft reprimands, the frequency of disruptive behaviours
declined in most of the children.

2.7 Eymmary of Literatiure Review

In the literature review the concept of disruptive
behaviours in schools has been highlighted as behaviours
that deviate from the accepted behaviours of a particular
school and interferes with the procesées Qf teaching and
learning, and this behaviours also needs fhé attention
of the teacher. Some of thesé behavioﬁfs are noise-
making, crying in the classroom, fighfiﬁg§ refusal to
obey teachers, pushing etc. ' The incidence of these
behaviours were looked into, such incidence are attention-
seeklng, power, revenge and escape by withdrawal.

Some theories that could be responsible for disruptive
behaviours were similarly looked into. Such theories
include psychoanalytic,bidlogical, social learning,
labelling, cognitive gnd social control theories.

A number of factors related with disruptive
behaviours have also been identified in the home, school,
the playmateé/ peergroups and thé physical conditions of
the classroom; These are the major agents of sociaiization
which inculcag 1in young persons and children the'" values
of behaviour patterns of the societye

A number of empirical studies carried out on problem
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behaviours were reviewe. in this section of the study.
From the reviews it become clear that failure or
inability of the agents of sociaiization to perform
their functions adequately and satisfactorily is a
major factor in disruptive behaviour among children.

To prevent pupils from engaging in disruptive behaviours,
a number of management strategies have been suggested

to eliminate or substantially reduce such behaviours°
$ughl§trat¢gigs iﬁclude_provi@ing a good environment for
the child in the home, and school and strictly supervising

the playmates or peer groups the <hild associate withe



' CHAPTER THREE

Research Precedure

This chapter deals with the research design,
area of the study, population of the study, sample
and sampling techniques, instrument for data collec-
tioﬁ, méthOd_of data analysis and a description of the

pllot studye.

Research Design

This study is a deécriptive survey of disruptive
behaviours of pre-primary and primary school pupils
in Nsukka Urban. The study which was conducted over a
12=week period, sought to observe, describe; and
analee the disruptive behaviours of é representative
sample of these pupils as they are manifested in theig

various schools (classrooms .and outdoor activities).

Area of Study

The study was carried cut in Nsukka Urban in
Enugu State. Nsukka Urban is made up of three major
wards Nkpunano, Ihe/Owerre and Nru. Nsukka is a
University town where education is very much emphasized.

It is therefore an ideal setting for this studye.

7
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Population of the Study

The population for the study consists of pre~
primary and primary school pupils in Nsukka Urban.
The target population comprises the pﬁpiis of six
pre-primary schools and six primary schools -~ pupils
aged between 3 to 5 years and 9 to 11 years respectively.

The emphasis on young pupils in pre-primary and
primary schools is that their behaviours are often seen
as they are manifested without adult interference.
Young children presumably, are less likely then older
children or adults to change their behaviours in
response to being observed. As Godwin and Discall
(1993) have argued, even when young children know
that they are being observed, they feel less threat-

ened or anxious than adultss.

Sample and Sampling T-chniques

There are altogether 49 pre-primary and primary
schools in Nsukka Urban. This is made up of 25 pre-
primary and 24 primary schools. The distribution is

chown as follows in table I.
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Iable I:  Number of pre—primary and primary schools
in Nsukka Urban by wards
wWards i Total {Noo of § No. OF No. of {No. of

pre-primaryjpre- primdry; pre-pri--|primary
& primary primary; schools| mary schools
schools schools school selected

L | selected

- ,

Nru 9 i 5 5 1 1

Nkpunano 15 8 {7 2 2

Ihe/Owerre 25 12 1 13+ 3 3

B ] TOTAL. 49 25 24 6 6

SOURCE: Nsukka Local déVegnment Education Authority
(Collected September, 1996},

Out of the total number of 49 pre-primary and
primary school§ in the area of study, 12 schools were
randomly séLazaﬁ for the study. The stratified random
sampling technique was employed for this purpose. The
schools were stratified into wards and types (Nru,
Nkpunang, and Ihe/Owerre) pre=-primary and primary
schools) as shown in Table I. Again from each ward,
schools were randomly drawn for inclusion in the studye.
Two schools were sampled from Nru. (Orie pre-primary
and cne primary) four schocls from Nkpunano (two
pre~primary and two primarY) While six schools were

sampled from Ihe/Owerre (three pre-~primary and three

primary).
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The subjects for the study were (48) forty-eight
pupils aged 3 to 5% .who were sampiéd frdm‘the six pre=-
primary schools ahd forty—eight (48) primary school
pUpiis aged 9 to 11% who wefe sampled‘ffoh the six
primaﬁy schools. Altogether'there were twel?é (125
schools and 96 pupils from both pre—primary and
pfimary schools who were obsérVedb The population of
thé pupils in the schools were considered in the
sampling. The researcher sampled equal number of pre-
primary and priﬁary school pupils and also equal number
of both male and female pupils. In sampling, the study

adopted balloting without replacement.

Instrument and Method of Data Collection

The major technique for data collection in this
study was participant observation. The reason is that
the pupils in pre—primary-and primary schools are too
youhg to give reasonable iﬁfgrmation by writing due to
their tender agese Four‘assistants were recruited and
frained especially for the purpose of observatione.

Some teachers were also interviewed to obtain extra
information about pupils and their disrﬁptive behaviours.
The researcher prepared Pupil Behaviour Rating Scale
(See appendix II) which was designed to collect informa-

tion on the observed disruptive behaviours displayed by
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pupils. fhis was done u.:ing a four=-point rating
scale. The items on the rating scale relate to the
forms of disrupti&é behaviours which conSist of three
sections with their specific examples. For instance,
section (A) consists of physical disruptive behaviours
like fighting and pushiéga Section (B) consists of
emotional disruptive'behaviodrs such as crying,
laughing and danéing while section (C) consists of the
sources ofldisruptive beﬁaviours such as noisy environ-
ment, and lack of writing materials.

The format for rating and scoring the disruptive
behaviours (éee appendix II)_manifested by'the pupils
and their contexts are as follows. Any disruptive be-
haviour that does not occur throughout tHe period of
observation was rated “Does not occur' ahd scored oné
1%, Any disruptive behaviour that ocCurS 1 to 3 times
per week of_the period of observation Was recorded
"occurs slightly™ and was scéred two %2%, Those disrupe
tive behaviours that occur 4 to 6 times per week of the
observation were reccrded as occuring fEequghtly and
scored three ¥3%., On the other hand when such behaviours
‘occur seven 7% times and above per week of the observa-
tion they were rated "occurs most frequently" and scored

four 4% points.
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The pupils were studied on an individ@al basis.
This involved observation in which the indi&idual was
observed in the context of a group and chahges ih the
individual's disruptive behaviour as he or she partici-
pates in different groups was documented.

In the group observation each pupils Qés watched
for behaviours that are disruptive and this was done on
a period of twenty "20" minutes. The observation took
place in the classroom activities and also out door

activities.

Method of Data Analysis

In analysing the data the researcher noted the
frequency of disruptive behaviours that wefe observede.
In each of the disruptive behaviours dbserved, the
number of the observing rating scale was written in
the column pfovided and the sum was divided by the total
number of those rated in pre-primary and primary schools
and according to gender category of the pupilse.

The extent of the physical and emotional disrdptive
behaviours were determined by calculating their grand |
mean. The mean scores of tﬁe gender (males and females)
were calculated separately to answer the guestion of

gender difference of disruptive behaviourse
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The mean scores on disruptive behaviours of pre~primary

and primary school pupils were worked out to find out

the group that displayed disruptive behaviours more than

the other. The t-—test statistic was used to test the
two hYpotheses postulated. The t~test value of age
and gender were computed. Where the calculated value
of t-tést statistic is equal or greater than the
critical or table value of the t-test statistic, the

hypothesis was rejected, otherwise it was accepted.

Reliability

Ah’estimation of inter-rater reliability was
established for the rating scale. For this purpose
ten "10% pupils from two F2% scﬁools wefe observed by
two independent observers. Fach of the two raters
fated the disruptive behaviours using a four-point
scale for every child. The rating given by these
raters were correlated using Feerson Product Moment
Correlation Technique. From this, a co-=efficient of
inter-rater reliability of 0.89 was oh£ained from

the instrumente.

validity of the Instrumenmt

The children Behavioural Rating Scale was face

validated with some teachers, headmasters/mistresses,
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prop:ieté:s énd proprietresses in pre—brimary and
p:imafy échoq’ls° It was also validated with twd
experts iﬁ_eéucational psyéhology in the{Depé;tment
of Education and two experts of the Depa;then; of
psychology all in the Univérsity of Nigeria, Nsukka.
Following the series of validatioﬁ ﬁade, some
modificaﬁioﬁs of the instrument were made prior fo

pilot study.

Pilot Study: .

The field work for this study séarted with
pilot  Study involving three schools. The
selectioﬁ was made bearing the three wards of Nsﬁkka
(Nru, Nkpuhang and Ihe/Owerre in mind; Thése schools
were not included in the main study. The totél number
of the pupils used were (105 ten: (05) five from
pre-primary and (05) five from primary schoole

As ihdicated earlief; this study empldyed the
observation methode These was made with the behaviour
rating scale designed for collecting information
about disruptive behaviours. The observation was made
for three weekses A total of two, hours were put in
each day during the school hours and this involved

both indoor and outdoor activitiess The same research



questions used for the sctudy were éisq used. Based
on the research guestions, the forms of disruptive
behaviours among pre-primary and primary school pupils
Wefe hoted°

The study was made t6 assess thie appropriateness
of the instrumeht, that can be used to collect informa-
tion required fér £he study. :If enabied ﬁhe researcher
to have some experience in utilising the observation
techniqué, The pilot study was also made to find out
whe£her the recruited assistants that are to help in the
study will encounter any difficultyin filling the
checklist. This exploratory study gave ample ideas of
disruptive behaviours which are common in and outside
the classroom and in their natural forms without any

manipulation of the behaviours.
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CHAPTER FOUR

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter deals witﬁ the preseﬁtatiOn
and analysis of the data ffom the study. The data
are presented according to the order of the reseazch
questions and hypotheses which guided the study.
The data were processed and computed at the Univer-

sity of Nigeria Computing Centre Nsukkae.

Research Question Cnes-

what are the forms of disruptive behaviours
exhibited among pre-primary and primary school
pﬁpils°

In answering this question, the distinction
between physical disruptive behavioufs and
emotional disruptive behavicurs is adopted for

clarity as in Tables 2a and Z2h.
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Table 2a: The Mean Rating of Disruptive Behaviours
(Physical) of pre-primary and primary
School pupils as observed.

(Number = 96)

S/No.j Physical % Mean | Standard | Remarks
Disruptive { Deviation
Behaviour <} '
L !
1. !Talking in the Clas Occur
room : 3.33 0.82 Frequently
! 2. |EBating in the Class |} g .
room i 3.29 g 0.66 i
3. Istruggling L 2.94 1,17 L
4, Wondering 2.94 i 1.17 i
b , i 1
5. i{Snatching of % . } ‘
HMaterials i 2094 ' 1:17 #
6. {Knocking on the head{2.87 1.05 i g
7a PuShihg 2085 0071 i
8. Fighting 2.58 0.77 i s
S. Wetting 2,37 0.90 Occur slightly
10, Defecating ' 1475 - 0a71 n

NOTE: Below 2.50 = occur slightly. 2.50 and above =
cccur frequentlye

Table 2a above shows the mean on disruptive behaviours
(physical) as observed by the researcher. The remarks
show the items from the highest order to the lowest order
of occurance talking in the classroom, Eating in the
classroom, struggling, wondering, snatching of materials,
knocking on the head, pushing, fighting, wetting and defeca-

ting.
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Table 2b; The Mean Rating of Diﬁruptivé Behaviours
(Emotional) of Pre-prfimary and Primary
School Pupils as Observed.

(Number - 96)

s/oe| Vive pensviours | "6 | Devission) Remarks
1. Shouting § 3.58. 0.66 Occur
_ ' ; Frequently
2a Irritability ] 3.26 0.72 a
3e Crying - ' 3.20 : 0.89 it
4. |Temper tantrums : 3.70 ! 0.83 L
5 Laughing 2,97 0.71 W
6o Smiling 2,74 0.84 i
7o Withdrawn Behaviour 2.56 0.88 i
8. J|Hail pbiting 250 0.79 "
9. |Thumb Sucking 2,45 0.89 w
10. |Dancing . | 2.42 0.86  Joccur
—d : . ' . _ . fSlightly

Table 2b shows the means of disruptive behaviour
(emotiona) as observed by the researcher. The remarks

indicates the items in the crder of occurance from the

highest order to the lowest order - shouting, irritability,
crying, temper tantrums, laughing, smiling,withdrawn

behaviours, nail biting, thumb sucking and dancing.
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To what extent are disruptive behaviours displaved

among pre—primary and primary school pupils?

Table 3a:

The '‘Mean of Disruptive Behaviours (Physical)

As Observed and Recorded by the Researcher
S/NOe Physical Disruptive Mean |{Scores]. Diffe— {[Remarks
‘Behaviours - Z rence in
Xq 2 Means
1le Fighting 2477 2.89 ~-0.12 oM X,
. 2. pushing 1.97 2.57 ‘-6060 OM XZ
3. | struggling 2.41 |{2.35 0.06 foM X,
4. | Bating in the Class-
room i 1.85 3.85 -2.00 OM XZ
5. Snatching of materials| 2.91 2.97 ~0.06 |OM Xy
60 Talking 1.93 3091 —0098 OI"’I X2
7. | Wondering 2.37 13.27 | -0.9 - |OM X,
8. | Kriocking on the head | 3.37 }2.37 0.1 oM X,
O. Defecating 2.75 0.97 1.78 OM X,
10. | Wetting 3.91 {1.05 2,86 |OM X,
 NOTE: X, = Mean of pre-primary
X :
.2 = Mean of primary
OM = Occur more
Table 3a shows the mean of Physical Disruptive
Behaviours of observed by the researcher. The table also

indicates the difference of the mean between the pre-

"/$\E£;m§£y and primary school pupils. TItems 1,2,4 and 7 were
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displayed more in primary schools. than in pre-primary
schools. On the other hand items 3, 8 to 10 were displayed
more in pre-primary schools than in primary schoolss.

Table 3b: - The Mean of Disruptive Behaviours (Emotional)
as observed and Recorded by the Researcher

S/No.j Emotional Disruptive Bl Mean $cores |Diffe- Remark
Behaviours A X rence in
1 X
2 . means
1. | crying | " 13.20 [2.97 | 0.23 om X,
2. | Laughing 2.29 |2.83 |-0.54 oM X,
3e Dancing 1.92 (2.66° |-0.74 OM X2
4. Thumb Sucking 3450 |2.36. 1l.14 oM X,
5. | Shouting o {2.18 [3.25 [-1.07 OM X,
6. Smiling \ 2.37 ]2.54 | =017 oM X,
7. | Trritability 2.54 |2.45 | 0.09 | oM X,
8. Temper Tantrum 3.64 11.30 2.34 oM X,
9. Nail biting . 3.04 |2.35 0.69 oM X,
10. | Withdrawn behaviours 3.74 12.81 0.33 oM X,

Table 3b shows the mean of the two groupg and the
difference between the mean on Emotional Diskuptive
Behavioufs. Items 1, 4 and items 7 to 10 show that these
behaviours were displayed more in pre-primary schools than
in brimary schools. While items 2,3,5 and 6 indicate
that these behaviours were displayed more in primary sc¢hools

than in pre-primary schools.



Research Question Three:

To what extent does the gender difference of pupils
Influence the frequency of disruptive behaviours?

Table 4a: The Mean Ratings of Disruptive Behaviour
(Physical)By Sex

. e i g ; ey U
S/No{ Physical Dis- o1l 22 3L 148 3870 o o & O 427
ruptive Behaviousi® (f¢ & I, 9 i "0, & als i d i) Ly 0
, giuc lus 1y a3 v
w3I3© 150 |50 cfo Q Xl lustlso oo 138 clod c
BOIBT BEARROELL L 1 EIERI8T [REAREEE. :
0 ¢,0n Prfo= oje o Mean f O40 S48 A8 HTI8 0 D10 | Mean p
1. } Fighting - 30 112 06 48 2,704 44 03 13, 23 N9} 48 1 2.26 | 6
2. [ Pushiny 09 04 01 L 2,30 74 04 26 17 01 K .96 § 10
3. # Struggling 05 23 119 01 i 2,431 6103 24 18 03 Wi 2,33} 5
i 4.} Eating in the _ :
; ; Classroom i 23 04 § 17 04 7 2,17; 8 09 09 10 20 i 2085% 41
| 5.} Snatching of . ., ' b ; ? Vol
i, Materials 01 14 § 20 13 " 2.97% 24 01 10; 26 11 i '20934 2 |
t 6.1 Talking o7t 10125 o6 t# | 2,971 21 =1 =~ 1 191 29% ¥ 3.60
7o Wondering 12 20 ) 09 07 w o 2.244 14 02 10 10 26 W 202214 7
8. Knocking on the
head 07 21 ¢ 11 09 Wy 2.,45) 51 12 23 10 03 2,12 8
9. Defecating 22 12 § 09 04 i 1.67410; 11 23 08 06 wy 2,121 8
P10 Wetting 15 26 ; 03 02 i 1.86} 9% 02 14 20 12 2,18} 2
il .
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A close examination of table 4(a) show the raw
data on the frequency of physical disruptive behaviours
among males and females. I"rom the table, male pupils
tend to exhibit the highest mean in item 7 the
following are the sequentiai order in which the
behaviours occur for mcle pupils: items 5,6;1;8,3,

2, 4 and 10. The least in occurance was item 9,
while items 5 and 6 were equal and had the same
mean.

Among female pupils, from the highest to the
lowest, the order was as follows: item 6 followed
by items 5, 10, 4, 1, 3, 7 and items 8 and 9 with

the same mean. The least was item 2.

>



Table . 4(b):

The Mean Reting of Disruptive Behaviours (Emotional)

By Male and Remale Pupils

66,

Males Females
: T --
S/Nod Emotional 1 2 3>.1 4_)4>.| 2- 3 4 >R >
Disruptive b i B 183 isa 5 ~) DI0D |84
Behaviours |c — c =g l=2A aie — cl=c (=2
sl B Iu @ Q 0, n 1Ol FUNE) ] 0] o} 0
wn3s3cliss 43 a3 2in IS clusiud =3 kY]
oujuvoivp !so la a delov]vo|sois o M A | yean c
OuUlULu-H L O U o g Mean ol0 D{iV-A L O (0O ¥ ©
QOO —~ 10O U 0w Zlaolo~ juou oa jow a4
i &k o JH 0 , 0 (O jOf =0
Te Crying 03 29 14 02 484 2.83 4§ 44 01§ 091y 17 21 48 3,20 1
2 Laughing 05 22 13 08 w 2,491 73 02} 19} 20 07 n 2.66 )
3. Dancing 09 22 151 044§ = 2,28 4 91014 33132} 04 " 2.39 1 8
4. Thumb suck=- 1
ing 0341 11 21 13 " 244 1 8104t 331} 09 021 = 2,18 110
' 5, Shouting - 04 , 13 31§ = 3.26 1 14 04 04 15 25 W 3,06 4
6o Smiling 02 22 19 05 il 2.56 ' 61 03¢ 1314 24 08 i 2a72 5
7« Irritapie 701 13 14 204 " 4 3,16 {2401y 10 4 17 20 i 312 2
lity ! v ; § :
i 8. i Tamper ? ! g '’ : ]
' Tantrums 03=3 19 | 16§ 10 " | 2.87 413024 1813 ; 151% © 2.64" 1 7
! L .
9o Nail bit" -
ing 10 26 08 04 u 220 Y10 1 07} 23 } 16 02 i 227 9
10 Withdrawn
Behaviours 02 15 27 04 i 2,66 | 5} - 17108 | 23 w 3.12 2
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The above table was used to test the validity
of the mean for emotional disruptive behavicurs on
male and female pupils. A close examination of the
table shows that item 5 sccred the greatest mean
on the males side« In descending order the others are
as follows: 7, 8, 1, 10, 6, 2, 14, and 3. The
least among all is iter 9. On the female side, item
1 Bas the greatest mean, followed by items 7 and 10
which have the same mean score’ These are followed by
items 5, 6, 2, 8, 3 and 4, while the least among the
items is item 4. The significance of difference
between male and female -disruptive behaviours will

be tested in hypothesis twoe.



Research Question Four:

What are the context of disruptiVe behaviours

among pupils?

68,

Table 5a: Rating of the Contekté'of Disruptive
Behaviours Among Pre-primary and
primary school pupils
S/No. Contexts Mean | Remarks
o When the child lacks writing
materials 2.88 Occur
frequen-
tly
2e When the enwvironment is noisy 2,83 n
3 When the child is oppressed by his/
her classmates 2275 "
4, When the child is frustrated- 2469 W
5, When the child lacks communication 2016 Occur

slightly

NOTES

Below 2,50 = Occurs slightly

2.50 and above = Occurs frequén‘tly°

Table 5a shows the context under which disruptive behaviours

QCCUure.

It was observed that contexts such as items 1,2,4

and 5, which are lack of writing materials, oppressions by

other classmates, when the environment is noisy and when

fhe child is frustrated are the contexts under which

disruptive behaviours occur frequentlys

On the other

hand item 3, which is lack of communication is the only

context under which disruptive behaviours occur slightlye.
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Table 5b: Rating on Contexts of disruptive
Behaviours Based on Pre-primary
and primary schqql_pgplls

v e e = T - !

S/No. Contexts Pre-primary | Primary{ Grand |

3 _ - Mean g

- R X2 1 ‘

le tihen the child lacks E ' g

writing materials ! 2.66 1 3.06 12.86 |

« !

2. iihen the child is oppressed § E

by his/her classmates ; 2650 L 2,97 2.73

] ¥ 3 i

3. |} When the child lacks i~<
communication 3.31 1.87 2459

4o When the environment is noisy}) 1.35 2,35 (1.85 Ag

5. |when the child is frustrated } 2.83 2,22 {2.22 |

NOTE: Below 2.50 = Occur slightly

2.50 and above = occur frequently

21 = Mean of pre=primary

X2
Table 5b shows mean of the two groups as observed by

Mean of primary

L}

the researcher. When combined, items 1 and 2 occur freguently

on both sides. Based on the iIndividual groups, items 3 and

5 occur €requently in group 1, while the same items occur

i

slightly in group 2. ©n 'the other hand item 4 occur
slightly in group 1, while the same item occurs freqUentiy
in group 2. Based on the grand mean items 1 to 3 and

5 occur frequently while item 4 occur slightlys
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Table 5 ¢c: Rating on Contexts of disruptive
Behavliours basged on genders.

NOTE: Below 250 = occur slightly
2450 and above = occur frequently

21 = mean of male

>-52 = mean of femal
Table 5c shows the mean of the two groups as observed
by the researcher. 1t was observed that in both groups
item 1,2,4 and 5 occur freguently. On individual basis
item 3 occurs frequently in group 1, while on the other
hand item 3 occur slightly. Looking at the grand mean on

both groups items 1,2,4 and 5 occur frequently while item

3 occurs slightly.

S/No. Contexts Male f[Female | Grand
;’ 4 vl Mean
Pl 2
i i
| 1. 3 When the child lacks writing |
7 materials 13,10 | 3.18 3,14
)
2 When the child is oppressed -
by his/her classmates 2.68 2677 2,72
3. When the child lacks communi-
cation 2,80 2012 2.46
4. | When the environment is noisy 12.79 | 2.87 2:83
5. | Wheh the child is frustrated {2.68] 2.70 2,60
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TESTING THE HYPOTHESES FOR THE STUDY

The two hypotheses for the study will be tested

in this section.

Hypothesis One: There is no significant difference
between the means of disruptive behaviours exhibited by

pre-~primary and primary school pupils.:

Table 6a: Summary of t-text Result for Testlng
Hypothesis One - .

S/Nod Physical Disruptive jPre=pri-|Pri- a1~ o %
Behaviours miry miry cula- i E’a ;
Q0 = Q;
0 © §
G HB
S 0o, . |
{
1. {Fighting 2079 2039 .49 {94 0.05 {1.9¢
2 {Pushing 2.97 2,27 £.33 {u a n |
3a Struggling 3.35 2:41 D.43 |7 i i Nof
4, Eating in the Class- !
room 1.85 3.85 116,30 )% W i S
Se Snatching of material{2.93 2097 { 0437 i W IN.S
6o Talking 3,27 3,311 0.31 % 0 w a
{ 7. jwondering 2.37 2:37 | 0.0 {u " v
8. Knocking on the head [1.93 1,97 § 2,670 i Ll "
9. Defecating 3.91 1.05 1§ 9.70 I« 3 i w
10. Wetting 3,91 1,97 Hda.43 I 13 w %
NOTE ¢ S = Significant.
NcSn= NOt significanto

A close examination of table 6(a) shows that the calculated
value of t is greater than the table value on physical disrup-
tive behaviour on items 1,2,4,3,9 and 10. The effect is to

reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative



hypothesise

[N

On the other hand items 3, 3, 6 and 7 show

tﬁat the null hypothesis is accepted in favour of

the alternative hypothesis because the t-table is

greater than the calculated t.

Table 6(b):

Summary of t—-test Result For Testing

Hypothesis one

720

S}N§f Emdfional Pre— T :'
" Disruptive primaryiPri= Lal=- o T j@
Behaviours mary culase . % . ﬁ
& s, oiTablej 4 |
3 z ed. #af 3 e o
1 2 S @ g
1. {crying 3620 227 | 6.47 P4} 0.05]1.99]s |
2. {Laughing 2.83 2.29 | 3¢15 3§ u § ® @
3. |Dancing 2.54 2,37 10,19 fu | T R
4. §Thumb Sucking 3.50 2.91 1 3,37 | w a n 1)
5. {smiling 2.66 {2,181} 2.80 Jul = W fou
6. tShouting 3.35 3.81 ] 3.671 In{ = W "
7o ]Irritability 2.54 2,45]0.51 %} © w NS
8. {Temper tantrums 3.64 2,50 {9.20 §n | # a w
9. jHail biting 3.47 3.04 | 3,07 {» ] ® n f
10+ {Withdrawn Behav=
jours 3414 2,81 ) 235 | @ H] ] 1t

Table 6(b) above shows that almost all the items,

except two of the ten Emotional Disruptive Behaviours,

tested under t—test have calculated t-value that are greater

than the table value (1.99). These items are items 1, 2,

4, 5, 6 and 8, 9 and 10. Based on this the researcher
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rejected the null hypothesis in favour »f the

alternative hypothesis°

t—calculated value are items w1th lower t - calculated

value are items 3 and 7.

hypothesis is accept.

hyp

othésis.

The two itemS~with lower

In thege cases,

Hypothesis Twos-

the null

as against the alternative

There is no significant difference betweeén the

means of disruptive behgviocurs of male and female

pupils in Nsukka U'rban°

on etween Males and Fema:
gy i B
T isruptive

calculated i1s more than the table value.

Therefore we

L eeem

Table 7(a): Comgarls es
on | o e av1ours physlcql)
S/No} Physical '
Disruptive MalesjFemales) t~cal- A T
. - . 2]
Behaviours %, X2 culated | df § >JB Table %
o+ > 0]
e @ =
(I G I 7]
. m
1. Fighting 2.79 2,37 2,71 94 0.05} 1.991 s
2 Pushing 3.35 3.31 0.24 i { i NS
3. Struggling 2,33 2.43 073 " i w i
4o Eating in the
Classroom 2.83 2.87 0.17 ! @ i W
5, Snatching of
materials 2.%7 2,91 0.43 i ” W "
6o Talking 3.12 2,45 2+53 @ @ " S
7 Wondering 2.25 2222 1.58 i w W NS
8. Knocking on
: the head 1.79 1.70 0.57 n i i "
9. Defecating 2.30 } 1.96 2.92 0 w2 " g
110, Wetting 3,04 2.85 0.75 W “ i NS
Table 7(a) shows that in items 1,6, and 10 the t-test




reject the null hypothesis>ahd,unhold the alternative

hypothesis.
2 to 5,

the

7, 8 and 10,

én thé other hand, with the same table items

the titest calculated is less than

table values Therefore, we accept ﬁhe'null hypothe--

;sis and reject the alternative hypothesis.

Table 7(b)s

COmparison between males and females on

Dlsruptlve Behaviours (Emotional)

Emotional

S/Now Malegg Females] t-cal-
Disruptive culated!. i
Behaviours T 1 % 1df {82 | Table
R e
. 0:A4Q
1s | Crying 2.83 2.64 0.08 194 451,99 IN.S
2. } Laughing 2.50 2.62 0.69 In |wn 0 "
3. { Dancing 2.39 2.52 0.68 (% i n w
4. | Thumb Sucking | 3.12 3,29 0,91 (w n w W
50 } Smiling 2.29 2056 1.54 §n W it i
6. | Shouting 2.56 3.60 .31 Jn v a "
7. { Irritabllisy | 2.56 243 0677 % i i w
" ] W i H
8. |Temper Tan- .
trum . 3.14 3.00 0s85 % n i i
9. |Nail biting 3,37 3.14 1655 0 i @ u
10. | Withdrawn .
behaviours 3,14 2.81 2035 % 9 B S
S . i-kQL
In the same way, an examination of table 7(b) shows
that items 1 to 9 of Emotional Disruptive Behaviours tested
have t~test calculated less than the table value. Based

on this thé null hypothesis is accepted in favour of the

alternative hypothesis.

greater t-calculated than the t-value.

‘hypothesis is rejected

is upheld.

(“na
e d o

the other hand item 10 has a
Therefore the null

;hile the alternative hypothesis



75.

Summary of Findihgs

The results obtaihed from Eﬁé iﬁvestigatiohs
made revealed tﬁat -

(1) Tha major forms of disruptiVe.behévidurs ex=-
hibited by pre~primary énd pfimary schools were
physical disruptive behaviours - figﬁtiﬁg,.
pushing, struggling, talkingj and emotionai
disruptive behaviours - cryiﬁg, laughing and
shouiting.

(2) The emotional disruptive behaviours are
exhibited more by pre;primary than primary
school pupils, physical disruptive behaviours
are exhibited more by primary school pupils.

(3) There is gender difference in the exhibitich of dis-
fuptivé behaviours by pupilss .Male pupils exhibited
more physical disruptive behaviours than female pupilse
On the other hand, fefmale pupils showed more emotional
disruptive behavicurs than the male pupils.

(4) Conditions of lack of writing materials, oppression
by others, lack of communication, noisy environ-
ment and frustration - precipitate the behaviours

of pre-primary and primary school pupils.
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CHAPTER FIVE

INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

This chapter deals with interpretations, and
discussions of the results presented in the previous

chapter. The implicationsslimitations, recommendation
and conclusions as well as suggestions arising from the

study are also included here.

Discussion of Results

In presenting the interpretation and discussion
of the results of this study, the following Sub
headings are used as basis:

(a) Identification of the forms of disruptive
behaviour in pre~primary and primary schoolse.

(b) The extent of disruptive behaviours.

(c¢) The contexts of disruptive behaviours.

(d) Hypotheses one and two.

Identification of the Forms of Disruptive Behaviours

From the results of.the>first research question
on (tables 2(a) ahd 2(b) there are two major forms of
disruptive behaviours exhigted among both pre-=primary
and primary school pupils. A close examination of
table 2(a) which deals with physical disruptive behaviours,

indicates that talking was the most common behaviour
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eihibitéd by pupiis, followaed by eating in tﬁe classroom,
étruggling among pupils, snatching of materials and
wonderinéo Others are pushind,_fighting; knocking on
the head and lastly défecatih§°:

On the other ﬁand9 based on table 2(b) which deals
with emotional disruptive behavibﬁrs, the results showed
that shouting® is the most ﬁrevelant or common, followed
by irritability, crying, témper tantrums, laughing,
smiling, withdrawn behaviour; nail biting, tﬁumb sucking
and finally dancing as the least. The disruptive behaviours
of the pupils were related %o scﬁool activities such as
failure to follow school regulations. For instarice
fighting in the classroom, talkingout of turn crying
and wondering. 1In iine wi£h this Touliatos and Lindholm
(1981) in their study found out that parents and teachers
reported problem behaviougé in their children and pupils
at their homes and schools respectivelys

The findings of this study shbw that on the
average, none of the disruptive behaviours both physical
and emotional, occurs most frequently with the average
means of 4.00 and above in the classroom. But there are

indications that all the twenty disruptive behaviours

were displayed.
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The Extent of Disruptive Behaviours Among
Pre—primary'and Primary School Pupils

| In answering research qdestion-fWo (tables 3(a) and
3(5), the méans of physical diSruptiQe_béﬁaviours and
that of_emoEional disrupéiVe behaviours Qeré computed.
A close examination of table 3(a) which is for physical
disruptive behaviours shows that the mearis of primary
schools pupils in almost all the physical disruptive
behavicurs on the side of the pre-primary school pupilse
On physical disruptive behaviocurs alone there are ten
items and émoung £he ten items, six occur more in
primary schools. %Talking” which has been identified
as the most common is undérstandably more prevalent
among older pupils (2-11 years) who have madé friends
and have a lot of things in common to talk about. This
is not so with younger pupil® (3=5 years). The next
disruptive behaviour “eating in the classroom' occurs
more in primary schools because these pupils are more
mature;fggien come to school with eatables or Woney to
buy things whereas pre-primary school pupils often need
to be fed by others at given times and generally not
allowed to come to school with money to buy things
because they do not yet know the value of moneye

On emotional disruptive behaviours (see table 3(b)

-
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therefore indicatioﬁs thatvpre-primary séhool pupils

on the other hand, are leading in six ouf of ten items in
this form of disruptive behaviours. "Thumbasuching and
temper tantrums; and crying, which are the most common
of these disruptive behaviours are more common in
pre~primary schools than in primary schoolse. The
reason appears to be the fact that pre-primary

séhool pupils are very tender in age compafed to their
primary school cbunterparts and therefore miss their
parents and othér close family members more than their
older counterparts. %“Crying" for example, is a common
response of pre=primary school pupils to a change of
environment from the warmth of their homes to a strange
school envifbnmeni:° Thefé is hardly any pre~primary
school pupil who does riot cry for the first one-week at
school.

A Summary of the findings based on research guestion
two, points £o the fact that physical disruptive behaviours
are displayed more ambng primary school pupils than pre-
primary séhool pupils while emotional disruptive
behaviours are displayed mcre among pre-primary school

pupils. The findings on this section of the study have

show that the disruptive behaviours of Pupils undergo
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changes over a.periéd of timey This means that age-
related changes occur in the d@Sruptlve behav1ours of
puplls 1n-pre—pr1mary and prlmary schools. Particular
<types of dlsruptlve behav1our may be a functlon of age.
This is in line w1th the flndlngs of Cummlngs et al
(1989) that behav1oural Shlfts oc¢ur that correspond to
changes in developmental level of thlnklng between
-preéprlmary and prlmary school pupils° Behaviours like
temper tantrums wettlng out of fear, and defecatlng
were commonly observed in pre—prlmarg than primary
school pupils in this study. Similafl?, younger
children are more eaeily upset than older ones and this
is‘often manifested through crying as‘e way of seeking
attentions

The indicatien is that bupils' usﬁally out grow
these behaviours as they grow up. indeed, MurrhY‘(1956)
who had studied a groub of nursery school children noted
that not a single child was free of conflicts or develop-
mental problemss These conflicts and problems, however
generally tend to disappear as children grow up or develop

over the years.

The Contexté;bf'Diérhptive Behayieﬁrs'

The results of the analyses contained in tables 5{a)
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5(b) and 5(c5 indicate the contexts under which disruptive
behaviours were displayed. Table 5(a) shows that both
pre—priméry and primary school pupils displayed disruptive
hehavioufs on the highest order "'when they lack writing
materials. In this cbnte%t, such pupils think they have

a licence to play about and disturb others. Other contexts
in which disruptive behaviours are very common among the
pupils, in tﬁeir descending order are as follow: llhen the
environment is noisy. Pupils seize this opportunity to
disrupt feaching and learning, by adding more noiée to

the noisy environment. When the child is éppressed by his
or her classmatesi The child reacts to this act of
oppression by creating disruptive behaViour, which could
come ihform'of crying, shouting and struggling. When the
child is frustratede. The child also react to frustration
by fighting, pushiﬁg, and withdrawinge. This is in line
with Lovell (1957:267) view that the number of responses

to frustration are aggression, compensation, withdrawal
and regression. In effect if & child 1s unable to vary

his responses to a frustrating situation, so that his

needs become satisfied in a socially acceptable manner,; the
child will become disruotive to somé extent for the teacher

and the learners. When the child lacks communicatione.

This leads to undesired response and also increases the
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chances of blocking massages which the teacher wants to
convey and therefore ¢reates disruptive behaviours on
the part of both the teacher and the learners.

With reégards to the contexts of disruptive behaviours
of pre-primary and primafy schools thére are some signifi-
cant differences between the means of the two groups.
Pre-primary school pupils particularly tend to display
disruptive behaviours as a result of "lack of appropriate
communication® between the teaching aid and the pupils.
This was what happened during my observation study. On
one of the occasions, a teacher in one of the preéprimary
schools had to slot in a video Eape and the pupils were
left on their own, but unfortunately they could not
understand the language and actiéns in the film they were
watching and this created a lot of disruptive behaviours
among the pupils. Many were moving about while others
were playing. This is in line with Akubue (1991}, who
_argues that some illustrations of teachers can cause
communication gap' unless these are made intelligible
to the young minds who may not be familiar with them.
Table 5(b) also shows that pre-primary school pupils
generally displayed more disruptive behaviours than
primary school pupils as a result of thelr immature age

Specifically, primary school pupils displayed more
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disguptive behaviour dndér the following contexts

than the pre-primary s¢hool pupils: When the child
lacks writing materials, and when the child is:.oppressed
by'his or her classmates. This is in line witgﬁLindgren
(1989) who observed that diéruptive behaviouré are
displayed as a result of reciprocal interaction between
the pupils in the classroom. The feeling of being
oppressed by the mates within the individual appears

to be the prime source of the act. Lastly, was when

the environment is noisy. It was observed that the
primary school pupils seize the opportunity on any noisy
environment to display diéruptive behaviourse. For
instance in one of the primary schools a mad man walked
briskly into the school compound, and this created a
very nolisy environment as they shouted and followed the
man wherever he went. This is in line with Akubue‘s
(1991) assertion that -children generally seize the
opportunity of a noisy environment to display disruptive
actse.

On the rating of the contexts of disruptive
behaviours based on gender (males and females) in pre-
primary and primary schcol pupils, table 5(c) shows the
result in the descending order as follows: When the

child lacks writing materials, when the child is oppressed
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by his or her mééeso. When the environment is noisy,

due to frustrafibﬁ and when te child lacks communication.
A close exami..ation of table 5(¢) shows tﬁat all the

 contexts écofed“an average mean of 2.50 which was rated

Yoccur fféquently"o This indicates that all disruptive

behaviours can ¢riginaté from the five contexfs; or are

triggered-off as a result of the five contexts in table

5(c)e.

The Results of the Hypotheces.

Hypothesis one Ho,

When the data was subjected to statistical analysis
in Hypothesis one, to test if the differences were signifi—
cant, the result in tables 6(a) and 6(b) show that the
observed difference from the tables on hypothesis one
indicated that 6 out of 10 physical disruptive behaviours
and 8 out of 10 emotional disruptive behaviours were greater
than the table value which was 1.99. Therefore the null
hypothesis was rejected. The implication is that there
is significant difference among the pre—pfimary and primafy
school pupils in the ratiﬁg of these physical and emotional
disruptive behaviours ameng pupils at 0.05 level of
significance. The high level cof difference between disrup-

tive behaviours among pre-primary and primary school pupils
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could be as a result of the age difference between
the two groupss |

On the other hand 4 out of the 10 physical disruptive
behaviours and 2 out of the emotional disruptive behaviours
as shown in tables 6(a) and 6(b) respectively show that
there is no significant difference in the disruptive
behaviours exhibited along pre-primary and primary school
pupils. The t=test of difference between the mean X
rating by pre~primary and primary school pupils on
these behaviours wefe less than.thé table value on 1.99,

Therefore the hypothesis was acaeepted.

Hypothesis Two (Hoz)

In analysing hypothesis two to test if the
difference en gender were significant the results in
tables 7(a) and 7(b) show that 3 out of the 10 physical
disruptive behaviours and 1 out of the ten emotional
disruptive behaviours were greater than the table value
which is 1.99. The evidence from the table tend to be
in support of the alternative hypothesis. This implies
that the null hypothesis was rejected. This therefqre
means that there is significant difference in the mean
of disruptive behaviours among male and female at 0.05
level of significance. The high rate of difference between

male and female pupils ccould be as a result of males being
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more intense and physically active than female. This is
in line with Hurlock's (1982) view that male children
are freer to react to situation due to their hyperactive
behaviours. "

A close examination of tables 7(a)fé%d 7(b) ones
more indicate that 7 out of the 10 physical disruptive
behaviours and 9 out of the other 10 emotional disruptive
behav1ours did not show 51gn1f1cant dtfference among
male and female pupils. The t-test between the means
rating of ﬁaie and female pupils on these disruptive
behavigyrhwere less than the table va}ue which is 1499 at
0.5 level of significance. The implication is to uphold

the null hypothesis against the alternative hypothesis.

Impllcatlons of the Stud\a

S AR
The study has a great deal of 1mp11catlons for

the puplls;mparents, teacher and educatlonal Ppolicy

makers. _

(1) The result of the study indicated that pre—prlmary
and primary school pupils exhibit dlsruptlve
behaviours. There were some 1nd1catlons that certain
behaviours were domlnant among pre—prlmary school

T e ot

pupils. It implies that dlsruptlve behaviours
T poOBWT s
can manifest in chlldren even et pre-primary school

age. There were also indications that such behaviours
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could be carried over to primary school age. This then
corresponds with studies on childhood experiences which
were studied by some researchers like ﬁurlock (1982) and
Frued (1965) who found out that a child's adult life
and personality are much influenced by his or her early
experiences in life. The above finding is baséd on the
fact that young children are just beginning to incorpor-
ate a sense of right and wrong and with their logic,
they may do things that appear to be disruptive but which
really reflect that they are victims of their immature
logics

‘Disruptive behaviour develop as a result of the
inability of parents to satisfy all the necessary needs
of the children. This could booster tensions which
the child has to battle with. This is also in line with
psychoanalytic theorists who beleive that disruptive
behaviours are displayed as a result of unconscious feelings
of insecurity and inadeguacy on the bart of the child who
displéys these behaviours.
(2) The result of the study highlights the difference
between pre-primary and primary school pupils displayed
disruptive behaviours. Pre-primary school pupils dis-
played more emotionai disruptive behaviours, while primary

school pupils displayed more physical disruptive behaviourss
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- On the whole there is no significant difference between
the disruptive behaviours that were displayed by both
groups. Foilowing the findings of this study, the disrup-
tive behaviours exhibited were as a Lesult of the age

differences between the two groupg (prenpelmary and prlmary

I PP 2

school puplls).f It was nyboth51zed that changes 1n dlsrup~

tive behav1oﬁrs accureo f:dn pre-prlmary to primary schoolso
For instance behavibﬁrs such as femper tantgqms, Qefecatlng
and wetting out of fé§E were dominant amongiége;ggimagx
school pupilse. -

(3) Another important finding in the study is that
pre-~primary sehool pupils are prone to emotional disrup=—
tive behaviours. This could also be as a result of their
age and their emotional feelings which are yet to be built
up as they develope. This is in line with Hurlock's

(1982) view that children react violently to a seeming
trivial stimulus, when angry they have temper tantrums

out of all proportlon to what angered thems This is
because children at prewprlmary schocl age lack emotional
tolerance. This implies that emotional disruptive
behaviours are less expressed as children grow older due
to the fact that they learn how teachers and other people

feel about their disruptive behaviours.
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(4) This study also revealed that male pupils are

more hyperactive than female pupils in the sense that
theyfdisplayed more physical disruptive behaviours than
their female counterparts. On the other hand femaies
were found to be more emotionally disturbed than their
male counterparts. Richman,; Stevenson and Graham (1975)
in line with the above they found out that boys have
higher rate of problem behaviours. It implies that boys
expressed disruptive behaviocurs that are regarded as
appropriate to their sex such as fighting more frequently
than these disrubtive behaviours that are considered more
éppropriate for girls such as crying and laughinge. .
(5) The study shows some of the contexts or situations

in which the child finds himself or herself at a particular
time. Such situations include that of lack of writihg
materials, that is inability of parents to provide writing
materials for the child. The implication is that pupils
displayed disruptive behaviours against the feeling of
frustration experienced as a resuit of lack of writing
materialse. This is in line with Akubue (1991) that some
parents neglect their responsibiiities to thelr children.
So parents should provide the basic need of the school

for their children. This study also revezled that pupils

displayed disruptive behaviours when they are under pressure
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from others. For instance, a child that is oppressed
by the "bullies" has no other alternative than to
react, in the form of crying, fighting, pushing and
struggling. These reactions often affect teaching and
learning in the schools, Qith far reaching consequences

for the individual pupil.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findiros of the study, the following
recommendations are made.:

(1) The government should make sure thaf proprietors/
proprietresses are qualified psychelogists or
have knowledge of childhood education before
thelr schools are registered.

(2) The government should endevour to include
psychologists as inspectors and supervisors,
who will from time to time visit the pre-primary
and primary schools for purpose of appraising
the progress Eeports of the pupils¢ If disrup-
tive behaviours are ndticed, immediate and
possible intervention will help to minimize such

behaviours in the schools.
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(3) On the part of the teacher, the teachers®
educational programmes shé#ld include adequate .
training on how to héndleaéhd minimize problem
behaviours that might ari4e in the classroom.
The teacher should endevour to undefstand
that there are 1ndlv1dual dlfferences among
pupils. This knowledge muy help hlm/her to
intervene effectlvely in the llfe of puplls'

{(4) Teachers should create a conducive ciassroom
to enable children to enjoy learning.

(5) The curriculum planners should endevour to
provide opportunities for tasks which challenge

the pupils creativity and their imaginations.

Limitations of £he Studys

Though this study attempted to obtain adequate
information on typeé of disruptive behaviours in general
The results have been limitedAby certain factorss
(1) The methddology Used in the study was a survey

design in which participant observation was used

as the main techrligue for collecting data. It may

‘be possible that if observation is combined with

interview it would have yielded different resultse.
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(2) The number of pupils used for the study are
relatively few. These may introduce minor
biases.

(3) The scope of the study was limited to only Nsukka
urban in'Enugu séétec It was impossible to
extend the study to other Urban areas, because
of the constraints faced by inadequate resources
and the time limit. |

(4) Some of thé teachers who assisted the researcher
in data collection might not have been competent
and careful in cbserving pupils in the study and
might-%ave misrepresented the pupils real patterns
of behaviourse.

Dispite these limitations; the study was
successful, for the fact that the purpose of the study

was achieved.

Suggestions for Further Research

From this study there are some areas: that th&- study
did not adequately addre.:s and which therefore require
further research. These are as followss

(1) A comparative study of the ihcidence of disruptive

behaviours among pre-primary and primary school
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(3)

93,
in Nsukka urban and rural area.
A similar study on gisruptive behaviour among
pre~-primary and primary school pupils c¢ould be
made in other urban areas in the state as well
as other stétes using a combination of ques-
tionnaire and observation methods.
A similar study on disruptive behaviours could
be made in tetiary institutions including the

universities.

Summary of the Study:

The aim of this study is to investigate the

disruptive behaviours among pre-primary and primary

school pupils in Nsukka Urban, area of Enugu State in

Nigeria. The following objectives guided the studya:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

To identify the forms of disruptive behaviours
among pupils in pre=primary and primary schools.
To determine if disruptive behaviours are
displayed more by pre-~primary or primary school
pupilse.

To ascertain if disruptlive behaviours are
displayed more by male than female pupils in the
schools.

To ascertain the contexts within which disruptive

behaviours occur in these schools.



94.

The population for the study involved twelve (12)
schools, six (6) pre~primary and six (6) primary schoolse.
The sample consisted of ninety six (96) pupils selected
from the two groups (pre-primary and primary schools).
In doing the selection, balloting wifhout replacement
was used. Observation was the major instrument used
for the data colleétiona Pupils Behaviour checkelist,
with a four-point rating scale Was used. In analysing
the data the researcher made use of freguency, mean and
standard deviation for the four research queséions, and
t-test statistic for testing the hypotheses.

The following were the major findings of the
studys
(1) Two forms of disruptive behaviours (Physical and

emotiona) were revealed.

(2) Emotional disruptive behaviours are displayed

more by pre-primary than primary school pupils.

Physical disruptive behaviours are displayed

more by primary schcol pupilse
(3) Gender differences ccntributed to the differences

contributed to the differences in physical and

emotional disruptive behaviours of pupilse.
(4) Social Conditions - lack of writing materials,

oppression by others, lack of communication,
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noisy environment and frustratiom-precipitate
the disruptive behaﬁioUrs”Qf,pre—primary and

primary school pupilss.
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Appendix I
Department of Education,
University of Nigeria,
Nsukka.

Enugu State.’

23rd October, 1997.

The Headmaster/Mistress/Proprietor/Propriefress,

=2 =00

Dear Sir/Madam,

Research Project

The student whose particulars are steted below
is conducting a study on Disruptive Behaviour of pra-
primary and primary school children in Nsukka Urban,
Enugu State. The purpose of the study is to find out the ;

forms of disruptive behaviours exhibited among pre-primary
and primary school pupils,

Your co~operation is highly needed in order to make
this study successful. I wish to assure you that all
information given willl be treated in strict
confidence and used purely for research purposese.

Thanks for your anticipated co=-operatiocon.

Yours sincerely,

Professor JeN. Okpala,
Head, Department of Education.

Igbo, JoNe (MrSo ) Student
PG/M.ED/93/15053.
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APPEND ™. IT

CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOURAL RATING SCALE

Please fill in the preliminary information
before scoring the questions.

Age Range 3 to 5+ 9 to 11+
Sex: Male Female _. —
Classes: Preprimary Primary

Name of School

INTRODUCTION
Having known the preliminary information of the
child, rate the following disruptive behaviours by
ticking (=f) on four point 1 to 4 scale reflecting the fre-
quency with which the particular behaviour generally occur

in the child with what you have observed.

For example as scale of 1 = Does not occure.
2 = Occur slightly
3 = Occur frequently

4‘ = Occur most frequently.
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SECTION A

How often did the ?
following disruptive ! B .

) . - - 5¢ : - 11
behaviour occur in ; Pigegrimars ‘ ;giiaiy 51&+6
the child's behaviour? o — )

ST RN S|

~ i ~8 G e ~
]+ >-gaw§$ Bt nf ot
0 O g ~i AT QA ol o~ —~
QW i Ml PG toal B
£ cim ol oo Ecln Xwe] ov

ol ~f e 0! A c
RS- S TL R V= S TR TR $4
IS uinaclsias! S oS el Sl v D
ju olo olul ool volu ojuLl ou
IDulostoron! UL SISl OU
O ool OorlG oo O 00O

S SRR

PHYSICAL DISRUPTIVE
BEHAVIOUR

1. Fighting

_2e__ Pushing

3. Struggling

4. Running about in
the classroom

5. 8natching of
materials

6. Talking in the
. ‘classroom

sonmrEmasnard oo

7. Wandering

8. Kicking

9. Knocking on the
head .

vmagwmgl Enays nsenmer

10. Throwing cf object

koesa g
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Appendix iii,

LIST OF SCHOPLS

Aunty Lizzy's Nursery School Onuiyi, Nsukka
Royal kiddies Nurscry Scheol The/Oweere, Nsukkae
Wisdom Nursery Schcol Ihe/Owerre, Nsukka.

St. Paul's Nursery Schob}, Nsukka.

Mercy Nursery School, Nru, Nsukka.

Foundation Nursery School Nru, Nsukka.
Central Primary School Yhe/Owerre, Nsukka.
Cehtral School Nru Nsukka.

Union Primary School Ii, Nsukka.
Umukashi/Achara, Joint Primafy School Nsukkae
Union Primary School, Nru, Nsukka.

Enugu Road Primary School, Nsukka.
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EMOTIONAL DISRUPTIVE
BEHAVIOUR
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Occur most
Freguently Q—.{
Occur Fre-

SECTION B

§Ages 3 = 5+ \d
re~pr

mary
5“““?

4

RN

3)

{2
2]

Occur mo

Ocecur sl
occur (1),

ghtl
s Does not

N

:i
g9
Q

;
|

L

29!

- _iguently

ghtly (2)

.
i fl’l.;.
7o

-and 6

S S PR ..-.-4:_.;:;-.:-4

’

Does not
;occur (1)
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S St b 8 aihd T A TR S T T AR

PO sl
' i
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4 % S i w0 e ey
-.—ﬁ;-%.u:; D anc lng RN {' i T S W
1 H B L] - F RN i
) ; § 3 N P :
Jh. Thumb sucklnq, %, - AR SN S ST
: j ‘ i "
15.  Shouting i ; ! ! : b ,
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:UIEN DOES THE CHILD
! DISFLAY THESE : ;
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- 3 L 1 i
lacks writing { _ 1
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