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Abstract: The conduct of teachers, especially in handling disruptions, significantly impacts the com-
fort of students. This research investigates the correlation between preservice teachers’ effectiveness
in terms of managing disruptions and the emotions experienced by both engaged and disruptive
students. In an experimental simulation, we crafted a classroom scenario wherein preservice teachers
engaged in handling severe disruptions over a 10-min period. During the simulation, other preservice
teachers assumed the roles of either engaged or disruptive students, following specific behaviour
guidelines. Afterwards, the student role players completed questionnaires to gauge their perceptions
of positive and negative emotions, as well as to assess the effectiveness of the teacher’s management
of disruptions. Notably, interaction effects were observed between preservice teachers” disruption
management strategies and the students’ roles (either engaged or disruptive) on their emotional
responses. When preservice teachers effectively managed the classroom during the simulation, those
acting as engaged students reported higher levels of positive emotions and fewer negative emotions.
In contrast, when classroom management was ineffective, participants portraying disruptive students
experienced more positive emotions and fewer negative emotions. The educational implications of
these results are considered and discussed.

Keywords: preservice teachers’ disruption management; classroom emotions; engaged students;
disruptive students

1. Introduction

Michelle Obama writes in her biography entitled Becoming: “My second-grade
classroom turned out to be a mayhem of unruly kids and flying erasers, which
had not been the norm in either my experience or Craig’s [her brother]. All this
seemed due to a teacher who couldn’t figure out how to assert control—who
didn’t seem to like children, even. I sat miserably at my desk, [...]—learning
nothing and waiting for the midday lunch break, when I could go home and have
a sandwich and complain to my mom”. [1]

Michelle Obama, Becoming, 2021, p. 32ff.

This quote from Michelle Obama, who refers to herself as a deeply interested and
engaged learner during her school years, exemplifies the fact that classroom disruptions
are strongly related to the emotions of the students involved in the classroom [2]. Such
disruptions can undermine students’ confidence and trust in their teachers [3,4]. The emo-
tional impact of disruptive behaviour has the potential to inflict harm upon all participants
in the learning environment over time [5,6].

Kounin [4] demonstrated as early as 1958 that a clear ripple effect exists when disrup-
tions occur in the classroom. This implies that the manner in which a teacher manages
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children’s behaviour impacts not only those being corrected but also those observing. More-
over, he demonstrated that teachers with high firmness and clarity during their disruption
management were capable of counteracting the ripple effect and were more successful
in decreasing or stopping the disruption than overly harsh teachers. Thus, Kounin [4]
provided 1958 as an early example of a broad view of the interactive effects of disruption
management, showing that classroom disruptions impact students differently. However,
he placed greater emphasis on behaviour than on students’ emotions.

Currently, there is a lack of research specifically addressing context-specific emo-
tions of students based on their roles during significant classroom disruptions. Marzano
and Marzano [7] postulated in 2003 that there are generally two groups of students in a
classroom. On the one hand, there are engaged, active students (who are interested and
follow the intended activity presented by the teachers), and on the other hand, there are
“high-needs students” who can be either introverted or extroverted but, in both cases, pose
a significant challenge for teachers trying to include all students in classroom activities.
Within this framework, we explore whether engaged students may experience different
emotions compared to disruptive students, influenced by their motivation to progress and
the frustration of facing obstacles to learning. Furthermore, it is likely that how effectively
teachers manage disruptions impacts the emotions felt by students. Therefore, this study
investigates whether the efficacy of teachers’ disruption management relates differently to
the emotional experiences of engaged and disruptive students.

1.1. Student Emotions

Over the past two decades, educational research has increasingly turned its focus towards
student emotions within dynamic learning processes and achievement scenarios [5,8,9] with
a view to comprehending the impact of students” emotions on their academic, behavioural,
and social outcomes, as well as on their relationship with teachers [10], and their intrinsic or
extrinsic motivations [11]. Students undergo a spectrum of emotions throughout a regular
school day, encompassing both positive and negative ones [12], triggered by the perception
and assessment of stimuli and closely linked to motivation and academic performance within
the educational environment. These academic emotions encompass myriad feelings such
as joy, pride, interest, and boredom, are context-specific, highly variable [6,13], and encom-
pass affective (core feeling), expressive (facial and body expression), cognitive (thoughts),
physiological (e.g., sweating), and motivational (approach or avoidance) components [14,15].

Pekrun [12] postulates in his control-value theory that the positive achievement-related
emotion of joy is triggered by the learning or teaching context and is connected to the
student’s assessment of the significance and utility of the subject matter. Additionally, it
is influenced by whether the situation is perceived as controllable, either intrinsically or
extrinsically. Conversely, when a student perceives that success or failure is not within their
control, they may experience a negative achievement emotion, such as anger, particularly when
these outcomes are attributed to external factors, such as the actions of other individuals [16]
or “if the activity is perceived as being controllable, but is negatively valued (e.g., when the
effort required by the activity is experienced as aversive” [12] (p. 323).

In line with theoretical approaches and empirical findings, teaching has a crucial im-
pact on student emotions in the classroom [17-19]. As demonstrated by Michelle Obama’s
diary entry (see above), effective teaching and learning cannot take place in a badly man-
aged classroom [7,20,21]. Indubitably, teachers are the most influential triggers of student
emotions, given that they are not only experts in a variety of teaching approaches, strategies,
and designs [22] but are also capable of enhancing participation through classroom man-
agement [23]. As a case in point, various research findings indicate that positive emotions
in students are prompted by teachers who can establish a favourable classroom atmosphere
and encourage supportive social engagements [17-19]. In addition, Gldser-Zikuda and
Seifried [24] illustrated that overall teacher competencies, such as clarity in instruction,
motivational quality, compassion, and diagnostic abilities, are strongly associated with
positive emotions in students, albeit not with negative emotions.
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However, other studies also confirm the relationship between negative student emo-
tions and teachers’ classroom management. For example, in 2020, Goetz et al. [6] examined
the dynamics of real-time classroom emotions and found that students” appraisal of the
teaching quality correlates with their negative and positive emotions. This result was
underlined by Frenzel et al. [2], who, by means of the methods of multilevel analysis,
proved that the students perceived teaching quality in mathematics relates significantly to
their positive or negative emotions.

Effective classroom management is crucial in cultivating both positive and negative
emotions among students, ultimately enhancing their academic performance [25]. However,
there is a paucity of publications explicitly addressing classroom disruptions associated
with students’ emotions, particularly in relation to different classroom behaviours, such
as engaged versus disruptive students. In this study, we classify “disruptive students”
not only as those who actively disturb but also as those who are disengaged (e.g., passive,
aggressive, attention problems, socially inept), drawing on Marzano and Marzano [7], who
introduced in 2003 the term “high-needs students” for this behaviour. Thus, we aim to
examine the aspect of positive and negative classroom emotions during disruptions more
closely, based on the theoretical framework of Marzano and Marzano [7].

1.2. Teachers’” Disruptions Management

Doyle [26] stated in 2013 that classroom disruptions can impair learning processes and
threaten the social order of the classroom. How teachers deal with teaching disruptions
is of crucial importance not only for the learning outcomes of students [27,28] but also
for the teachers’ well-being. This implies that knowledge and competencies in classroom
management denote salient factors influencing the quality of teaching [29,30]. According
to Kunter et al. [22], knowledge about classroom management is a facet of pedagogical
knowledge, and understanding disruptions is one aspect of knowledge about classroom
management [31]. In 2018, Praetorius et al. [32] defined classroom management as a
generic dimension of teaching quality, encompassing four subdimensions: disruptions and
discipline problems, time use, respectively, time on task, monitoring or whiteness, and
clear rules and routines. Thus, disruptions and discipline problems are subdimensions of
classroom management within the framework of Praetorius et al. [32].

Teaching quality is also reflected in the literature, which indicates that three central
factors seemingly impact students’ perception of a good teacher. First, the teacher’s ability
to establish positive relationships, demonstrate care, and foster mutual respect [33]. Second,
providing a supportive classroom structure without being harmful, rigid, or punitive [10,33,34].
Third, the capacity to make learning enjoyable through creative and innovative didactic and
pedagogic strategies [35]. Unsurprisingly, these factors pose a particular challenge when a
teacher encounters and attempts to manage instances of classroom disruption.

When handling classroom disruptions, educators must make quick decisions under
pressure, often without fully understanding the underlying causes of disruptive behaviour.
Moreover, they must manage multiple incidents simultaneously and continuously assess
and potentially adjust their strategies. It is also crucial to promptly address disruptions, as
any delay could result in missed learning opportunities [36].

Teachers refer to classroom disruptions as talking out of turn, hindering others, idle-
ness, disobedience, unnecessary noise, aggression, unpunctuality, untidiness, out of seat,
and eating [37-39]. They vary in severity, frequency [38,40], and the extent to which the
disruption spreads [41]. Researchers [42] suggest that there is a distinction made between
various types of problem behaviour in the classroom. These are inclusive of minor problem
behaviours, which have minimal impact on the class; major problem behaviours, charac-
terised by significant disruption and rule violations; escalating and spreading problem
behaviours, involving frequent and serious rule violations that spread within the classroom;
and massive disruptive behaviours, often perceived by teachers as a challenge to their
professional authority and personal integrity [43-47].
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Effective classroom management includes both preventive and reactive teacher strate-
gies [41,42] to establish a learning environment that, in turn, enables all students to benefit
from the lessons [25,48]. The present study exclusively focuses on reactive strategies when
one or more disruptions are actively occurring in the classroom.

The effectiveness of teachers’ reactive disruption management is strongly predicated
on the nature of the disruption. While it is possible to effectively manage minor problem
behaviours [42] by ignoring them, major or escalating problem behaviours [42] necessitate
alternative adaptive disruption management strategies. As a result, the effectiveness of
the reactive strategy and how a disruptive student perceives it are pivotal factors in
determining whether the teacher mitigates, exacerbates, halts, or remains unaffected by a
classroom disturbance.

1.3. Previous Research on Disruption Management

Several video experiments based on real-life cases were conducted over the past
decade to investigate the teachers” emotions, cognitions, and emotion regulation in the
context of severe classroom disruptions [44,45]. In these experiments, teachers were asked
to take on the perspectives of their role models in the videos. The authors of these studies
identified perspective-taking as an essential and crucial strategy for training preservice
teachers in effective disruption management.

In teacher education, many programs are known to leverage video-based learning
arrangements in order to foster the professional vision of teachers while interacting in the
classroom [49]. As a case in point, preservice teachers can reflect on examples of filmed, pre-
staged disruptions. Through this process, they can cultivate alternative strategies to respond
to and manage challenging situations in the classroom [49]. However, Blomeke et al. [50]
emphasised a current lack of learning arrangements to increase teaching competencies that
explicitly focus on observable behaviour.

Accordingly, the objective is to construct a learning arrangement that provides a
basis to practice teaching strategies through behavioural training. Addressing Blomeke
and colleagues [50] research desideratum, Kumschick has dedicated the past five years
to working with in-situ simulations [51,52]. Within this behavioural learning setting,
preservice teachers can practice disruption management in realistic contexts whilst also
benefitting from the opportunity to exercise perspective-taking by directly assuming the
roles of disruptive or engaged students.

This learning arrangement, labelled affective-behavioural-cognitive training for deal-
ing with classroom disruption (abc training), is aimed at training preservice teachers in
disruption management strategies within a simulated classroom setting. This includes
exploring negative emotions that arise when attempting to stop a disruption [51-54] exam-
ining the ramifications of myriad various classroom management strategies on students’
academic, behavioural, socio-emotional, as well as motivational outcomes through group
discussions [55], and gaining insights into the student perspective by assuming their role.

Perspective-taking plays a pivotal role in the preservice teachers’ learning process because
previous research has demonstrated that it promotes teachers’ emotional regulation [44,45].
Kumschick et al.’s studies place emphasis on the importance for preservice teachers to under-
stand how to cognitively interpret and regulate emotional challenges during severe classroom
disruptions. It is imperative for them to learn to think and behave in a controllable and
activity-based manner [45]. The abc training lends support to this process by providing pre-
service teachers the opportunity to gain knowledge about cognitive and emotional processes
in the classroom and apply, examine, and practice this knowledge in in-situ training.

1.4. The Current Study

Past studies have demonstrated the significant relevance of teachers” emotion regu-
lation in managing disruptions, which in turn contributes to reducing negative emotions
among students in the classroom. Moreover, positive emotion regulation has been observed
to be influenced by the ability to take on different perspectives [44,45]. Findings from prior
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research have suggested a trend wherein engaged students tend to undergo more negative
emotions, such as feelings of helplessness and anger, in comparison to disruptive students
during instances of severe classroom disruptions [51,52]. However, it remains unclear
whether disruptive students, on the other hand, experience heightened positive emotions
during instances of ineffective disruption management (such as fun, satisfaction, and joy).
Additionally, it is uncertain whether certain factors, such as effective or ineffective teachers’
disruption management, could enhance positive emotions among engaged students.

Therefore, this study aims to investigate how preservice teachers’ management of dis-
ruptions interacts with the amplification or reduction of positive or negative emotions in the
classroom. Specifically, the research will explore the correlations between preservice teach-
ers” handling of disruptions and the emotions experienced—both positive and negative—by
students in their roles as either engaged or disruptive. Thus, this study attempts to check
whether the described experience of Michelle Obama [1] indeed had a universal character.

In reporting our study, we use the following terms for ease of reading: (a) “teacher”
refers to a preservice teacher in the role of a teacher, (b) “engaged student” signifies a
preservice teacher in the assigned role of an engaged student, and (c) “disruptive student”
denotes a preservice teacher in the role of a disruptive student.

1.5. Research Question and Hypotheses

Our research question is as follows: “How is the effectiveness of a teacher’s disruption
management related to the emotions of engaged versus disruptive students?” Drawing from
the previously discussed literature, we expected a significant interaction effect between
the teacher’s handling of disruptions and the student’s behaviour within the classroom.
Specifically, we anticipate the following hypotheses (for an overview, see Table 1):

Hypothesis 1. Engaged students will experience higher positive emotions than disruptive students
when teachers can stop or minimise the disruption.

Hypothesis 2. Disruptive students will experience higher positive emotions than engaged students
when teachers have no influence on the students’ disruption or even increase it.

Hypothesis 3. Engaged students will experience higher negative emotions than disruptive students
when teachers have no influence on the students’ disruption or even increase it.

Hypothesis 4. Disruptive students will experience higher negative emotions than engaged students
when teachers can stop or minimise the disruption.

Table 1. Overview of the hypothesis.

. Engaged Students Disturbing Students
Teacher Did . .. 4 :
Perceive More . .. Perceive More . ..
Positive Negative Positive Negative
Emotions Emotions Emotions Emotions
.. stop the disturbance «t» «—>» «—» «+»
.. minimize the disturbance «t+» «—>» «» «+»
.. not influence the disturbance «—» «+» «+» «—»
.. increase the disturbance «—>» «t» «t» «—»
Note: «+» = more; «—» = less.
2. Methods

2.1. Abc Training

The objective of the abc training is to enhance the management of classroom disrup-
tions (e.g., major problem behaviour or spreading problem behaviour) from the emotional,
behavioural, and cognitive perspectives [42]. This objective is accomplished via simulation
training, which has been established as a proven method for emergency training in fields
such as medicine [54] and aviation [56].
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Applying a systematic approach to deal with disruptions, Mahvar et al. [57] reviewed
and classified techniques used by teachers. They identified three basic ways in which
teachers handle teaching disruptions, which are introduced in the training:

(@) Revengeful and punitive behaviour: This uncooperative approach involves immedi-
ately following disruptive behaviour with (unreasonably severe) punishment. The
interaction is usually aimed at achieving a victory or defeat of the opponent.

(b) Avoiding and evasive behaviour: This approach is characterised by the teacher’s
withdrawal, ignoring major disruptions, attempting to evade disruptive students, and
avoiding taking a position.

(¢) Problem-solving-supportive behaviour: This approach involves calling out the viola-
tion of the rule as unacceptable while simultaneously making an effort to support a
behaviour change.

In abc training, it is emphasised that revengeful-punitive reactions to disruptions do
not lead to a lasting change in students” disruptive behavior, and it is better to focus on
constructive assertiveness [31,51]. Furthermore, in the first lesson of the training, students
receive a checklist measuring effective strategies to deal with disruptions [31]. Table 2
outlines the framework of this training.

Table 2. The framework of the abc training.

Topic Description

Name Affective-behavioural-cognitive training (abc training) to foster disruption management in preservice
teachers.

. Advanced preservice teachers enrolled in a master’s degree course for secondary school teachers at

Target Recipient . . .
the University of Teacher Education Lucerne (CH)

Duration 6-weeks program.

Characteristic Compressed intervention with theoretical input in the first two lessons on the topic of disruption
management strategies, emotions, and emotion regulation.
Preservice teachers sign a confidentiality agreement in advance to create a protected climate,

Agreement pledging not to disclose the contents of the seminar to external parties in order to protect all

individuals participating in the training.

Theoretical Background

Five-Components-Model of Emotion [14,15] and Model of Five Strategies of Emotion Regulation [58].

Teaching Method

Simulations: Classroom disruptions are simulated after the theoretical input. Preservice teachers take
on different roles: teacher or engaged/disturbing student. Immediately after the simulation, all
preservice teachers are requested to fill out a questionnaire * in their respective roles, indicating
personal perceptions regarding emotions, cognitions, behaviour, and how the disruption
management worked.

Note: The main task of the project leader is essentially to initiate and accompany the affective-behavioural-
cognitive processes during the training. * The data analysed in this manuscript were obtained exclusively from
these questionnaires.

To implement a realistic simulation training approach, the project leader created an
emotional scenario centred around a classroom disturbance. This disruption was modelled
on a 10-min lesson plan crafted by a preservice teacher who would lead the session with
their peers. During the lesson, these peers took on roles either as engaged students or as
disruptive ones. The disruptive students received specific instructions from the instructor
on how to conduct themselves during the session. This included behaviours such as
speaking out of turn, hindering others, being passive, disobedient, generating unnecessary
noise, showing aggression, arriving late, being untidy, standing without permission, and
eating [37-39]. This method elicits emotions not only in the teacher, striving to quell the
disruption, but also in both engaged and disruptive students within the classroom scenario.
Previous research has demonstrated that such simulations profoundly affect the emotions
of preservice teachers playing the role of educators, as well as those portraying disruptive
or engaged students. Participants noted a strong sense of realism and authenticity in the
emotions they experienced during these simulations [52].
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2.2. Procedure and Participants

In the spring of 2022 and 2023, the abc training was conducted during regular classes
for two cohorts of preservice teachers enrolled in a master’s degree course for secondary
school teachers at the University of Teacher Education Lucerne (CH). Data collection by
means of paper-pencil questionnaires was conducted at the conclusion of each training
session. All participants completed self-administered questionnaires in accordance with
their assigned roles by the project leader: teacher-engaged student or disruptive student.
Each session comprised one participant in the role of a teacher and nine to ten participants
in the role of a student divided into two categories: engaged and disruptive (the number
of observers varied depending on the number of students enrolled in the course and
participating in the specific session). Participants assumed different roles in each session.

This study sample analysed data from 168 participants in the student role and their
corresponding 17 participants in the teacher role. The analysis excluded the data from
one preservice teacher enrolled in the course in the spring of 2023 due to missing data in
all study variables. The study involved data from 81 engaged students (with a range of
2-7 per training session, M = 4.76, SD = 1.30) and 87 disruptive students (with a range of
3-7 per training session, M = 5.12, SD = 1.27).

2.3. Measures

Participants responded to all items on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from of 1 (not at
all true) to 4 (true).

The dependent variable, students” emotions, was measured using the German-translated
short version of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) [59]. Participants
rated ten adjectives on the basis of how they felt during the training session (positive
affect: determined, attentive, alert, inspired, active; negative affect: afraid, nervous, upset,
ashamed, hostile). The scale produced two subscales, each with five items: positive affect
(McDonald” Omega = 0.87) and negative affect (McDonald” Omega = 0.82).

The independent variable, disruption management, was operationalised by four dif-
ferent appraisals of teachers’ disruption management as viewed by their students, each
measured with three items. The measure was developed in the context of this research
project and pretested with preservice teachers enrolled in a prior class of a master’s degree
course for secondary school teachers. Disruption stopped refers to the teachers’ ability
to end the students’ disruptive behaviour (McDonald” Omega = 0.78), as exemplified by
the item “The teacher’s intervention was successful”. Disruption minimised implies that
the teacher was able to reduce the student’s disruptive behaviour, even if it cannot be
completely eliminated. This scale excluded one item due to a negative average covariance
among the items (McDonald’s Omega = 0.65). An example item is “The teacher has min-
imised the disruptive behaviour”. Disruption unaffected implies that the teacher had not
shown any disruption management or was unable to influence the student’s disruptive
behaviour (McDonald” Omega = 0.60). To illustrate, “The disruptive students did not react
to the teacher”. Disruption increased indicates that the teacher’s response had inadvertently
reinforced the students’ disruptive behaviour (McDonald” Omega = 0.66). For instance,
one item stated that “After the teacher’s reaction, the students were even more disruptive”.
The whole scale can be found in Appendix A.

The moderator variable student role was dichotomous, with two values: 0 for engaged
students and 1 for disruptive students. The project leader randomly assigned the student
roles prior to the commencement of each session. Before the training session, the project
leader provided the preservice teachers with instructions concerning the behaviour ex-
pected from them during the class, according to their assigned roles. A pretest conducted
with a previous master’s degree course class for secondary school teachers demonstrated
that the participants were able to adopt their respective perspectives.
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2.4. Data Analysis

To address the research questions, we analysed the data using multilevel models in the
open-source statistical software R 4.3.1 due to the nested data within the training sessions.
All variables of interest were treated as Level 1, with the training session serving as the
Level 2 unit. Initially, null models were computed for both dependent variables, positive
affect and negative affect. Subsequently, we developed four random intercept models for
each dependent variable. Each model incorporated one measure of disruption management
appraisal, the student role as the moderator, and an interaction term as predictors. The
disruption management variables and the student role were grand mean-centred to mitigate
collinearity issues arising from the interaction term.

Model Rz—Marginal [60] and Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) were reported for
model comparison. A lower relative AIC value indicates a better model fit [61]. A relevant
difference is considered to be at least >2 [62].

3. Results

Table 3 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations of all study variables.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations between the study variables.

Variables M (SD) Qb 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Positive Affect 2.47 (0.70) 0.82

2. Negative Affect 1.80 (0.63) 0.70 —0.53 ***

3. Student role @ 0.49 0.23 ** —-0.13

4. Disruption stopped 2.69 (0.67) 0.78 —0.04 0.07 —0.05

5. Disruption minimised 3.06 (0.61) 0.65 —0.08 0.10 —0.10 0.65 ***

6. Disruption unaffected 2.36 (0.63) 0.60 0.08 —0.01 0.11 —0.63 *** —0.54 ¥

7. Disruption reinforced 2.04 (0.54) 0.66 0.01 0.05 0.01 —0.41 *** —0.37 *** 0.47 ***

Note. N = 168. 2 Dummy-coded variable: 0 = engaged students, 1 = disruptive students. ® McDonald’ Omega.
**p <0.01;** p <0.001.

Table 4 displays the multilevel models with positive affect as the dependent variable.
The null model indicated that no variance was attributed to Level 2 (ICC = 0.000). This
was not problematic for this study, as our focus did not involve random slope effects.
Nevertheless, we opted for multilevel analysis due to the nested nature of the data within
the training sessions.

The analysis revealed a significant main effect of the student role on positive affect,
with the disruptive role demonstrating higher levels of positive affect. However, the second
main effect, appraisal of disruption management, did not yield a significant effect in any of
the models. It is noteworthy that the interaction term was significant in all four models, thus
supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2 (role x disruption stopped: B = —0.55, 3 = —0.26, p < 0.001;
role x disruption minimised: B = —0.51, § = —0.22, p < 0.01; role x disruption unaffected:
B =049, p =022, p <0.01; role x disruption increased: B = 0.66, 3 = 0.25, p < 0.001).
According to Hypothesis 1, the results suggest that engaged students reported experiencing
higher levels of positive emotions compared to disruptive students when they perceived
the teachers’ disruption management as effective (see Figure 1a,b). However, in congruence
with Hypothesis 2, the engaged students reported experiencing fewer positive emotions
compared to disruptive students upon perceiving the teacher’s disruption management as
ineffective (see Figure 1c,d). The fixed effects accounted for 10-12% of the variance (see
Table 4 for R2-Marginal). Based on the AIC, the random intercept models were found to fit
the data better than the null model.

Table 5 illustrates the multilevel models with negative affect as the dependent variable.
The null model revealed that 1.2% (ICC = 0.012) of the variance was explained by the
training session.
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Figure 1. The interaction effects of role on the relationship between disruption management and students’
positive emotions. (a) Interaction term: role x disruption stopped; (b) Interaction term: role x disruption
minimised; (c) Interaction term: role x disruption unaffected; (d) Interaction term: role x disruption
reinforced. Note: The blue line = engaged students, and the orange line = disruptive students.

While none of the models predicted the negative effect of the student role and the
appraisal of disruption management, the interaction term was significant in three out of
four models (role x disruption stopped: B = —0.29, 3 = 0.15, p < 0.05; role x disruption
unaffected: B =0.31, p = 0.16, p < 0.05; role x disruption increased: B = —0.35, 3 = —0.15,
p <0.05). For the term “role x disruption minimised” (B = 0.14, = 0.07, p > 0.05), no
significant interaction was found. These results support Hypothesis 3, suggesting that engaged
students encounter greater negative emotions than disruptive students do when they perceive
the teacher’s disruption management as ineffective (see Figure 2b,c). Additionally, our findings
offer partial validation for Hypothesis 4, proposing that disruptive students undergo more
negative emotions when compared with engaged students when they perceive the teacher’s
disruption management as effective (see Figure 2a). The multilevel models explained 34%
of the variance through the fixed effects (see Table 5 for Rz-Marginal). Nonetheless, the
comparison of the AIC between the null model and the multilevel model did not exhibit any
relevant differences, indicating that the moderation effects were low.
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Table 4. Hierarchical model estimates for students’ positive emotions as the dependent variable.

Null Model Disruption Stopped Disruption Minimised Disruption Unaffected Disruption Increased
B (SE) B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B
Intercept 2.37 (0.05) *** 2.45 (0.05) *** 2.45 (0.05) *** 2.32 (0.06) *** 2.47 (0.05) ***
Role 2 0.32 (0.10) ** 0.23 ** 0.31 (0.10) ** 0.22 ** 0.32 (0.10) ** 0.23 ** 0.32 (0.10) ** 0.23 **
Disruption manag. 0.05 (0.08) 0.05 —0.03 (0.08) —0.02 —0.00 (0.08) —0.00 —0.00 (0.09) —0.00
Interaction term P —0.55 (0.16) *** —0.26 *** —0.51 (0.17) ** —0.22 ** 0.49 (0.17) ** 0.22 ** 0.66 (0.19) *** 0.25 ***
ICC 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
R?-Marginal 0.000 0.116 0.104 0.100 0.118
AIC 360.2 345.6 3479 348.6 345.2
Note. Nievel 1 = 168 and Nigyer2 = 17. 2 Dummy-coded variable: 0 = engaged students, 1 = disruptive students. b Interaction term: Role x disruption management. ICC = intra-class
correlation. AIC = Akaike information criterion. ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
Table 5. The hierarchical model estimates students’ negative emotions as the dependent variable.
Null Model Disruption Stopped Disruption Minimised Disruption Unaffected Disruption Increased
B (SE) B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B
Intercept 1.88 (0.05) *** 1.82 (0.05) *** 1.82 (0.05) *** 1.82 (0.05) *** 1.81 (0.05) ***
Role 2 —0.14 (0.09) —-0.11 —0.12 (0.10) —-0.10 —0.14 (0.10) —0.11 —0.13 (0.09) —-0.11
Disruption manag. 0.03 (0.07) 0.04 0.10 (0.08) 0.10 0.03 (0.08) 0.03 0.07 (0.09) 0.06
Interaction term P 0.29 (0.15) * 0.15* 0.14 (0.16) 0.07 —0.31 (0.16) * —-0.15* —0.35(0.18) * —0.15*
ICC 0.012 0.035 0.029 0.014 0.011
R2—Marginal 0.000 0.041 0.028 0.034 0.037
AIC 323.8 323.1 325.2 324.0 323.6

Note. Niever1 = 168 and Nieyel 2 = 17. * Dummy-coded variable: 0 = engaged students, 1 = disruptive students. b Interaction term: Role x disruption management. ICC = intra-class
correlation. AIC = Akaike information criterion. * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001.
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4. Discussion

Classroom disruptions are a prevalent challenge for teachers, with about 10-15% of
students in the Swiss context exhibiting disruptive behaviour [63]. Additionally, around
30% of secondary school students in England report disruptions during lessons [64]. Re-
portedly, teachers also spend more than half of their teaching time on classroom man-
agement [65]. Therefore, investigating the emotions that disruptive behaviour triggers in
students assumes great significance and can lead to a better understanding of such situa-
tions. Additionally, it can provide a deeper insight into the dynamics between students and
teachers in managing disruptive behaviour. While previous research primarily emphasised
the role of teachers’ classroom management in fostering positive student emotions and
enhancing their academic performance [23], the uniqueness of this study’s findings is that it
allows statements to be made about differential impacts between individuals in the position
of disruptive and engaged students and by these, focus the individual context more closely.

Our study specifically investigated how preservice teachers’ management of disrup-
tions impacts the emotions of individuals in the roles of engaged or disruptive students.
Using an experimental simulation of a challenging classroom scenario, we structured a
learning environment where preservice teachers interacted with their peers, acting as
students and employing diverse strategies that elicited varied emotional responses. The
findings demonstrated that engaged students reported higher levels of positive emotions
when they perceived the disruption management as effective, while they experienced more
negative emotions when they considered it ineffective. In contrast, disruptive students
tended to experience heightened positive emotions when the preservice teachers’ disrup-
tion management was perceived as ineffective and, to a lesser extent, increased negative
emotions when it was seen as effective. Overall, our hypotheses were largely supported by
these results.

In line with previous theoretical and empirical findings [14-16], our results showed
that in this learning arrangement, the perceived classroom emotions are significantly
related to disruption management. In addition, the present study underlines the control
value theory from Pekrun [8] in terms of the learning or teaching context being associated
with the student’s evaluation of the importance and usefulness of the subject matter and
their controllability.

For instance, it is conceivable that during classroom disruptions that were not ade-
quately addressed or minimised by their teachers, engaged students may perceive their
learning progress as beyond their control. Consequently, they might experience negative
emotions, echoing sentiments described by Michelle Obama in her diary [1]. In contrast,
under these circumstances, disruptive students might feel a sense of mastery over their
teachers—finding gratification and a sense of achievement when their behaviour achieves
its intended outcome—leading to positive emotions. However, it is important to note that
disruptive students may only experience negative emotions to a limited extent. If their
disruptive behaviour is effectively managed by the teacher during the lesson, the act of
disruption itself may have already been satisfying for the students.

Nevertheless, the result that “positive emotions are evoked in disruptive students” is
difficult. Generally, teachers aim to engage all students with positive emotions or interests
within the learning environment. In their research on classroom management, Landrum
and Kauffman [66] point out that student behaviour is influenced by positive and negative
reinforcement. Thus, teachers must avoid reinforcing disruptive behaviour through a
stimulus that leads to positive emotions. At the same time, comparative studies between
experts and novices indicated that novices tend to focus their entire attention on disruptive
students, thus reinforcing negative behaviour [67,68].

In this context, abc training plays a pivotal role in helping preservice teachers recog-
nise the importance of promptly and effectively addressing disruptive behaviour to foster
a conducive learning environment. This approach can lead to increased learning oppor-
tunities for students and reduce the likelihood of teachers themselves becoming sources
of disturbance.
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We advocate for a constructive approach that integrates assertiveness, empathy, and
management within a framework grounded in fundamental communication principles.
These principles include respect and appreciation, using “I-messages”, asking open-ended
questions, and clearly outlining consequences while allowing disruptive students the au-
tonomy to choose their behaviour. Such an approach is particularly effective when coupled
with the widely emphasised significance of positive teacher-student relationships [66].
Within an emotionally supportive relationship, it is possible to promote and enhance
learning activities, even for high-needs students.

4.1. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This study identifies several limitations that may serve as potential research avenues
for future research. These limitations primarily arise from the study’s design.

Firstly, a key limitation is that preservice teachers in this study were assigned roles
as either disruptive students, engaged students, or teachers within a simulated setting.
In real-world scenarios, participants may choose their own roles, potentially leading to
different motivations for their behaviour [69,70]. These varying motives were not taken into
consideration in this study. Moreover, participants” emotional responses to the teacher’s
disruption management may have been influenced by their awareness of the abc train-
ing and the awareness of their assigned role, possibly leading to a tendency to present
themselves in a socially desirable manner. This bias could be considered a trade-off for the
opportunity for students to experiment with different roles and practice perspective-taking.

Secondly, while students reported genuine emotions in these simulated situations,
which are crucial for validating the manipulation examined in the pre-study, it is possible
that some participants faced challenges in fully embodying their assigned roles. This could
have influenced the intensity and nature of the emotions they experienced. Additionally,
the emotional responses could have been influenced by participants” emotional states prior
to the training. Future research should control for these factors to better determine and
interpret the effects of teachers” disruption management on participants” emotions.

Thirdly, this role play was conducted by preservice teachers undergoing teacher
training. It is noteworthy that preservice teachers may experience this situation differently
than, for example, adolescents in secondary school. For this reason, it would be beneficial
to investigate the ways in which adolescents and children experience such role plays and
whether there are any differences compared to the current study.

Finally, the independent variable was limited to four types of teachers’ disruption man-
agement, which, in turn, constrains the generalisability of this study’s findings. Future re-
search may aim to develop a more nuanced understanding of teachers’ disruption manage-
ment, for instance, by investigating avoiding, problem-solving, or punitive teacher reactions
as three distinct reactions to classroom disruptions (postulated by Mahvar et al. [57]). As a
consequence, the complexity of the classroom environment could be better represented.

4.2. Practical Implications of the Findings

This study outlines several implications, including the following: (a) the significance
of emotional factors in relation to cognitive factors in the classroom, (b) interindividual
emotion regulation and the potential for successful implementation by teachers, and (c) the
value of simulated teaching and learning opportunities.

The present study focuses on the importance of individual support in teaching. However,
itis possible to address both emotional factors and cognitive student-related factors individually.
As a case in point, Conner [71] demonstrated the differential effects of classroom management
on students’ cognitive skills, particularly related to their behavioural self-regulation.

Building on the study’s findings, it becomes evident that not all students derive
equal benefits from highly organised and structured teaching approaches. Behaviourally
challenging students with weaker initial executive functions notably benefit from effective
classroom management, which assists them in better controlling their impulses. Conversely,
students proficient in executive functions and lacking behavioural risk factors may not
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heavily rely on teacher-directed classroom management. However, the current study
shifts the focus to emotional factors and suggests that even students assuming the role of
engaged learners without behavioural risk factors indeed benefit from effective classroom
management. Moving forward, it is recommended that future research integrate both
emotional and cognitive factors concurrently to gain a more comprehensive understanding
of their differential and intricate impacts.

In addition, with respect to interindividual emotion regulation, the present study
underscores the importance of teachers learning when it comes to identifying emotionally
triggering hotspots in students’ classroom contexts. It emphasises the need for teachers to
possess methods in order to alleviate these hotspots and re-engage the affected students,
thereby enabling them to participate in cognitive learning activities [72]. In this context,
individual If-Then plans could be advantageous, empowering each student to take re-
sponsibility for their behaviour and potentially fostering positive emotions, even among
disruptive students. The primary inquiry revolves around identifying strategies teachers
can utilise to re-engage disruptive students and cultivate a positive classroom atmosphere.
Additionally, it is crucial to compare teaching scenarios with and without the involvement
of special needs educators to illustrate the resulting effects.

Furthermore, this research underscores the importance of simulations as an edu-
cational tool for training teachers in classroom management within teacher education
programmes. This approach allows preservice teachers to gain deeper insights into and em-
pathise with students who exhibit disruptive behaviour, as well as those who demonstrate
high engagement and enthusiasm for learning. These insights can lay the groundwork
for further advancements in teacher education. It is essential to provide opportunities
for preservice teachers to participate in practical teaching exercises within a supportive
environment. While theoretically sound strategies for managing classroom disruptions
and related factors can be learned, this knowledge alone may not suffice for effectively
handling challenging situations. Previous research has indicated that the limbic system
is activated under pressure, prompting individuals to revert quickly to established be-
havioural patterns [73,74]. Thus, it can be inferred that preservice teachers can learn to
manage disruptions in high-pressure situations to prevent negative impacts on students. In
this regard, simulation training can be an effective approach [75].

5. Conclusions

The current study underscores the critical role of effective disruption management
by teachers during significant classroom disturbances in structuring, integrating, and reg-
ulating the emotional experiences of all participants in the classroom. Simultaneously; it
presents a considerable challenge in re-engaging “high-needs students” towards a positive
learning mindset, thereby promoting their interest in the subject matter, engagement with
the content, and fostering positive learning emotions. These findings suggest that gaining
deeper insights into the emotional and cognitive dynamics during disruptive classroom sit-
uations can aid preservice teachers in cultivating a more objective perspective. At the same
time, such nuanced understanding can pave the way for implementing more appropriate
and tailored responses in educational settings.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, .R. K.; methodology, C.T. and L.R.K,; software, C.T,;
validation, LR K. and C.T.; formal analysis, C.T.; investigation, .R.K,; data curation, C.T.; writing—
original draft preparation, LRK., C.T. and L.M.T.; writing—review and editing, LR.K., C.T. and
L.M.T,; visualization, C.T.; supervision, A.T.; project administration, I.R.K. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study described in the manuscript was approved by the
Department of Education and Psychology Ethics Committee at Freie Universitdt Berlin (Approval
Code: Nr.006.2020 Approval Date: 30 March 2020).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.



Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 966 14 of 17

Data Availability Statement: Data will be made available on request from the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: Thanks to Martina Lang, Kerstin Haas, Livia Ruckli, Nora Gorlach, and Tabea
Meier for their help with the data collection.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare that they have no financial, personal, or professional
interests that could influence or be perceived to influence the work reported in this paper.

Appendix A

Scale for “Classroom Management under the condition of Classroom Disruption” by
four different appraisals of teachers’ disruption management:
Disruption stopped

The teacher’s intervention was successful.
The teacher resolved the problem promptly.
The teacher was able to put an end to the disruptive behaviour.

Disruption minimised

The teacher has minimised the disruptive behaviour.

In some cases, the teacher succeeded in minimising the disruption.

The teacher’s intervention was only partially successful. (excluded from the analysis
due to a negative average covariance)

Disruption unaffected

The disruptive students did not react to the teacher.
The teacher did not influence the disruptive behaviour.
The teacher was unable to stop the disruptive behaviour.

Disruption increased

After the teacher’s reaction, the students were even more disruptive.
The teacher has reinforced the disruptive behaviour.
The disruptive students reacted to the teacher’s interventions with reactance.
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