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ABSTRACT  
 

This study explored how rule systems evolved in two high school social studies 
classes. To accomplish this, detailed descriptions and analysis of the practices and 
processes by which teachers established and maintained rules were conducted in two 
classrooms over a nine-week observational timeline. In addition, the teachers were 
interviewed at the beginning, middle, and end of the observation period to gain insight 
into how they thought about their classes and reacted to the daily experiences they were 
having in these settings. Findings indicated that the teachers utilized the same enactment 
practices to uphold their management and rule systems, however, each operationalized 
these practices in dissimilar ways. This was largely due to the fact that the teachers’ goal 
structures and beliefs about the function of management and classroom rules affected 
their implementation practices. Both set similar goals for managing the classroom and 
fostering self-discipline and student responsibility, yet each experienced problems 
attempting to balance student affordances for responsibility with teacher surveillance and 
interventions. One system thrived on explicitness and enforcement, while the other was 
dedicated to helping students develop autonomous morality. In reaction, both teachers 
had mixed feelings and/or satisfaction regarding the outcomes. This contrast was 
especially useful in demonstrating the inherent tensions in classroom systems that attempt 
to orchestrate students' personal responsibility. Such systems depend upon general norms 
and/or rules to guide student behavior. When students do not accept these norms, a 
teacher is constrained from imposing explicit rules and consequences because such 
practices take responsibility away from students and thus undermine the very system the 
teacher is attempting to implement. Overall, further research on this inherent tension is 
needed to better understand how teachers can orchestrate student responsibility in schools 
and classrooms. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Classroom rules are central to the field of classroom management (Tikunoff & 

Ward, 1978; Doyle, 1986; Boostrom, 1991; McGinnis, Frederick & Edwards, 1995; 

Bicard, 2000; Malone & Tietjens, 2000; Emmer & Gerwels, 2006). Studies have shown 

that effective classroom managers communicate and establish clear expectations for 

appropriate student conduct early in the semester or school year (e.g., Emmer, Evertson 

& Anderson, 1980; Evertson & Emmer, 1982). At the same time, this straightforward 

statement masks the inherent complexity of rule systems and how they function in 

classroom environments. Knowing, for example, that effective managers have 

functioning rule systems does not necessary mean that rules are the cause of the order and 

task engagement one finds in effective managers’ classrooms. Are rules simply 

epiphenomena that accompany other key structures and processes that hold order in place 

in classrooms? Are rules a solution to classroom situations in which order has broken 

down, i.e., do poorly managed classes just need more rules? Similarly, knowing that 

effective managers have rules does not tell very much about how those rule systems are 

put in place and sustained over the long periods of time in which classroom communities 

exist. Moreover, rules are situation specific. In some situations, talking to one’s 

classmates is completely inappropriate (e.g., during a test) while in others it is required 

(e.g., during group work). So rules themselves are complicated. Finally, rules are socially 

constructed, so the precise meaning of a rule depends upon local circumstances and not 

all rules are or can be made explicit.  

Such questions and issues suggest that there is a need to know more about 

classroom rule systems and how they function within the larger context of structures and 
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processes that establish and maintain order in classroom environments. This study was an 

attempt to learn more about classroom rules by examining the rule systems that operated 

in two social studies classes taught in the same high school. The focus on high school 

was deliberate because most studies of classroom management and of classroom rules 

have been at the elementary and middle school levels (Tikunoff & Ward, 1978; Emmer, 

Evertson & Anderson, 1980; Evertson & Emmer, 1982; Emmer, Sanford, Clements & 

Martin, 1982; Emmer, Evertson, Sanford & Clements, 1983; Boostrom, 1991; Fields, 

1997; Thornberg, 2008). In high school, rules are particularly challenging because high 

school students are transitioning into adult independence and responsibility, which 

implies an internalization of rules and an ability to self-regulate one’s behavior. 

Classrooms rules can, in such circumstances, conflict with the very purposes of the high 

school experience. Thus, rule systems are especially problematic at this level of 

schooling.   

Statement of the Problem 

The central problem of this study was to understand in detail how rules systems 

evolved in two high school social studies classes. The classes were taught by different 

teachers but housed in the same school with quite similar groups of students. The classes 

were observed daily for the first nine weeks of the school year so that the rule formation 

and establishment processes could be seen and situated within the evolving structures and 

processes of the classes. The teachers were also interviewed at the beginning, middle, and 

end of the observation period to gain insight into how they thought about their classes 

and reacted to the daily experiences they were having in these settings.   
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For the purposes of this study, rules were seen as general prescriptions for action 

or conduct, i.e., as regulations that govern conduct within a particular sphere or activity. 

As in games, rules provide a framework for participants and define limits of acceptable 

behavior in the game being played. For example, if you are playing soccer and attempting 

to score a goal against your opponent, rules dictate how to operate within the playing 

field. One must dribble and/or kick the ball across the playing surface and into the goal, 

rather than picking it up, running it down field, and throwing it into the goal. Rule 

systems imply limits, surveillance for compliance, and consequences for violations. So a 

study of rules needs to encompass not only rule statements but also the processes of rule 

establishment and enforcement.   

In classrooms there are factors other than rules that govern conduct, such as 

procedures, expectations, assignments, tasks, lesson formats, and the like. Therefore, it is 

impossible to study classroom rules in isolation from the other structures and processes 

that define and govern classroom life. As a result, the data collected in this study focus on 

the overall evolution of the classroom systems in the two contexts that were studied.   

Classroom order is also related to interpersonal relationships between the teacher 

and students in the class. Interpersonal relationships, however, are typically measured by 

student questionnaires that focus on dimensions such as affiliation and control, but 

process data about how the interactions play out in real time are typically not collected 

(see, for example, Wubbels, den Brock, Tartwijk, & Levy, 2012). Given the emphasis on 

rule processes, questionnaires were not used in this research, and interpersonal 

relationships were monitored to the extent that they became salient for interpreting the 

process data.   
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Research Questions 

 Specific questions addressed in this study were: 

1. How were rule systems established and maintained in two high school social 

studies classes during the first nine weeks of the school year? 

2. How did the teachers think about their classrooms and how did they react to 

what they were experiencing during the nine-week period? 

 Significance of the Study 

 As indicated, much needs to be learned about the complex nature and function of 

rule systems in classrooms, especially at the transitional level of high school. This study 

is an attempt to provide insight into these rule processes as they operate in the contexts of 

the evolving classroom systems in two social studies classes. Given the limited 

representativeness of these settings, it is impossible to draw strong empirical conclusions 

for teaching practice. However, these settings provide an opportunity to examine closely 

rule creation processes and, therefore, to increase our understanding of how rules come to 

be and how they function to define classroom life.   

Overview 

 The sections developed in this report are the introduction, literature review, 

methodology, findings, and conclusion. Chapter one has introduced the study and 

presented the research framework and questions. Chapter two reviews literature regarding 

what is known about rules, including their nature and function as well as the processes by 

which rule systems are established and maintained in classroom settings. Chapter three 

discusses the methodology of the study. Chapter four details the findings and analysis 

from the study. Chapter five consists of a consideration of the findings in regards to 
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orchestrating student responsibility, connections to and implications for research, 

limitations of the research, and a final reflection. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Research on Rules 

This chapter contains a review of studies that focused specifically on aspects and 

dimensions of classroom rules and rule systems. The majority of the writing on rule 

systems in school and classroom settings is based on opinion, testimonial and theory, 

rather than evidence-based practices. Moreover, there is a dearth of research on rules in 

general. Therefore, these empirical studies were amassed to illuminate what is known 

about how rules are established and maintained in schools and classrooms and to provide 

the reader with a better understanding of how rule systems are interrelated to classroom 

organization and management. The bulk of the studies were published in peer-reviewed 

journals and accessed through an educational database using the keyword “classroom 

rules.” In addition, reference lists from the studies were perused in order to discover other 

projects and/or publications pertaining to classroom rule systems. Recommendations by 

my doctoral committee also led to additional readings and research. Last, it should be 

noted that the following review of the literature is presented chronologically, as some of 

the studies build off one another. 

Buckley & Cooper (1978)  

Overview – Buckley & Cooper noted that effective classroom management is one 

prerequisite to effective instruction. Moreover, the authors contend that in learning to 

develop effective classroom management, it is imperative for classroom teachers to 

understand the process of rule establishment. In consequence, they developed the 

Classroom Rule Establishment and Enforcement Model to help classroom observers (i.e., 
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educators, researchers, teachers, supervisory personnel, etc.) understand and categorize 

teacher behaviors related to creating and enforcing classroom rules. 

Methodology – Buckley & Cooper’s (1978) study grew out of a series of 

ethnographic research projects that examined the socialization of students into classroom 

instructional processes. Data were appropriated from Pamela Buckley’s doctoral 

dissertation, which focused on the first seven weeks of school and, in particular, the 

practices utilized by a single elementary school teacher to establish classroom rules. 

Extensive observations, narrative records and teacher interviews from Buckley’s (1977) 

research informed the study. 

Findings – Buckley & Cooper developed a research based Classroom Rule 

Establishment and Enforcement Model (see: Fig. 1) to help classroom observers 

understand and categorize teacher behaviors related to creating and enforcing classroom 

rules. By categorizing teacher behaviors classroom observers were, in turn, able to 

determine what behaviors were likely to contribute to, or detract from effectively 

establishing or enforcing classroom rules. The model consisted of two major parts: 

teacher behaviors related to rule establishment and teacher behaviors related to rule 

enforcement. 
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Figure 1. Classroom rule establishment and enforcement model. This model was    

adapted from Buckley & Cooper (1978). 
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According to Buckley & Cooper’s model, rule establishment was facilitated 

through the following steps:  

1. An event occurred that called for the establishment of a rule.  
2. The teacher decided to establish a rule, or take no action and ignore the event. 
3. The teacher decided to take action and establish a rule. 

 
On the other hand, rule enforcement was triggered when behavior occurred that 

was relevant to an established rule. If the teacher decided to enforce a rule, there were 

eight possible categories of teacher behaviors that can follow: 

1. The teacher may reward appropriate behavior (e.g., Verbal praise, tangible 
rewards—extra time at recess/lunch, etc.). 

2. The teacher may reward inappropriate behavior (e.g. A boy did not raise his 
hand to contribute to discussion, but his response was recognized and 
rewarded with verbal praise).  

3. The teacher may punish inappropriate behavior (Punishment varies depending 
on the circumstances or severity of the misbehavior). 

4. The teacher may punish appropriate behavior (e.g., A student was punished 
for raising his hand and waving it enthusiastically--wanting to contribute to 
discussion). 

5. The teacher may withhold rewards for appropriate behavior (The authors 
noted that when teachers withhold rewards for appropriate behavior, the 
action is usually not intentional). 

6. The teacher may withhold rewards for inappropriate behavior (e.g. After the 
students failed to engage in a science activity, the teacher stated she was 
withholding the reward of playing volleyball). 

7. The teacher may withhold punishment for inappropriate behavior (The authors 
noted that this lack of action on the teacher’s part is detrimental for effective 
rule adherence). 

8. The teacher may withhold punishment for appropriate behavior (e.g., The 
teacher exclaimed, “If each of you has your desk cleaned up by the time the 
bell rings, I won’t keep you after school.” The authors noted that this category 
of behavior is effective in producing rule adherence). 

 
Buckley & Cooper also demonstrated that the teacher sometimes decided, for 

whatever reason, not to enforce a rule. In most cases, teachers will either eliminate rules 

or modify them. A rule is generally eliminated if the teacher believes it is no longer 

important to enforce, or if circumstances have changed so that the rule is no longer 
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necessary within the classroom. In addition, a rule may be modified if the teacher 

believes situations or circumstances have changed since the rule was established, or if the 

rule was insufficient in some way.  

Overall, the Buckley & Cooper’s Classroom Rule Establishment and Enforcement 

Model provided classroom observers with a systematic way of analyzing a range of 

possible behaviors that transpire during rule establishment and rule enforcement. In short, 

teachers who are cognizant of the effect that their management behaviors may have on 

the student body should be able to make decisions that result in more effective 

management of the classroom environment.   

Tikunoff & Ward (1978)  

Overview – Tikunoff & Ward (1978) conducted a series of naturalistic studies 

that looked at how teachers assimilated students into the classroom learning systems. In 

the concluding study, they examined how classroom rules were created, enacted and 

enforced in various elementary classrooms. Three elementary teachers (grades 3, 4 and 5) 

along with their students served as the sample for this research. Each teacher volunteered 

to participate in the study to “improve instruction” through research and professional 

development. 

Methodology – This was a hypothesis generating study, which deviated from 

traditional research on teaching and learning. Understanding “acceptable” functioning 

within both social and instructional systems required teachers to describe the respective 

systems in operation. Areas covered were planning and organizing instruction, 

expectations for individual and group behaviors, and teacher expectations regarding 

acceptable and unacceptable behaviors. Prior to the opening day of school, each teacher 



 

 

20 

 

and their assigned non-participant observers met with the Principal Investigators in order 

to explain: (1) the “desired” instructional system for each subject area, (2) expectations 

for student performance with the system(s), and (3) the manner in which students would 

be introduced to the system (e.g., how rules would be established). The descriptive 

statements that resulted from these dialogues served as the dependent variable measures. 

Data collection began 30 minutes before the start of the first day of school and 

continued over the first 30 days. Data was collected in two ways. First, non-participant 

observers took extensive notes, describing the events and interactions relative to the 

variables under investigation. Second, the three teachers also acted as participant 

observers, recording their responses to various questions, which focused on the variables 

of the study. Overall, the data sets for the study included: (l) the pre-active interview 

statements for each teacher collected re--the dependent variables; (2) daily nonparticipant 

observer protocols for the 30 days of observation; (3) daily participant observer 

protocols; (4) weekly participant observer summary protocols; (5) nonparticipant 

observer debriefing summary statements; and (6) notes developed by the Principal 

Investigators from Saturday interviews with the teachers. 

Findings – All three teachers initially suggested that they were unsure of what 

rules were needed to start the school year, and that rules would emerge as needed. 

However, each had specific ideas of how students needed to act and behave in order to 

support the establishment of an instructional system. Accordingly, teachers introduced 

students to various rules starting day one. Rules were formulated by teachers and verbally 

explained or announced, or often, created in reaction to a previously unstated rule. In 
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short, it became evident that rule establishment and enforcement supported the 

development of both social and instructional systems. 

A list (and history) of classroom rules was also coded and categorized. Rules 

within each classroom setting were identified, and seven categories were structured to 

summarize the nature of the rules: 

1. Procedural Rules, or norms, which define, describe, or delimit the students’   
behavior in other than specifically instructional situations.  

2. Academic Rules, or norms which define, describe, or delimit the students' 
behavior in instructional situations. 

3. Talking and Noise Rules, or norms which refer to the boundaries the teacher 
sets on talk in the classroom as well as other sanctionable noises. 

4. Mobility Rules, or norms about what restrictions are placed on the students' 
physical movement in the classroom. 

5. Ethical Rules, or norms referring to student’s rights or responsibilities. 
6. Miscellaneous Rules, a residual category of teacher concerns for which 

students were sanctioned that were distinct from the above categories. 
7. School Imposed Rules, or formal rules enforced as part of school or district 

policy. 
 
Overall, Tikunoff & Ward (1978) made a contribution to understanding the nature 

and function of classroom rules. First, the research highlighted that the first few days of 

school were critical to the development of a learning environment. Social and 

instructional systems started to develop on the first day of school--or first meeting with a 

class, with classroom rules serving as a means for assimilating students into the 

respective systems. Second, the study verified the importance of rule establishment and 

enforcement in the development and functioning of learning systems. Teachers started 

creating, enacting and enforcing rules on the first day of school, which helped them 

clarify expectations for student behavior and learning, and set the stage for establishing 

and maintaining order over the course of the school year. Moreover, the research asserted 

that future research should focus on the “kind” and “number” of rules that are 
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established, and how they relate to the classroom learning systems. Last, the study 

suggested that the social and instructional systems in classrooms are interconnected. 

Emmer, Evertson & Anderson (1980)  

Overview – Emmer, Evertson & Anderson (1980) conducted a study to examine 

classroom organization and management at the beginning of the school year in 

elementary school settings. The overarching goal was to observe how teachers who are 

effective managers start the school year and to determine the management principles that 

supported their teaching. Twenty-seven third-grade teachers were recruited into the study. 

Methodology – Narrative observations were collected regarding classroom 

processes and characteristics. Topics included were: introductions, classroom rules, 

consequences of misbehavior, initiation of activities, etc. Observers recorded their written 

narratives on a form that allowed them to simultaneously record the class activity, 

grouping and content format. Observers recorded student engagement every 15 minutes 

(SER – Student Engagement Rating), taking notes regarding on-task/off-task behaviors. 

Also, a set of Component Ratings, with 34 rated variables and checklist items, was 

completed after each observation. Observations started on the first day of school and 

continued intermittently during the first three weeks, during both the morning and 

afternoon. After three weeks the observations were discontinued until the month of 

November, after which they resumed for the remainder of the year but on a reduced scale. 

At the end of the school year, observers made concluding remarks (summary ratings) of 

teacher characteristics and other instructional variables. In addition, teachers were 

interviewed twice, first in October and again at the end of the year, in order to provide 

information about planning and/or other unobservable characteristics. 
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Findings – After data was collected and analyzed, teachers were differentiated 

into groups relative to their management effectiveness over the course of the year. The 

results revealed significant differences in classroom management strategies, especially in 

the areas of classroom rules and procedures, monitoring students, and enforcing 

consequences. Both groups of teachers established rules and procedures; however, what 

distinguished the more effective managers was the degree to which the rules and 

procedures were integrated into a workable system and how effectively the system was 

taught to the students. 

Within this study teachers employed various strategies and tactics to assist with 

management and organization, however, effective teachers emerged as classroom leaders, 

ready to structure individual and group work, and monitor the classroom environment. In 

addition, better managers were documented spending considerable time during the first 

few weeks explaining, clarifying and reviewing classroom rules. Effective classroom 

managers were noted for not only establishing rules, but also working with the class until 

the rule system was understood and could be applied to the classroom environment. Also, 

teachers had the tendency to assimilate students into social systems first, in order to assist 

with the development of an instructional system. Accordingly, it was documented that the 

instructional management of more effective teachers was facilitated by their behavioral 

management practices. Again, this research highlighted the interconnectedness of 

classroom learning systems and the idea that establishing and maintaining order is a 

process that rests on adequate functioning of both social and instructional systems. 

Emmer, Sanford, Clements & Martin (1982)  
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Overview – Emmer, Sanford, Clements & Martin (1982) conducted a study to 

examine the effects of classroom management training on junior high teachers. The goal 

was to determine whether teachers who participated in back-to-school professional 

development workshops exploring recommended classroom management practices were 

more effective managing classrooms than teachers who did not receive specific 

professional development and/or training. 

Methodology – The Junior High Management Improvement Study involved two 

urban school districts in two southwestern cities during the 1981-82 school year. Two 

groups of teachers in four content areas were observed extensively. The experimental 

group (n=18) of teachers received a manual and attended two workshops at the beginning 

of the school year. The focus of the manual and workshops was to provide teachers with 

a research-based framework to help them improve their management and teaching skills. 

Conversely, the control group teachers (n=20) received the manual and one workshop 

after the study ended. Data collection included extensive classroom observations and 

narrative records over the course of the school year, Student Engagement Rates (SER), 

Observer Ratings of Teachers (ORT), Component and Addendum Component Ratings 

(CR/AdCR), Narrative Reader Ratings (NRR), questionnaires and teacher interviews. 

Specific areas of classroom management and organization addressed in the study were: 

1. Organizing your classroom and materials for the beginning of school. 
2. Developing a workable set of classroom rules and procedures. 
3. Student accountability. 
4. Consequences. 
5. Planning activities for the first week. 
6. Maintaining your management system. 
7. Instructional clarity. 
8. Organizing instruction. 
9. Adjusting instruction for special groups. 
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Moreover, effective management was operationalized in terms of observed 

student behavior, including: 

1. Higher rates of student engagement in classroom activities. 
2. Lower amounts of off-task, unsanctioned, disruptive, and inappropriate 

student behavior.  
 
Findings – Measurements indicated that effective management practices were 

used by the experimental group teachers to a greater degree than by control group 

teachers, which resulted in improved classroom management in the experimental 

teachers’ classes. Moreover, teachers who participated in the back-to-school workshops 

on classroom management felt that they received detailed, practical information to help 

them better understand and deal with the complexities of classroom management at the 

middle school level. Emmer, Sanford, Clements & Martin’s (1982) study also confirmed 

the importance of teachers developing a workable system of classroom rules and 

procedures at the beginning of the year to help them establish and maintain order in the 

classroom. According to the results, effective managers communicated clear expectations 

at the start of the school year through the establishment of classroom rules and 

procedures. In particular, classroom rules and procedures were specifically taught, much 

like academic content, and feedback was provided to both individuals and groups 

consistently. Effective managers were also noted to be more skilled monitoring student 

behavior, demonstrating consistency with behavior management practices, and stopping 

misbehavior promptly. Overall, the study corroborated the claim that classroom rules are 

an essential element of an effective classroom management plan. 

Evertson & Emmer (1982) 
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 Overview – Evertson & Emmer (1982) conducted a study to examine classroom 

organization and management at the beginning of the school year in secondary school 

settings. Again, the major goal was to observe how teachers who are effective managers 

start the school year, and to determine the management practices that supported their 

teaching. 26 mathematics teachers and 25 English teachers across 11 junior high schools 

volunteered to participate in the study. 

Methodology – Observers took extensive notes describing activities and behavior. 

The general focus (for the classroom narratives) was management-related activities, even 

though instructional events were recorded as well. Notes were dictated onto 

audiocassettes and in turn transcribed to describe each class observed. Time use logs 

were also utilized to document time spent in activities and other work. Again, observers 

recorded student engagement every 15 minutes (via the SER - Student Engagement 

Rating), taking notes regarding on-task/off-task behaviors. Ratings of teacher and student 

behavior were also accounted for after each observation (Component Ratings). And last, 

narrative ratings were made to summarize the first three weeks for a given classroom.  

Student data (on achievement tests) was also used to help understand student 

achievement. 

Findings – The research indicated that more effective managers during the first 

three weeks of the school year had high on-task rates, lower off-task unsanctioned 

behavior rates, and less downtime. The results were consistent across both disciplines, 

math and English. Again, each teacher had classroom rules and procedures and devoted 

ample time to explaining and reviewing them. Effective managers were noted for their 

success in teaching the rules and procedures to their students. In particular, effective 
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managers provided students with copies of the rules and communicated clear 

expectations regarding students’ behaviors and academic work. Moreover, effective 

managers organized instruction, monitored behavior and student work, and demonstrated 

the willingness and ability to intervene quickly and consistently. Effective managers were 

also distinguished by their ability to establish an instructional system and keep students 

focused on and/or engaged in academic work. In short, this study illuminated that 

effective management in elementary and secondary settings is similar. Elementary 

teachers, however, placed more emphasis on teaching the rules and procedures than 

secondary teachers. This might be due to the fact that secondary student have more 

experience with assimilating into classroom settings. In this light, it perhaps becomes 

more important for secondary teachers to communicate clear expectations, monitor the 

classroom environment, and provide specific feedback regarding appropriate and 

inappropriate behaviors. Overall, this study shed light on how classroom rules govern 

both elementary and secondary classroom settings. Moreover, it illustrated that effective 

classroom managers are able to interconnect both social and learning systems in order to 

create and/or develop a productive learning environment. 

Evertson, Emmer, Sanford & Clements (1983)  
 

Overview – Evertson, Emmer, Sanford & Clements’ (1983) research project 

aimed to examine the effects of classroom management training on elementary school 

teachers. The objective was to determine whether teachers who participated in back-to-

school professional development workshops on recommended classroom management 

practices were more effective managing classrooms than teachers who did not receive 

specific training and/or professional development.  
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Methodology – The Classroom Management Improvement Study involved one 

large urban school district (i.e., District A) and one small suburban school district (i.e., 

District B) within a large southwestern city over the course of the 1980-1981 school year. 

A total of 41 teachers volunteered to participate; 35 were from District A, and 6 from 

District B. The experimental group (n=23) of teachers received a classroom management 

manual and attended two 3-hour workshops. One workshop took place four days before 

the beginning of school, while the second took place during the fifth week of the year. 

The teachers (n=18) comprising the control group did not receive the management 

manual or participate in the associated workshops until either December or February. 

Classroom observation data was collected by a team of 23 trained classroom observers, 

from August to February. The primary source of data was narrative observation records; 

however, other methods included Student Engagement Rates (SER), Component/ 

Addendum Component Ratings (CR/AdCR), time logs, summary ratings of teachers’ 

behaviors, two teacher questionnaires, and one teacher interview.  

Findings – Results indicated that teachers in the experimental group ran 

classrooms where there was significantly less inappropriate behavior than in classes 

taught by control teachers. In addition, the experimental teachers’ classes had lower 

proportions of off-task, unsanctioned behaviors and greater proportions of students 

engaged in appropriate tasks. Overall, findings over the course of the year illustrated that 

the experimental teachers were able to establish and maintain better-managed classes 

than teachers in the control group. 

According to the authors, one of the key areas of classroom management involved 

planning, teaching and enforcing classroom rules. In particular, more successful 
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classroom managers were noted for developing a workable system of classroom rules and 

procedures and teaching students how the systems were to operate at the beginning of the 

year. Better managers were also noted for monitoring the classroom environment, 

stopping inappropriate behavior quickly, and consistently applying consequences for 

rule-breaking and/or rule-following behaviors. Overall, the study demonstrated that 

effective management was a process that begins before the school year with teachers 

establishing expectations for student behavior, and then translating them into a workable 

system of classroom rules and procedures. Next, at the beginning of the year teachers 

clearly communicated the management system or expectations to students and used it 

consistently. This often involved teaching students how the various systems operate, and 

providing them with feedback regarding their respective roles in helping to achieve a 

smooth running classroom. Last, consistent monitoring and interventions (with and 

without consequences), were utilized by teachers to maintain the systems performance 

over the course of the year. In short, effective management required a systematic 

approach, and teachers who planned accordingly were able to tackle the complexities of 

various management activities.  

Evertson (1985)  
 

Overview – The purpose of Evertson’s (1985) study was threefold: (1) to validate 

principles of classroom organization and management shown in correlational research to 

be related to management effectiveness in secondary classrooms; (2) to determine if 

school district personnel could deliver teacher workshops and collect data on 

implementation of the principles; and (3) to assess whether training in classroom 

management techniques would provide additional skills to teachers who received 
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previous training in a statewide instructional skills program. Results indicated that both 

observations and training could be performed by school and/or district personnel, and that 

teachers who received specific management training demonstrated better management 

skills and increases in student task engagement.  

Methodology – 102 teachers across six Arkansas school districts participated in 

the study. 70 participants taught in elementary settings, grades 1-6, with teachers 

randomly assigned to equal-size groups (i.e., experimental group, n=35, control group, 

n=35). The remaining 32 teachers worked in secondary settings, (both middle and high 

schools), and the random groupings were again separated evenly (i.e., the experimental 

group, n=16, and the control group, n=16). It should be noted that all teachers had 

previous training in instructional skills through the state’s Program for Effective 

Teaching (PET). A variety of measures were used to collect data, including classroom 

observations, narrative records, student engagement rates, classroom rating scales, and 

summary ratings.  

Experimental group teachers took part in two workshops on classroom 

management. The first workshop took place over the summer, prior to the start of the 

1982 school year, while the second workshop was conducted in mid-October to 

reemphasize various management principles and discuss problems. Observations were 

scheduled so that observers saw each teacher four times after the first workshop, starting 

on the first day of school, and two times after the workshop given in mid-October. 

Findings – Results focused on the quantitative findings from the study in 

secondary classrooms. In particular, data indicated that teachers in the experimental 

group ran classrooms where there was significantly less inappropriate behavior than in 
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classes taught by control teachers. In addition, the experimental teachers’ classes had 

lower proportions of off-task, unsanctioned behaviors and greater proportions of students 

engaged in appropriate tasks. Findings over the course of the year illustrated that the 

experimental teachers were able to establish and maintain better-managed classes than 

teachers in the control group. 

Planning, teaching and enforcing classroom rules were (again) noted to be an 

essential element of an effective management plan1. The author illustrated that better 

managers developed classroom rules and procedures and taught students how to operate 

within these systems at the start of the year. In addition, monitoring, interventions and 

consequences were consistently aimed at keeping students focused on their respective 

responsibilities and tasks. Overall, Evertson (1985) illuminated that effective 

management requires a systematic approach, (i.e., before the year, at the beginning of the 

year, and throughout the year) and that teachers who plan accordingly should be both 

confident and competent in establishing and maintaining classroom order. 

Johnston & Lubomudrov (1987)  
 

Overview – Johnston & Lubomudrov (1987) conducted a study to examine the 

relation between teachers’ levels of moral development and their understanding of rules 

and teacher/student roles in their classrooms.  

Methodology – The authors used the Defining Issues Test (DIT) to select the case 

study subjects. To clarify, the test is a paper-and-pencil measure developed from 

Kohlberg’s theory of moral development in which subjects rate the importance of 

                                                
1 It should be noted that all of these effectiveness studies (e.g., Emmer, Evertson & 
Anderson, 1980; Emmer, Sanford, Clements & Martin, 1982; Evertson & Emmer, 1982; 
Emmer, Evertson, Sanford & Clements, 1983) were conducted by the same research 
team, so the consistent emphasis on rules may be a function of their interpretive bias. 
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different kinds of reasons in the solution of six moral dilemmas. In turn, eight subjects 

were selected from a larger group of 27 teachers who were enrolled in an experimental 

M.Ed. program. Using “P” scores from the DIT, the researchers identified four teachers 

at the top and four at the bottom range of the group scores. In addition, to study how each 

teacher understood teaching, three interviews were conducted. The first interview was 

semi-structured and covered basic topics such as grading, basic skills, curriculum 

objectives and their implementation, as well as teacher and student roles. The second 

interview was also semi-structured and included questions about classroom rules and 

roles--the purposes of rules, the origin of rules, management of disobedience and 

conflicts of interest, and teacher and student rights and responsibilities. The final 

interview was an open-ended discussion of an hour-long videotape of the teacher’s 

classroom. Within the interview, teachers were asked questions regarding all contexts on 

the videotape that had to do with making and maintaining rules as well as teacher and 

student roles. Interviews were then coded and categorized into four topics: (1) the 

purposes of rules, (2) responsibility for maintaining rules, (3) teacher/student interactions, 

and (4) teacher authority/student rights.  

Findings – Johnston & Lubomudrov (1987) found that teachers with low DIT 

scores had similar ways of understanding, as did those with higher DIT scores, and that 

the understandings of the two groups could be compared and contrasted. For instance, all 

teachers discussed the importance of classroom rules. For teachers in the low-scoring 

group, classroom rules primarily served to maintain a stable social order. The consensus 

was that rules need to be consistently enforced or teachers will lose control, and chaos 

will result. Teachers with low scores also believed that rules came from authorities (e.g., 



 

 

33 

 

principals, teachers, parents, etc.) and were given or transmitted to students. For these 

teachers, in general, the rules and the authorities enforcing the rules appeared inseparable. 

That is, if the student obeyed the rules, they obeyed the authorities; if they disobeyed the 

rules, they disobeyed the authorities. On the other hand, teachers with high scores on the 

DIT spoke of rules differently. Although each teacher had rules in their classrooms and 

expected students to adhere to them, these teachers seemed not to focus on rules as 

central to maintaining a social order. Instead, they viewed rules as necessary to insure the 

rights of individual students along with the rights of the group. Furthermore, teachers 

with higher scores valued student participation in rule-making, encouraging students to 

discuss the value of having rules, to suggest options, and to consider various 

consequences of rule-breaking behaviors.  

Overall, teachers with low DIT scores adopted an autocratic, and often 

authoritarian role as a teacher and classroom manager. Whereas, teachers with high DIT 

scores thought that students should be participants in rule establishment and in turn 

adopted a more progressive view of themselves as facilitators in the process of teaching, 

learning and education. In short, the findings of this study provided further insight into 

how teachers understand teaching; however, the authors also noted that teachers’ 

understandings of teaching do not necessarily translate into their practice.  

Merrett, Wilkins, Houghton & Wheldall (1988)  
 

Overview – Merrett, Wilkins, Houghton & Wheldall (1988) conducted a study of 

British secondary schools in order to determine whether or not a rule structure was 

established to control the conduct of the pupils. Data was also collected regarding the 

sanctions and rewards used to maintain behavior. In short, it was determined that almost 
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all schools (21 of 24) had an explicit (i.e., a written) rule structure and that rewards and 

sanctions could be divided into low, medium and high order categories. 

Methodology – 24 secondary schools (i.e., high schools) participated in the study. 

The schools ranged in size from 200 to 1650 pupils, with the mean being 880 pupils. 

Information was gathered about schools through structured interviews with the school 

leader or principal. The interviews were designed to obtain information about the nature 

and form of the school rule system and then to explore the sanction and rewards system 

developed to uphold it. The rules were explored through interview questions for which 

coded replies were marked. These included information about whether rules exist, in 

what form (e.g. explicit or implicit), how students and staff become familiarized with 

them, who formulated them an when, whether they have been revised, who has the 

responsibility for ensuring that rule are accepted, and so on. Copies of rules were also 

collected from the school, when applicable. The researchers also presented the 

interviewees with a list of the most common rewards and sanctions used in school 

settings, and asked them to respond by detailing which of the sanctions and rewards were 

applied across various school contexts and settings. 

Findings – As previously mentioned, 21 of the 24 schools had an explicit, written 

rule structure. The three without rule structures did, however, imply that good behavior 

and good work standards were expected from all students. 20 schools had written rules 

that were readily available to staff, parents or pupils. 15 schools had a comprehensive 

booklet providing information about the school, including rules and objectives for pupils, 

that was given to parents and pupils after they enrolled. In four schools, rules were 

routinely posted in classrooms or on bulletin boards, to ensure pupils knew the standards 
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of conduct. In 12 schools, the rules had been developed within the last five years, but for 

most rules were over a decade old, and had not been modified. In addition, results 

showed that both the administration and teachers generally formulated rules. Moreover, 

the majority of schools (i.e., 14) regarded rule enforcement at the responsibility of the 

entire school community.  

The researchers also collected information regarding rule enforcement methods, 

documenting the frequency in which sanctions and rewards were employed. To simplify 

reporting, results were structured into low, medium and higher order categories.  

Lower order sanctions included: telling off, detention, extra work, comments on 

written work, confiscation of property, and short exclusion from lesson/class. All schools 

participating in this research noted that lower order sanctions were used as punishments 

against rule breaking and with pupils who were thought by staff/teachers to be producing 

inferior and/or insufficient work. 

Middle order sanctions included progress reports/report cards, letter home, 

corporal punishment, forbidding of certain activities, removal of privileges, longer 

exclusion from lesson/class, referral to outside agency, direct contact with parents, time 

out. In most cases, middle order sanctions were used for bad behavior. Sometimes, 

however, poor work was a catalyst for one of these sanctions. 

Higher order sanctions included interviews with the school leader or principal, 

exclusion, suspension or expulsion from schools. Almost all schools used these sanctions 

for bad behavior, and never in reference to poor work. 

Similar categories were used to document rewards employed by schools. Lower 

order rewards included verbal praise (public or private), points, credits or tokens, marks 
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or comments on work, tangible rewards (e.g., edibles, toys, etc.). These methods were 

noted to be used by all schools, although few used tangible rewards. 

Middle order rewards included certificates, badges, used of certain equipment, 

marks or comments on work, letter home and privileges. It was noted that middle order 

rewards tended to be directed towards good work rather than good behavior. 

Higher order rewards included prizes, money or gift tokens, promotion to a higher 

group where banding exists, and referral to the school leader or principal. The use of 

higher order rewards were directed towards good work rather than to good behavior to a 

marked degree. 

Last, a category system of rules was created to document the nature of rules. In 

order of frequency, rules were concerned with: 

1. Social behaviors (politeness, consideration for others). 
2. Attendance (punctuality, regularity). 
3. Movement and general conduct in/around buildings. 
4. Safety – most noted for equipment use (e.g. laboratories). 
5. Dress code. 
6. Regard for property/equipment. 
7. Leaving the school at break and lunch times. 
8. Work (i.e., working hard and well). 
9. Discouraging the bringing of valuables to school. 
10. Definition of “out of bounds” areas and other prohibitions re: movement. 
11. Regulations about the use of cigarettes, gum and weapons. 
12. Upholding the good name of the school. 
13. General rules of behavior. 
14. Respect towards and compliance with prefects. 

 
Overall, Merrett, Wilkins, Houghton & Wheldall’s (1988) study illustrated that 

rules are a mainstay in schools and classrooms. In addition, the researchers recommended 

that additional studies should on rules in school were necessary to better understand their 

nature and function, as well as the types of sanctions and rewards that facilitate rule 

enforcement. 
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Boostrom (1991)  

Overview – Boostrom (1991) examined the nature and function of classroom 

rules. That is, what they are and how they work. Stemming from the author’s experience 

working and observing in elementary classrooms, the article illustrated that classroom 

rules are not instrumental tools of management but rather they are structures of meaning 

used by students and teachers to better understand classroom life and the world around 

them. 

Methodology –Boostrom’s work was based on extensive hours of working and 

observing in elementary school settings. Narrative observations were utilized to observe, 

record and reflect on life in classrooms. 

Findings – Boostrom provided an extensive analysis on the nature of classroom 

rules. Using a pre-developed category system by Black (1962), he illustrated that 

classroom rules are typically about: (1) nonacademic procedures, (2) how to do 

classroom work, and (3) relationships with others in the classroom. The author then 

moved on to discuss the dual function of classroom rules. In particular, the research 

suggested that classroom rules: (1) embody a way of life, and (2) shape instruction and 

the subject matter. 

First, it was asserted that rules embody a way of life in the classroom. In this 

light, classroom rules were considered to be the “dos and don'ts of classroom life.” 

Boostrom highlighted that classroom rules assist in the establishment of a social system, 

so that students and teachers can function in harmony. Moreover, the author noted that 

rules “put abstract aims of schooling to concrete patterns of daily activity” (p.214). In this 

sense, classroom rules facilitated a positive classroom climate and the creation of a 
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learning community in which individual have mutual goals, common relationships, and 

show concern for one another.  

Classroom rules were also said to shape instruction and the subject matter. That 

is, they gave structure to the intellectual life of the classroom. According to Boostrom, 

“ideas about what knowledge is, how it is transmitted, who possess it, and what its value 

it, are all implied by the rules of the room” (p.214). Furthermore, the author contended 

that this structuring was needed by all students to help them become active participants in 

the process of education.  

Overall, Boostrom’s (1991) work challenged teachers to move beyond viewing 

rules as mere instruments for establishing and maintaining discipline. Instead, 

establishing rules should be conceptualized as an overlapping process of developing a 

social system (i.e., a positive classroom climate and/or learning community) and a system 

of instruction. 

Howard & Norris (1994) 
 

Overview – Howard & Norris’ (1994) study was designed to investigate and 

validate the sources, characteristics, and perceived effectiveness of classroom rules 

adopted by classroom practitioners. Typically, textbooks and other references regarding 

the nature and purpose of effective rules suggest that classroom rules should be: (1) 

limited in number, (2) positive in tone, and (3) mutually determined by the teacher and 

students. Part of this study examined how well these suggestions were applied in 

classroom settings. In addition, the researchers were interested in the possible effects of 

the number of years of teaching experience on the number of rules adopted and/or the 

perceived effectiveness of the rules in controlling the behavior for which the rule was 
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designed. Accordingly, four hypothesis were advanced: (1) that typically, teachers would 

publish five rules, (2) that more experienced teachers would name fewer rules than less 

experienced teachers, (3) that more experienced teachers would perceive their rules as 

more effective in controlling behavior than the less experienced teachers, and (4) that the 

majority of classroom rules would be stated positively. 

Methodology – A survey of classroom rules was sent to a random sample of 

teachers in grades K-8 in two large school systems, one public (90,000+ students) and 

one parochial (25,000+ students) in a major metropolitan city in the Midwest. After 

providing basic demographic information, each teacher was asked to: (1) name 

(verbatim) the rules published in his/her classroom, (2) name and describe the origin or 

source of rules (i.e., were they teacher determined, school determined, teacher-student 

determined, etc.), and (3) on a scale of 1 to 10 (i.e., 1=not effective; 10=very effective) 

indicate how effective each rule was in controlling/shaping the behavior for which it was 

intended.  

Findings –27% of the teachers (n=108) returned the survey. Results indicated that 

teachers determined the rules in close to 40% of the classrooms, and that teachers and 

students, collaboratively, determined the rules in nearly all other classrooms. 

Hypothesis 1, that typically, teachers would publish five rules for classroom 

management was proven. The researchers found that the mean number of rules was 5.6, 

and that the range was from 2 to 8 classroom rules. In addition, the most frequently 

named rules were noted to be: 

1. Speaking Rules (e.g., Raise your hand to speak, etc.) – 54%. 
2. Interaction Rules (e.g., Respect others, Be courteous, Don’t fight, etc.) – 52%. 
3. Movement Rules (e.g., No running, Don’t leave seat w/o permission) – 49%. 
4. Rules regarding supplies (e.g., Have required supplies, etc.) – 33%. 
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5. Assignment Rules (e.g., Complete assignments on time, etc.) – 30%. 
 

Hypothesis 2, that more experienced teachers would name fewer rules than less 

experienced teachers was not proven. 

Hypothesis 3, that more experienced teachers would perceive their rules as more 

effective in controlling behavior than less experience teachers was also not proven. 

Hypothesis 4, that the majority of classroom rules would be stated positively was 

proven. Seventy-two (72) percent of all rules were stated positively. 

Overall, the results indicated that in general (1) teachers identified five rules for 

their classrooms, (2) these rules were more likely to be stated in terms of the behavior 

desired (positively), and (3) the number of years of teaching experience had no effect on 

the number of rules named or the perceived effectiveness of those rules. Moreover, this 

study provided some insight into better understanding the nature of rules, and offered 

some empirical-based claims regarding who makes rules in classroom settings. 

Merrett & Jones (1994)  
 

Overview – Merrett & Jones (1994) conducted a study of British primary schools 

in order to determine whether or not a rule structure was established to control the 

conduct of the pupils. Data was also collected regarding the sanctions and rewards used 

to maintain behavior. In brief, it was concluded that primary schools were less likely than 

secondary schools to have written rule structures, but most were in the process of 

producing them in response to new pressures. In addition, it was reported that there were 

fewer sanctions being used to uphold the rules than in secondary schools, however, the 

number of rewards used in both settings were about equal. It should also be noted that 
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this study was a follow-up to Merrett, Wilkins, Houghton & Wheldall’s (1988) study of 

British secondary schools, hence the methodologies are nearly identical. 

Methodology – 24 primary schools (i.e., elementary schools) participated in the 

study. The schools ranged in size from 160 to 710 pupils, with the mean being 352 

pupils. Information was gathered about schools through structured interviews with the 

school leader or principal. In this study, 20 of the 24 school leaders agreed to participate 

in the interviews. The interviews were designed to obtain information about the nature 

and form of the school rule system and then to explore the sanction and rewards system 

developed to uphold it. The rules were explored through interview questions for which 

coded replies were marked. These included information about whether rules exist, in 

what form (e.g. explicit or implicit), how students and staff become familiarized with 

them, who formulated them and when, whether they have been revised, who has the 

responsibility for ensuring that rule are accepted, and so on. Copies of rules were also 

collected from schools, when applicable. The researchers also presented the interviewees 

with a list of the most common rewards and sanctions used in school settings, and asked 

them to respond by detailing which of the sanctions and rewards were applied across 

various school contexts and settings.  

Findings – Results indicated that 11 of the 21 schools had written rule structures, 

which were either presented in booklet or prospectus form for parents or in a written 

school policy document. In schools without written rule structures, they were usually 

disseminated by class teachers or the principal/school leader at school assemblies. 

Generally, school rule structures were up to date, with most having been formulated in 

the previous 12 months. No school had a rule system that had been in operation for more 
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than three years. In addition, most schools that did not have a written rule structure were 

in the process of trying to develop and/or formulate rule codes. Again, the majority of 

schools regarded rule enforcement as the responsibility of the school community. 

The researchers also collected information regarding rule enforcement methods, 

documenting the frequency in which sanctions and rewards were employed. To simplify 

reporting, results were structured into low, medium and higher order categories. The 

results mirrored the same types of sanctions and rewards noted in the secondary school 

study (i.e., Merrett, Wilkins, Houghton & Wheldall, 1988). However, Merrett & Jones 

(1994) noted that fewer sanctions (210) were found in primary schools than had been 

identified in secondary schools (334). Whereas, there were relatively equal number of 

rewards. 

Fields (1997)  

Overview – Fields (1997) work also examined the nature and function of 

classroom rules. And again, the work focused on classroom rules in elementary school 

settings. In this study, lower elementary classrooms (i.e., Year 1/Year 2) were observed 

in order to better understand the nature and function of classroom rules. 

Methodology – Thirty Year 1 and thirty Year 2 teachers were selected as 

participants. All of the teachers involved in the study were enrolled in a local university, 

pursuing professional development degrees at both the undergraduate and graduate 

levels. Teachers were asked to identify the rules that were established in their classrooms 

and provide rationales for their inclusion. The primary focus was on classroom rules that 

were enacted (i.e., posted, published, stated, etc.). After rules were collected, they were 

coded and categorized. 
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Findings – Fields (1997) synthesized rules into five separate categories: 

1. Rules related to relationships and interactions. 
2. Rules related to completing academic tasks. 
3. Rules related to movement around the classroom. 
4. Rules related to property. 
5. Rules related to safety. 

 
Fields noted that classroom rules were kept to a minimum, (i.e., teachers had, on 

average, six rules for their classrooms), positively stated, and age-appropriate. In 

addition, most of the rules identified within the study were related to relationships and 

interaction. By and large, these rules were aimed at either restricting behaviors or 

reinforcing pro-social behaviors. Teachers asserted that these rules promoted inclusion 

and positive relationships, and claimed that they were integral for the creation of a 

classroom learning community. Rules related to completing academic tasks were the 

second largest set of rules. These rules tended to focus on either managerial matters (e.g., 

raising hand to talk or ask a question, following directions, etc.) or instructional matters 

(i.e., completing work requirements, submitting work, etc.). Moreover, this collection of 

rules seemed to emphasize using classroom time appropriately, working hard, and trying 

one’s best. Movement rules were next on the list, with multiple teachers citing young 

children’s need to be active. Accordingly, these rules were created to limit and/or 

structure student movement (e.g., walking, not running, one person--at a time--can 

sharpen pencil, etc.). There were also a number of rules related to personal property. 

These rules were framed to help students take responsibility for personal items such as 

backpacks, lunchboxes, clothes, (etc.). However, they also regulated and/or restricted the 

use of other people’s property. Last, safety rules emphasized personal safety and avoiding 

accidents, however, the overarching focus was on encouraging children to behave in 
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ways in which other children would not get hurt. Teachers noted that reducing aggressive 

behaviors (e.g., bullying) was an overall school concern, and that teachers often adopted 

classroom rules that were aligned with the school’s stance on pro-social behaviors. 

Overall, Fields (1997) research documented that rules cover nearly every aspect 

of classroom life. Moreover, the author noted that classroom rules did more than describe 

the teacher’s expectations. In particular, they helped define the students’ role in the 

classroom. From this perspective, it became apparent that teachers have to help student’s 

adjust to both the social and academic demands of classroom life. 

Thornberg (2008)  

Overview – Thornberg’s (2008) work aimed to examine and illustrate the content 

in school/classroom rules. In particular, a category system was developed to help explain 

the nature of rules. Data was collected from an ethnographic study conducted within 

various elementary classrooms. 

Methodology – Observations were conducted in two kindergarten, two second-

grade, and two fifth-grade classroom settings. School and classroom rules were also 

investigated by observations is various school settings (e.g., classrooms, the playground, 

cafeteria, etc.). Field notes and audio recordings monitored the interactions between 

teachers and students, along with rule transgressions, and rule enforcement (by teachers). 

Documents, such as posters with classroom rules, were also recorded. In addition, 

interviews with teachers were utilized in order to gain an understanding of how each 

viewed rules, management, and teaching. And last, group interviews with students were 

conducted. 

Findings – Thornberg’s analysis resulted in five rule categories: 
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1. Relational rules.  
2. Structuring rules.  
3. Protecting rules. 
4. Personal rules. 
5. Etiquette rules. 
 
Relational rules explained how to be and how to behave in relation to others. A 

number of these rules attempted to promote pro-social behavior (e.g., Be respectful), 

rather than prevent unruly behavior (e.g., Don’t fight). Structuring rules were aimed at 

either structuring/maintaining the physical classroom environment (e.g., Clean up 

classroom, or don’t deface property), or structuring classroom activities and/or work 

accomplishment (e.g., No talking during deskwork, or raise your hand to ask a questions). 

Protecting rules dealt with rules regarding health and safety, and focused on both 

personal and interpersonal provisions (e.g., Keep hands, feet to yourself or No running). 

Personal rules called for self-reflection on one’s own behavior, and prompted self-

responsibility (e.g., Do your best, Try your hardest). And last, etiquette rules tried to 

preserve customs and traditions in school and across society. These rules helped preserve 

social and educational mores taught in school (e.g., No swearing, or Do not wear hats in 

the classroom).  

Overall, Thornberg (2008) documented that rules were everywhere in schools and 

classrooms and they were an integral part of the culture of schooling. Moreover, the 

author highlighted that rules (in general) helped teachers manage their classroom and 

maintain discipline. In light of the results, the author asserted that if rules are to be used 

as an effective management tool, they must be clearly communicated, explained and 

taught systematically. It was noted that teachers are often solely responsible for creating 

and enacted the rules. However, the author also suggested that student-participation in 
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rule establishment is vital for not only understanding and complying with the rules, but it 

is necessary to promote independence, self-regulation and self-discipline. 

Themes 

 The following themes emerged from a review of the empirical research on rules: 

1. Rules are ubiquitous in schools and classrooms.  

Research by Merrett, Wilkins, Houghton & Wheldall (1988) and Merrett & Jones 

(1994) support this assertion by reporting that rules are commonplace in both elementary 

and secondary settings to ensure school safety, establish expectations for appropriate 

conduct, and elicit cooperation from the student body in a variety of ways. In short, rules 

appear to be a permanent and seemingly indispensible part of schools and classrooms 

(Fields, 1997; Thornberg, 2008).  

2. Rules seem to cover almost every facet of classroom life.  

Research by Tikunoff & Ward (1978), Merrett, Wilkins, Houghton & Wheldall 

(1988), Boostrom (1991), Howard & Norris (1994), Fields (1997) and Thornberg (2008) 

have attempted to illuminate the nature of classroom rules. Based on findings from these 

studies the majority of classroom rules appear to fall into one of the following categories: 

(a) Interpersonal Rules – Rules related to relationships and interactions. 
(b) Structuring Rules – Rules related to structuring/completing academic work. 
(c) Personal Rules – Rules related to personal responsibility, property, etc. 
(d) Safety Rules – Rules related to classroom and school safety. 
(e) Movement Rules – Rules related to movement within the classroom. 
 

3. Rules are an essential element of an effective classroom management plan.  

Over the years researchers have reiterated this claim (Emmer, Evertson & 

Anderson, 1980; Emmer, Sanford, Clements & Martin, 1982; Evertson & Emmer, 1982; 

Emmer, Evertson, Sanford & Clements, 1983; Evertson, 1985; Johnston & Lubomudrov; 
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Thornberg, 2008). However, these process-product or process-outcome studies have been 

criticized because they do not directly address the question of how teachers communicate 

expectations and orchestrate events to establish conditions of effectiveness (Doyle, 1985). 

In other words, these studies have highlighted “what” effective managers do throughout 

the school year, yet there is insufficient evidence as to “how” management strategies are 

enacted and performed. Research conducted by Buckley & Cooper (1978) provided 

additional perspective on the process of rule establishment in classrooms; however, the 

core of the study emphasized how rules were created in reaction to events (e.g., 

misconduct). Such a focus is problematic because it fails to consider that in nearly all 

classroom settings rules are created (or established) before and/or at the beginning of the 

school year, rather than exclusively in response to student misconduct. 

4. Teachers beliefs about the function of rules affect implementation practices.  

 Research by Tikunoff & Ward (1978) and Johnston & Lubomudrov (1987) 

illustrated how teachers’ beliefs about the function of rules influence the ways in which 

they were established. In the study by Tikunoff & Ward (1978), teachers were 

interviewed prior to the opening day of school to dialogue about their expectations and 

goals for both management and instruction, and explain how the respective systems 

would be established. Despite the fact that each of the teachers expressed uncertainty 

regarding what rules were needed to start the year, and that rules would emerge as 

needed, their management practices proved otherwise. That is, the findings suggested that 

each teacher seemed to have certain rules in mind regarding how students needed to 

behave in accordance with the social and instructional systems he/she wanted to 

operationalize, and starting the first day of school each teacher began communicating to 
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students how they should perform within the classroom environment. In the study by 

Johnston & Lubomudrov, teachers were also interviewed to gain an understanding of the 

ways they made sense of their classrooms, and how they talked about rules and roles of 

both teachers and students. Findings indicated that teachers with low moral development 

scores seemed to promote authoritative or autocratic classroom environments in which 

teachers created rules and transmitted their expectations to students for the purpose of 

reception and compliance. Whereas, teachers with higher scores talked about 

implementing rules to promote student understanding and responsibility, and voiced that 

student participation in rule establishment and enforcement helped with the development 

of a cooperative learning environment. Overall, both studies illustrated that teacher 

beliefs (regarding rules and roles) had an effect on the implementation of management 

practices.  

5. Effective classroom managers systematically establish rules. 

Research has documented that effective managers approach rule establishment in 

three phases: before the year, at the start of the year, and throughout the year (Emmer, 

Evertson & Anderson, 1980; Emmer, Sanford, Clements & Martin, 1982; Evertson & 

Emmer, 1982; Emmer, Evertson, Sanford & Clements, 1983; Evertson, 1985). To clarify, 

successful teachers are said to set expectations for student behavior and academic work in 

advance. In turn, classroom expectations are translated into a workable system of rules 

and procedures. At the start of the school year these expectations are then communicated 

to students through a variety of means. An emphasis has been placed on a progression of 

posting, teaching, monitoring, reviewing and reinforcing expectations until the system is 

operationalized and running efficiently. Last, consistent monitoring and interventions are 
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utilized for the purpose of maintaining the system throughout the year. It has been noted 

that to be effective rules require alignment with logical consequences, as well as 

monitoring and interventions. Classroom interventions are noted to occur both with 

consequences (e.g., sanctions, penalties, etc.) and without consequences (e.g., verbal 

prompt, warning, praise, positive recognition, etc.). Furthermore, it has been noted that 

teacher consistency (most notably with monitoring and reinforcing expectations) is a key 

to a well-run classroom. 

6. Rules alone do not create an orderly classroom environment.  

As previously mentioned, research has recognized that consistent monitoring of 

established rules and procedures is necessary in order to provide corrective feedback 

regarding student performance (Emmer, Evertson & Anderson, 1980; Emmer, Sanford, 

Clements & Martin, 1982; Evertson & Emmer, 1982; Emmer, Evertson, Sanford & 

Clements, 1983; Evertson, 1985). In addition, teachers must actively supervise and/or 

monitor the classroom and use interventions (with and without consequences) to 

reinforce desired behaviors. An intervention without consequences may include a verbal 

reminder, warning, or even positive recognition or praise for student compliance, while 

logical consequences must be enforced for students who engage in rule-violating 

behaviors.  

7. Rules are multifunctional. 

Rules are often viewed as mere instruments within a classroom discipline system, 

however, research has highlighted that rule establishment and enforcement support the 

development and stability of both social and instructional systems (Tikunoff & Ward, 

1978; Emmer, Evertson & Anderson, 1980; Evertson & Emmer, 1982; Boostrom, 1991; 
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Fields, 1997). According to Boostrom (1991) rules embody a way of life in classroom 

settings. That is, they help to define appropriate and inappropriate conduct, and 

emphasize the creation of a classroom community and learning environment in which 

individuals have mutual goals, common relationships and show concern for one another. 

Rules are also said to shape instruction and the subject matter. This structuring facilitates 

student involvement in programs of academic work. In this light, rules are not just 

instrumental tools of management, but rather they are structures of meaning used by 

students and teachers to better understand classroom life. 

Summary  

Despite the wealth of literature on rules in schools and classrooms, there is still 

much to be learned about the role of rules within classroom organization and 

management, along with the practices and processes by which teachers establish and 

maintain rule systems throughout the year. As highlighted, the bulk of the evidence-based 

research on rules has been process-product or process-outcome studies within elementary 

or junior high/middle schools. With this in mind, this study aims to contribute to the 

existing literature and empirical research base on rules by exploring how rule systems are 

established and maintained in two high school classrooms over the first nine weeks of the 

school year. By tracing the processes that lead to rule establishment, and talking with 

teachers to better understand how their beliefs affect implementation, this report will 

provide educational researchers and teachers alike with a better understanding of how 

rules systems become operationalized at the high school level. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

This study was an attempt to learn more about classroom rules by examining the 

rule systems that operated in two social studies classes taught in the same high school. 

 Specific questions addressed within this study were: 

1. How were rule systems established and maintained in two high school social 

studies classes during the first nine weeks of the school year? 

2. How did the teachers think about their classrooms and how did they react to 

what they were experiencing during the nine-week period? 

Setting  

 The study took place at a charter high school--called here Eastside High--on the 

outskirts of a metropolitan city in the southwest United States. Eastside High operated on 

a block schedule, which meant that the school year was comprised of four consecutive 

blocks, with classes running within each block for a nine-week span. The curriculum 

focused on the mastery of core subjects and was fully aligned with state standards. In 

addition, the course offerings prepared students for a standardized test administered by 

the state for the purpose of meeting high school graduation requirements. During the 

2012-2013 school year enrollment was less than 150 students for grades 9-12. The school 

experienced a severe decline in enrollment in recent years and had established a 

reputation within the community for attracting students who did not assimilate into 

traditional public school settings, i.e. high-risk students. The teaching staff consisted of 

eight certified and/or highly qualified teachers. This low student-to-teacher ratio was 

viewed as an advantage by the administration, as it allowed the teaching staff to 

personalize the learning experience for each student. Overall, any high school setting 
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would have supported the aims and/or goals of this research project; however, Eastside 

High was selected due to its accessibility, i.e., the researcher had established relationships 

with the school administration and teaching staff, and proximity to the researcher’s home 

and place of employment. 

Participants 

 Two high school teachers were recruited to participate in the study (see Appendix 

A). An emphasis was placed on recruiting teachers who taught classes within a core 

subject area (i.e., English, math, science or social studies) in order to focus on traditional 

teacher practices related to classroom organization, management and instruction. In 

essence, this was a convenience sample that promised to give the researcher relatively 

direct access to rules and rule systems. Both teachers volunteered to participate in the 

study, and their subject field of social studies was thought to have curricular relevance to 

issues of rules and conduct. 

Mrs. Q was a soft-spoken, 23 year-old white female. She was preparing to enter 

her second year of teaching high school at Eastside. She was a recent graduate of the 

local university and held a bachelor’s degree in secondary education (Major: history; 

Minor: English). In addition to teaching social studies, Mrs. Q also taught English 

classes.  

Mr. T was an easygoing 28 year-old white male. He was entering his third year of 

teaching high school at Eastside, although he had been working in the realm of education 

(e.g., tutoring, coaching, etc.) for close to ten years. He also graduated from the local 

university and held a bachelor’s degree in history as well as a master’s degree in 

secondary education. 
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The Classrooms 

 Mrs. Q’s first period world history class and Mr. T’s second period U.S. history 

class were the backdrop for the study and observed on a daily basis over a nine-week 

block at the beginning of the 2012-2013 school year. Classes were conducted Monday 

through Thursday every week. Fridays were exempt from the observation schedule, as 

students attending school on Fridays were primarily “making up time.” To clarify, the 

school had a 100% attendance policy, which meant that if students were absent during the 

school week (Monday-Thursday) they were required to “flex” on Fridays and replenish 

the hours of class and assignments that they missed. Eastside High opened at 7:00am 

each morning and students were allowed to wait in the office or other designated areas of 

the campus until the 8:15am bell indicated that classes would soon begin. Period one 

started at 8:20am and ended at 10:07am. Twenty-four students, i.e., high school 

sophomores, were enrolled in Mrs. Q’s first period class, including fifteen boys and nine 

girls. The racial and/or ethnic breakdown consisted of fifteen white, seven Mexican-

American, and two African-American students. After being dismissed from first period, 

students had a two-minute transition until the start of second period. Period two began at 

10:09am and ended at 11:58am. Twenty-five students, i.e., high school juniors, were 

enrolled in Mr. T’s second period class, including twelve boys and thirteen girls. The 

racial and/or ethnic breakdown consisted of eleven white, seven African-American, and 

seven Mexican-American students. 

Research Design 
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 This study employed a qualitative case study approach to examine and explain the 

practices and epistemologies of two high school teachers, specifically related to the 

process of establishing and maintaining classroom rule systems. 

Role of the Researcher 

The role of the researcher was of an interviewer and a non-participant observer. 

As an interviewer the researcher utilized a semi-standardized interview format. 

According to Berg (2001), this type of interview involves the implementation of a 

number of predetermined questions and/or topics, generally asked in a systematic order. 

However, interviewers are encouraged to digress in order to probe beyond the answers to 

their preset formatting and questions. Such interview formats have been shown to be 

helpful in developing rapport with the research participants. 

As a non-participant observer emphasis was placed on strictly looking at the 

practices and processes by which the teachers attempted to establish and maintain rule 

systems in their classrooms over the first block, i.e., nine weeks of the school year. Yin 

(2003) noted that observations are valuable for providing additional evidence beyond that 

provided in interviews. As an observer, the researcher monitored the teachers throughout 

their daily activities. For the most part observations were confined to their regular 

classrooms; however, the researcher also followed them throughout the building (e.g., to 

the computers labs or presentations in other classrooms), and even accompanied them 

off-campus for fieldtrips. On the first day of school the researcher was introduced to the 

students (by each teacher) as a graduate student from the local university who was 

conducting a research project on classroom learning environments. The researcher never 

initiated contact with students over the block, but would briefly chat with them if 
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approached. This generally happened during the transitions in between class periods. In 

Mrs. Q’s classroom the researcher was asked to sit at the side of the room so that he did 

not interfere in the day-to-day actions and routines performed by the teacher and/or 

students (see Appendix B). Whereas in Mr. T’s classroom the researcher was asked to sit 

at the back of the room next to the door, as there was limited desk space (see Appendix 

C). 

Data Collection 

As previously mentioned, the school operated on a block schedule, which meant 

that the school year was comprised of four blocks, with classes running within each block 

for a nine-week time period. The week before school started, (i.e., teacher in-service 

week), each of the teachers was interviewed by the researcher. These pre-block 

interviews were conducted to build rapport with the teachers and to find out more about 

topics regarding their backgrounds and previous experiences working in the realm of 

education, philosophies of education, views regarding classroom management and 

instruction, expectations for students, etc. Subsequent interviews occurred at the middle 

of the block, (i.e., week five), and at the end of the block. During the mid-block 

interviews the focus shifted to initiate dialogue about issues pertaining to the on-going 

process of classroom management, and aimed to elicit responses regarding specific 

strategies for operationalizing rule systems. In turn, the post-block interviews were 

conducted to gain a better understanding of the social practices, rule systems, and 

management systems that were enacted over the block and to provide teachers with the 

opportunity to reflect on their approach to management over the first nine-weeks of the 

school year, with specific references to strategies, goals, difficulties, etc. (see Appendix 
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D for the full list of interview questions). Overall, the series of interviews were recorded, 

transcribed and member checked to ensure that the dialogue was coherent and clear.  

Classroom observations also occurred every Monday through Thursday over the 

nine-weeks of the school year (i.e., block one), totaling 35 visits to each classroom. 

Observations took place in two separate classrooms over the first two periods of the 

school day; however, the observation protocol was identical in both settings. That is, 

extensive field notes and/or narrative descriptions were written to capture and describe 

the practices and processes utilized by teachers to establish and maintain rule systems. In 

addition, during the observations artifacts and documents related to classroom rules 

and/or the rule system, (e.g., syllabi, student handbook, posted classroom rules, etc.), 

were collected to help answer the research questions. 

Data Analysis 

 Data on two high school social studies teachers were used to map the way rule 

systems were established and maintained within each classroom setting. The data on each 

teacher consisted of three components. First, classroom observations were made over the 

first nine weeks of the school year. Observations focused on all teacher behaviors, 

however an emphasis was placed on classroom rules and procedures, how activities were 

conducted, and management strategies utilized to reinforce boundaries for student 

conduct. From these observations 35 detailed narrative descriptions were recorded in 

each classroom. In general, the narratives were running accounts of the actions and 

behaviors of teachers, but also described interactions with students, the physical 

arrangement of the room and participants, materials and resources, and time. In addition 

to the narrative records, teachers were interviewed at the beginning, middle, and end of 
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the observation period to gain insight into how they thought about their classes and 

reacted to the daily experiences they were having in these settings. Interview 

transcriptions were member checked to assure accuracy and coherence. Last, artifacts 

and/or documents including course syllabi, the student handbook, photos of classroom 

rules, (etc.) were collected and examined. Overall, the main objective of the analysis was 

to move beyond concrete details contained in the narrative records, interview 

transcriptions, and artifacts/documents, towards generalizations about how the teachers 

established and maintained rule systems. 

 Following a method put forth by Doyle (1984) data were analyzed in three phases. 

In the first phase narrative records were utilized to describe how the class period was 

formatted and/or conducted. To accomplish this narratives were re-read, which helped to 

organize the class period into lesson segments. Lesson segments were then described in 

terms of: (1) how the teacher managed segments, (2) what students did throughout the 

segments, and (3) any management events (e.g. interventions) that occurred within the 

segment. In turn, comments regarding patterns or themes that seemed to emerge from the 

descriptions were recorded. The second phase was directed to the description of the 

classroom as an evolving system. Two facets of this system were illustrated: (1) the 

format and routines, i.e., the standard ways of doing things in the class; and (2) the 

strategies and maneuvers, i.e., what the teacher did to establish the rule system and 

maintain it in response to changing circumstances. In describing strategies and 

maneuvers, information about student misbehavior, the teacher’s management approach 

and practices, the orchestration and management of activities, and the management of the 

classroom (on the whole) was specified. The final phase of the analysis was designed to 
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translate actions, patterns and schemes analyzed during the second phase regarding how 

each teacher operationalized rule systems for the purpose of facilitating order to more 

general statements associated with management. Afterwards, the analyses of the 

observations, interviews and artifacts/documents were used to make comparisons and 

contrasts between the two teachers rules systems and approaches to classroom 

organization and management 

Human Subjects Safeguarding 

 The participating teachers were asked to fill out the necessary paperwork for 

human subjects review procedure at the University of Arizona (see Appendix E). Both 

teachers were also assigned a pseudonym to ensure anonymity. In addition, any student 

whose name was used in the course of interviews or observations was assigned a 

pseudonym, too. Transcriptions of interviews were perused and approved by the 

participating teachers prior to inclusion in the study. Each teacher will be contacted once 

the study is completed and offered a copy of the report, if interested. 

Positionality Statement  

 The researcher has worked in the realm of education over the last decade (plus) in 

a variety of teaching and non-teaching positions. Moreover, since enrolling in the 

doctoral program, the researcher has regularly taught a number of undergraduate courses 

on teaching and teacher education, as part of the university’s initial teacher preparation 

program. Specific course offerings have focused on classroom processes and instruction, 

as well as classroom management. The researcher’s experience within the field of 

teaching and teacher education can be considered both a gift and a curse: a gift because of 

the personal/professional experiences that have contributed to the researcher’s knowledge 
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base and expertise on matters relating to teaching, learning and education; a curse for 

potentially the same reasons, too much familiarity, which might influence judgment. 

Overall, the researcher acknowledges that in light of the wealth of literature on best 

practices, effective management, effective teaching, (etc.), it was difficult not to evaluate 

the participants classroom practices in terms of effectiveness, however, the end product 

omits imperatives regarding management and objectively focused on the practices and 

processes by which the teachers established and maintained rule systems, as well as how 

they thought about and reacted to what they were experiencing over the nine-week 

period. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The purpose of this study was to explore how rule systems evolved in two high 

school social studies classes.  

Specific questions addressed within this study were: 

1. How were rule systems established and maintained in two high school social 

studies classes during the first nine weeks of the school year? 

2. How did the teachers think about their classrooms and how did they react to 

what they were experiencing during the nine-week period? 

In this chapter it is my intention to tell the story of each teacher using the 

observational data and interviews to create portraits of the two enactments and then 

summarize the findings that these portraits reveal about classroom management. The first 

section of the chapter focuses on Mrs. Q and contains an analysis of the components of 

the social practices that occurred throughout the nine-week observational timeline. The 

analysis focuses on the format of the class period, the process of installing the format, 

and the enactment practices. The second section of the chapter focuses on Mr. T and also 

contains an analysis of the components of the social practices that occurred throughout 

the nine-week observational timeline. However, the analysis focuses on the format of the 

class period, the creation of boundaries for student conduct, and the enactment practices 

that reinforced these boundaries. It should be noted that the structure of the analyses was 

slightly different due to the fact that Mr. T did not create a daily routine and/or routinized 

structure for his class sessions. The final section of the chapter focuses on comparing and 

contrasting the findings from each case and reviewing what they disclose about 

classroom management. 



 

 

61 

 

Mrs. Q – 1st Period, World History 

This section contains an analysis of the components of the social practices that 

occurred throughout the nine-week observational timeline. The analysis focuses on the 

format of the class period, the process of installing the format, and the enactment 

practices that appeared to sustain the format. 

Format of the Period  

 Duration – Mrs. Q’s first period world history class ran from 8:20-10:07am 

Monday through Thursday. 

 Entering the Room – When the first bell rang at 8:15am, Mrs. Q moved to the 

hallway outside the classroom door, monitored students going to their classes, and 

casually chitchatted with passersby. Once the 8:20am bell signaled the start of first 

period, Mrs. Q closed the door.  

Bellwork – Upon entering the classroom, students were expected to sit in assigned 

seats and complete the bellwork by themselves. The bellwork question was posted on the 

main whiteboard and generally previewed content that was included in the daily lesson 

plan (e.g., “What is the purpose of a pre-test?” or “What modern invention can you not 

live without?”). For the majority of the nine-week block, Channel One2 played on the 

classroom television while students worked. After the program ended, Mrs. Q would turn 

off the television and remind students to complete the bellwork and submit homework 

(whenever something was due). This verbal prompt typically included a notification of 

how much time remained to finish up. Students were given a few minutes to work on the 

assignment before Mrs. Q paced back and forth across the classroom to monitor student 

                                                
2 Channel One News is a 12-minute news program for teenagers, broadcast to middle and 
high schools. It aired in Mrs. Q’s classroom after the first bell rang around 8:15am. 
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responses and stamp completed worksheets. After she circled the room, Mrs. Q often 

called on students to answer the bellwork question out loud. The resulting dialogue 

usually helped transition students into the first activity on the daily agenda. 

Bellwork was a standard procedure, formal for opening the class period. There 

were only two occasions when there was no bellwork: once for a field trip, and once to 

accommodate a guest speaker. It was a highly structured event (i.e., procedures were very 

explicit and occurred in essentially the same form each time), monitored and paced, and 

student completion of assigned work was publicly marked (i.e., stamped). 

Agenda – The agenda outlined key activity segments (e.g., notes, quiz, Venn 

Diagram, etc.) of the lesson plan and was posted on the secondary whiteboard. Almost 

every day, Mrs. Q previewed each item and/or segment to help prepare the class for 

upcoming activities. When doing so she often gesticulated and/or pointed towards the 

agenda, inviting students to make eye contact with the whiteboard. After previewing the 

agenda, students were transitioned into an activity.  

Activities – Activities are relatively short blocks of classroom time during which 

students are arranged in a particular way (Doyle, 1985). In Mrs. Q’s classroom seatwork 

(i.e., independent work on teacher assigned tasks) was emphasized more so than group 

work (i.e., interdependent work on teacher assigned tasks), and it comprised seventy-

percent of the activities enacted over the block3. There was also a balance of teacher- and 

student-directed activities. In the former, Mrs. Q defined the task, remained front and 

center during the activity, and controlled the pace of accomplishment. In the latter, Mrs. 

Q defined the task, but left options to students for how to accomplish it and what 

                                                
3 The remaining 30 percent of activities was group work. 
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resources to use. A routine was developed in which students completed teacher-directed 

seatwork at the start of the week (most notably note taking on Mondays) to review core 

content. Information covered on Mondays was typically integrated into activities enacted 

throughout the week. As the week progressed, activities tended to become more student-

directed. 

Activity structures were nearly identical for group work and seatwork. That is, the 

format was constant and activities followed a distinct pattern of events. A typical activity 

can be reduced to the following phases (see: Figure 2). 

 Figure 2. Mrs. Q’s activity structure. 
 

First, Mrs. Q provided a general overview of the activity. This could be a simple 

statement like, “We are now going to take notes,” or more something more intricate such 

as, “I want to make sure everyone understands Google Docs, so we are going to room 12 

(i.e., the computer lab).” By previewing activities, students were able to anticipate and 

prepare for impending work. She would then explain specific objectives and/or work 

requirements. Academic and behavioral expectations were reviewed, the amount of time 

allotted for work completion was specified, and resources were often distributed. Mrs. Q 

Transition	  into	  next	  segment	  of	  lesson	  plan	  

Transition	  out	  of	  activity;	  Work	  submission,	  resource	  collection;	  Explicit	  instruction	  

Pacing	  the	  lesson;	  Questions,	  answers,	  clari?ications	  and	  feedback;	  Routine	  noti?ication	  of	  time	  remaining	  

Giving	  clear	  directions;	  Allocating	  time;	  Transition	  into	  activity	  (Group	  work	  or	  seatwork)	  

Explanation	  of	  expectations,	  objectives	  and	  relevance;	  Distribution	  of	  resources	  	  

General	  overview	  of	  activity	  
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also took time to explain why the material was worth knowing, and would often elaborate 

on how it related to both learning standards and students’ lives. After reviewing all 

pertinent information, students were moved into the marrow of the activity. Students 

were organized into clusters of four adjoined desks and either worked independently or 

were required to collaborate with others in proximity for group work assignments. No 

matter what type of activity (group work or seat work), Mrs. Q constantly circulated 

around the classroom and monitored student work. She asked and encouraged student 

questions, provided answers, clarification and/or feedback, and supported/sustained the 

activity with both subject matter knowledge and supervision. Furthermore, students were 

always notified of the time remaining to work, which helped them to anticipate upcoming 

transitions. Activities concluded with students either submitting work to a basket at the 

back of the room or completing unfinished work at home. As students transitioned out of 

activities, Mrs. Q continuously monitored student movement and work and provided a 

running narrative of explicit instructions to help move them into the next segment of the 

daily lesson without downtime.  

Exit Ticket – At the end of class, Mrs. Q used an “exit ticket” to transition 

students out of first period. The exit ticket question reviewed content covered over the 

course of the class period and was posted on the main whiteboard next to the bellwork 

question (e.g., “Why are we using Google Docs this year?” or “List all 5 stages of 

hominid development. Which is most important and why?”). Typically, as ten o’clock 

approached Mrs. Q would announce that students should begin to complete the 

procedure. She would then monitor work completion by moving around the classroom 

and stamping worksheets before the bell rang. On Thursdays, students were required to 
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submit their bellwork/exit ticket worksheets to be graded as they transitioned to second 

period.  

The exit ticket was a standard procedure for closing the class period. There were 

only a few occasions where due to time constraints the exit ticket was bypassed. It was 

another highly structured event (i.e., procedures were very explicit and occurred in 

essentially the same form each time), monitored and paced, and student completion of 

assigned work was publicly marked. 

Exiting the Room – Mrs. Q created the classroom policy, “The bell does not 

dismiss you; I dismiss you.” Therefore, when the bell rang students were expected to be 

seated and silent before they received the teacher’s permission to exit the room. Routine 

prompts regarding the policy over first two weeks reminded the students that leaving 

class required them to be quiet and attentive, as Mrs. Q often reviewed homework 

assignments, upcoming events, important dates, (etc.) after the bell.  

In order to better understand how the format of the class period helped facilitate 

the creation of boundaries for conduct, the process of installing of the format must be 

examined. In particular, attention turns to the first day of school. 

Installing the Format 

 The format of the class period, in addition to the content covered on the first day 

of school assisted Mrs. Q in establishing a bell-to-bell work system. To be specific, the 

structure of classroom rules and procedures helped to facilitate the format of the class 

period that she used on the first day of school and every subsequent day thereafter. 

Moreover, the process of installing the format started as soon as the opening bell rang on 

the first day of school. 
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 The First Day of School – From 8:15-8:20am, Mrs. Q stood at the door and 

greeted students as they entered the classroom. She also monitored the hallway as 

students transitioned to class. When the bell signaled the start of first period, Mrs. Q 

closed the door. Once inside the classroom, Mrs. Q distributed bell work (i.e., student 

information sheets). While students completed the task, she verified attendance out loud. 

Afterwards, Mrs. Q monitored the classroom and collected completed worksheets. 

Students were then transitioned into the first lesson segment on the daily agenda, an 

“icebreaker.” Mrs. Q started the activity by introducing herself. In particular, she shared 

personal information about her teaching experience, marital status, and pets. She also 

provided an overview of the course requirements and briefly discussed the major project 

for block one. Mrs. Q then directed the class to stand, form a circle, and toss a Nerf® ball 

back and forth. After receiving the ball students were expected to introduce themselves 

and share information regarding personal interests or extracurricular activities. Mrs. Q 

monitored the activity by implementing ball-tossing regulations (i.e., “Don’t throw it 

high, hard, or at someone’s face”) and quieting the class before each student spoke. At 

the end of the activity Mrs. Q emphasized the importance of building relationships and 

becoming a tight-knit community before she instructed students to return to their seats.  

Mrs. Q moved the class into the next lesson segment by distributing syllabi and 

instructing students to read along. The syllabus was taught just like other academic 

content. First, classroom policies were perused. Mrs. Q clarified each policy, along with 

consequences (if applicable), and asked students simple questions to check for 

understanding. After all policies were explained students were divided into workgroups 

and directed to create a list of five rules necessary for the classroom to run smoothly. 
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Students collaborated to complete the task. Groups then presented suggestions to peers 

and rule lists were posted on the main whiteboard. Mrs. Q asked the students questions 

about rule formation and rule effectiveness and called on both volunteers and non-

volunteers to give responses. Groups then selected one rule from each list to help 

determine what rules should be followed at all times. Mrs. Q prompted students to submit 

rule lists to the grading basket and then reverted to presenting the syllabus. 

Next, classroom procedures were explained and demonstrated. For each listed in 

the syllabus, Mrs. Q gave clear instructions regarding the behaviors required for 

completing the procedure. In fact, for most procedures she demonstrated how it was to be 

accomplished. For example, she dropped papers into grading baskets, faked a signature 

on the sign-in/out sheet, and opened a cabinet to show students where extra assignments 

were filed. She also asked frequent questions to make sure students understood the simple 

actions and behaviors required for working in first period. After reviewing the procedures 

Mrs. Q discussed activities planned for the block, academic integrity, grading 

requirements, as well as the rationale for pre- and post-tests. When she turned to the last 

page of the syllabus (i.e., a permission slip for field trips and movies) she explained the 

importance of getting parents involved in the school year and encouraged students to 

have parents call her to chaperone and/or volunteer. Obtaining parent signatures was 

assigned as homework and students were required to submit the slips by the end of the 

week. Mrs. Q again asked the class if they had questions about anything. She waited for a 

moment and then instructed students to put the syllabus away. 

Mrs. Q immediately distributed another stack of papers. She then transitioned 

students into the next lesson segment, a scavenger hunt. This activity appeared to help 
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students become familiar with the physical layout of the classroom. She gave clear 

directions and estimated the length of the activity before the students were encouraged to 

complete the task. While students worked Mrs. Q assisted an independent study student 

gain access to the classroom computer. She positioned herself next to the student so that 

she could continue to scan the classroom while providing individualized assistance. 

Shortly afterwards the student was sent out of the room and Mrs. Q resumed monitoring 

the scavenger hunt activity by alerting the students to the time remaining to work. 

Eventually, she announced that students had met their first deadline and in turn prompted 

the class to put completed work in the grading basket. Students submitted their 

assignments and then returned to their seats, however, most of the class continued to chat 

although Mrs. Q attempted to maintain their attention. She proceeded to praise and/or 

positively recognize individual students for sitting silently. After the class eventually 

quieted down she announced the final lesson segment, a quiz.  

Mrs. Q distributed electronic “clickers” to students and explained the instructions 

for using the equipment. As students waited for the impending quiz an announcement 

was made that talking was prohibited during testing. The quiz reviewed general 

information that was covered over the class period. Mrs. Q described it as a “lesson on 

listening.” She read each question (which was projected onto the whiteboard) and waited 

for students to answer. She knew when everyone had replied, as the clicker numbers were 

displayed on the whiteboard once students entered an answer. After every question Mrs. 

Q encouraged the class to provide responses out loud. When students seemed confused 

about a correct response she took time to review the question and answer, and reteach the 

information. After reviewing the ten-question quiz she called up students to return the 
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clickers and transitioned them into the exit ticket. Mrs. Q distributed bellwork/exit ticket 

worksheets and showed students where the bellwork/exit ticket questions would be 

posted daily. As students completed the procedure, she monitored the room and checked 

work. When the bell rang she proclaimed, “The bell does not dismiss you; I dismiss you” 

and instructed students to sit back down. Mrs. Q moved to the door and explained the 

homework assignment before opening the door and dismissing the students. 

Installing the Format – Mrs. Q established both behavioral and academic 

expectations on the first day of school through explicit presentation and instruction. 

Classroom policies and/or rules were reviewed in great detail, along with consequences 

for inappropriate behavior. Students were also given the opportunity to shape the 

boundaries of classroom conduct through a rule creation activity. In addition, Mrs. Q 

developed and administered a quiz to check students’ understandings of classroom 

expectations. 

Mrs. Q also taught various classroom procedures. Some procedures were 

explained within the format of the class period. For example, she announced the bellwork 

at the beginning of the period and moved the students through the procedure. She 

prompted students to submit work to a specific grading basket at the conclusion of an 

activity, and towards the end of the period she revealed the exit ticket question by 

showing students where it would be posted daily. Other procedures were clarified as part 

of the syllabus. Most were demonstrated and/or modeled by the teacher. It was important 

for Mrs. Q to explain and operationalize classroom procedures as they helped to frame 

the format of the class period. That is, procedures facilitated transitions in/out of the room 
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as well as movement in-between lesson segments. It was essential for students to learn 

how to operate within Mrs. Q’s bell-to-bell work system.  

Mrs. Q also established rapport with the students. She greeted them at the door, 

and casually chatted with most before class started. Students also completed information 

sheets in lieu of a posted bellwork question. In addition to obtaining updated contact 

information for parents and/or guardians, Mrs. Q encouraged students to include 

information regarding special needs. This would provide students with the opportunity to 

tell their teacher how she could professionally support their needs, skills, learning, etc. 

The content covered on the first day of school helped Mrs. Q to set limitations for 

the remainder of the block. Students were taught how to behave, navigate the physical 

layout of the room, and make transitions through the format of the class period. 

Moreover, she established her role as the classroom leader by orchestrating and 

facilitating activities, monitoring and pacing, and directing student actions and behaviors. 

Over the first week of school, Mrs. Q grooved4 students into her work system by 

reinforcing the format of the class period. She welcomed students into the room and 

moved them into the bellwork procedure immediately. She monitored and stamped work 

and then transitioned into previewing the daily agenda. This presentation of information 

helped to clarify what students were expected to learn and accomplish over the course of 

the class period. Afterwards, Mrs. Q orchestrated classroom activities and constantly 

interacted with students. She communicated clear directions and/or signals for 

completing each lesson segment or activity, as well as submitting work. Tasks seemed to 

be simple and students were able to complete them without much assistance. These 

                                                
4 Smith & Geoffrey (1968) used the term “grooving the students” to describe the 
processes by which a teacher shaped and established classroom and/or group norms.  
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activities were the core of her daily lesson. At the end of class, Mrs. Q prompted students 

to complete an exit ticket. She monitored and paced this procedure until the bell rang, and 

once ready, she dismissed the class. 

Mrs. Q led students through this bell-to-to work system (i.e., Bellwork  Agenda 

 Activities  Exit Ticket) every day of the block. She closely monitored student 

behaviors and comprehension and intervened when necessary. In addition, Mrs. Q 

consistently enforced rules with and without consequences (e.g., proximity, reminders, 

verbal prompts, etc.). She also assisted students with frequent interactions and feedback. 

Even after the students had learned the work system, Mrs. Q’s actions and behaviors 

remained consistent. Overall, through teaching, demonstrating and enforcing classroom 

expectations, she was able to create clear boundaries for conduct and in turn establish 

order in the classroom.  

The next section examines specific enactment practices that appeared to sustain 

the format of the class period. In particular, there were six practices that Mrs. Q used to 

create and sustain boundaries for student conduct. These practices included rules, 

procedures, activities, monitoring, pacing, and interventions.  

Enactment Practices 

Rules – Mrs. Q started the school year by communicating specific expectations 

regarding how the classroom would be run. In turn, she created clear, specific rules that 

prescribed appropriate behaviors and directed work completion. These rules were posted 

prominently on a wall, and were visible from any position in the classroom. Teacher-

created classroom rules, as posted on the wall were: 

1. Raise your hand if you wish to speak. 
2. Do not talk when others are talking. 
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3. Stay in your assigned seat. 
4. Use appropriate language. 
5. Be in your seat when the bell rings, working on bellwork. 
6. Have all materials for day at the beginning of class. 

 
Mrs. Q reviewed these rules as well as other classroom policies5 through explicit 

presentation of the syllabus on the first day of school. To be specific, Mrs. Q read each 

policy verbatim from the syllabus. She also provided extended explanations and 

clarifications regarding rule meaning, specified consequences for rule-breaking 

behaviors, and asked students questions to check for understanding. Classroom policies 

as listed in the syllabus were: 

1. Students are required to attend class Monday through Friday. 
2. Stay in your assigned seat. 
3. No sleeping. 
4. No cell phones, iPods, or other electronic devices. 
5. Abide by dress code (Student Handbook). 
6. No outside work (Only History or English). 
7. Raise your hand if you wish to speak. 
8. The bell does not dismiss you; I dismiss you. 

 
Mrs. Q also created an activity for the first class session in which students 

negotiated and created classroom rules. In particular, students worked in groups to decide 

what rules were necessary for the classroom to run smoothly. Each group presented their 

suggestions to the class and rule lists were posted on the whiteboard. Mrs. Q asked 

questions about rule formation (“How did you come up with these rules?”) and rule 

effectiveness (“Why do you think these are good rules?), and called on both volunteers 

and non-volunteers to give responses. Groups then selected one rule from each list to help 

determine what rules should be followed at all times. Lists were submitted, amended into 

                                                
5 To clarify, classroom rules were posted on the wall in the classroom, whereas classroom 
policies were printed within the syllabus. In general, policies reframed or restated rules. 
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cohesive set of rules (by the teacher) and subsequently posted on the wall adjacent to 

Mrs. Q’s classroom rules. Student-created classroom rules as posted on the wall were: 

1. Be respectful. 
2. Be on task. 
3. Raise your hand to speak. 
4. Be responsible. 
5. Be safe. 

 
At the end of the first day, students were given a quiz on classroom policies and 

procedures. This allowed Mrs. Q to assess students’ knowledge of the rules and re-teach 

information regarding rule-following behaviors. In fact, the learning objective for day 

one (as posted on the secondary whiteboard) stated that students would be able to 

“review/describe classroom policies by taking a quiz.”  

Over the course of the block, Mrs. Q also established numerous informal rules to 

clarify her expectations regarding student conduct. Some of the rules were created in 

response to inappropriate behaviors. In every situation in which a new rule was created, 

Mrs. Q publicly announced the rule and informed students of both rule-following and 

rule-violating actions or behaviors. Additional rules were, “No talking during testing,” 

“No sitting in Mrs. Q’s chair,” “Abide by the student handbook,” “No talking in the 

hallway while class is in session,” “Keep the room organized,” “No slouching,” 

“Organize textbooks by number,” and “Don’t sit on desks.” It should be noted that all but 

one rule (i.e., Don’t sit on desks) were created within the first two weeks of class. 

In short, Mrs. Q developed rules to prevent inappropriate behaviors, promote on-

task behaviors, and to facilitate the creation of both a social and instructional system in 

the classroom. To clarify, rules allowed the teacher to draw attention to general behaviors 

needed for socialization and participation (e.g., “Be respectful,” “Don’t talk when others 



 

 

74 

 

are talking,” or “Raise your hand if you wish to speak”) as well as specific behaviors 

required for work completion (e.g., “Be in your seat when the bell rings, working on 

bellwork” or “Have all materials for day at the beginning of class”). Rules were presented 

in a clear format, aligned with specific consequences, and consistently enforced over the 

block. Overall, this pattern of action (i.e., rule creation, rule enactment and rule 

enforcement) assisted Mrs. Q in establishing boundaries for conduct in the classroom.  

Procedures – A classroom procedure is a behavior or series of behaviors that 

occur at a designated time or during a specific activity. Mrs. Q used a variety of 

procedures to help move students through the bell-to-bell work system in first period. 

Procedures were explained, operationalized and taught over the first day of school 

through explicit presentation. At the beginning of the class, Mrs. Q assigned student 

information sheets as bellwork. She hovered over work completion, encouraged students 

to finish up, and collected all worksheets before she transitioned the class into segments 

of activities. When presenting the syllabus she read each procedure verbatim and then 

physically demonstrated the series of behaviors required for completion. For example, 

she dropped papers into grading baskets, faked a signature on the sign-in/out sheet, and 

opened the cabinets where copies of missed assignments were filed. And at the end of 

class, she announced the exit ticket procedure, showing students where it would be 

located daily, and then moved about the room to monitor and stamp completed 

worksheets.  

Mrs. Q closely monitored student compliance to the daily procedures and 

provided reminders and/or verbal prompts when necessary. She announced the bellwork 

and exit ticket every day of the block and routinely reminded students to submit work 
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(both homework and classwork). In addition, she repeatedly prompted students to follow 

the sign in/out protocol. Altogether the same classroom procedures were used everyday 

throughout the block.  

Overall, the function of procedures within the social space seemed to facilitate 

transitions throughout the class period and to support the bell-to-bell work system. They 

were highly structured events that were routine in form and duration, and consistently 

monitored and paced.  

 Activities – Daily lesson segments and/or activities were enacted to regulate 

behaviors and facilitate work completion during first period. Over the block 85 learning 

activities were enacted. On average, Mrs. Q accomplished 2-3 activities per day, with 

most lasting between 20-30 minutes. Seventy percent of the activities were seatwork, 

while the remaining thirty percent were group work. In most cases, students were 

required to work independently at their desks without talking to classmates. This was 

often difficult to manage as students were organized into table clusters of four adjoining 

desks and would whisper back and forth despite frequent warnings from the teacher. 

However, Mrs. Q monitored compliance in activities closely, and routinely utilized 

reminders and verbal prompts to redirect students towards desirable behaviors.  

During group lessons Mrs. Q emphasized work cooperation instead of 

socialization and kept the classroom noise level at a low volume. She moved from group 

to group to check for understanding, provide feedback, and pace work completion. As she 

worked with a group, she made sure to position herself so that she never turned her back 

on the class. This use of overlapping techniques allowed her to simultaneously scan the 

classroom and monitor student comprehension and work. 
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The format of activities was also constant which helped to create a predictable 

pace and rhythm throughout the daily lesson segments. Mrs. Q gave clear information 

and/or signals for completing work as well as explicit instructions throughout transitions. 

Together, the structure and sequencing of activities comprised the core of her bell-to-bell 

work system and helped her to uphold boundaries for conduct. Overall, activities were 

utilized to coordinate student involvement and ensure that core content and/or standards 

were integrated into the course. 

Monitoring – Monitoring refers to methods by which teachers gather information 

regarding classroom occurrences and in turn use that knowledge to make decisions about 

the management of activities. Over the block, Mrs. Q employed numerous monitoring 

techniques including scanning the classroom, moving around the classroom, and 

checking for student understanding. 

The physical layout of room 3 permitted Mrs. Q to scan the classroom without 

any visual barriers. She did it in regular intervals whether she was directing an activity or 

supervising seatwork. Mrs. Q seemed to be constantly aware of what was happening 

throughout the room and paid close attention to student behaviors. She redirected 

inattentive students with nonverbal cues such as eye contact and hand signals (e.g., index 

finger to mouth to signal, “Quiet”), and when she viewed more serious off-task behaviors 

(e.g., sleeping, cell phones) interventions were quick, consistent, and appeared to be 

aimed at keeping the class focused on matters of teaching and learning. An example of 

Mrs. Q’s routine scanning was that whenever she viewed a student put his/her head on a 

desk she would move across the room to tap the desk (or a shoulder) while continuing to 

focus on the presentation of content. This overlapping technique allowed her to redirect 
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individual behaviors while still maintaining control of the group. In fact, she created the 

rule, “No slouching,” at the start of the second week to deter students from resting their 

heads on desks. 

Mrs. Q also moved about the classroom nonstop. The only time she sat (daily) 

during the class period was to take attendance at her desktop computer shortly after the 

8:20 am bell rang. This generally took a few minutes. Afterwards, she walked around the 

room, monitored and paced bellwork, and stamped completed worksheets. During 

activities she continued to circle the classroom in order to respond to student questions 

and make sure students were completing tasks. She used proximity control in response to 

classroom chatter and disruptive students and intervened (generally with verbal responses 

or reprimands) when necessary. Even on days when guest speakers or students presented 

information, Mrs. Q preferred to walk around the perimeter of the room to scan 

behaviors, and if needed, make eye contact with students who were off-task. 

Last, Mrs. Q routinely checked for student understanding throughout the class 

period. During the bellwork and exit ticket procedures she scanned student responses to 

verify comprehension and work completion and then stamped worksheets as part of her 

grading protocol. She also checked for student involvement and engagement in learning 

activities by asking questions, monitoring progress, as well as checking comprehension 

and work completion. Overall, Mrs. Q consistently monitored the classroom to make sure 

students were on-task and complying with classroom rules and procedures. She displayed 

an acute awareness of classroom events and behaviors over the block, and always seemed 

to be available, visible and in control of the classroom.  
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Pacing – Pacing is often used interchangeably with the term monitoring to explain 

teacher movement within the classroom (e.g., Mrs. Q paced across the classroom). 

However, pacing also refers to the speed at which a lesson progresses. The latter will be 

described here. 

Mrs. Q paced activities by setting a time limit for work completion at the start, 

circulating the room to check for understanding, encouraging participation, and paying 

close attention to student behaviors and engagement. During student-directed group 

and/or seatwork activities, Mrs. Q estimated the activity length and then counted down 

the time remaining to complete work out loud, i.e., “10 minutes left…5 minutes left…1 

minute left.” Whereas for teacher-directed activities (e.g., direct instruction, note taking) 

Mrs. Q controlled the pace with statements regarding time like, “I’ll give you a minute to 

finish up,” or “Moving on in one minute.” In most cases, she made decisions regarding 

the duration of activities by closely monitoring student work; however, it was sometimes 

negotiated through student feedback, too. Questions such as, “Let me know if I am going 

too fast?” or “Who needs more time?” were asked to the class, and the students often 

informed the teacher if they needed more time. 

  Mrs. Q also accelerated and/or pushed the pace of activities if it seemed like the 

class was losing focus. On one occasion a handful of students started putting their heads 

on desks and feigning note taking (i.e., eyes closed with pencil in the proper writing 

position). In response, Mrs. Q used her proximity to students to redirect behavior. 

However, after repeated desk and/or shoulder taps, Mrs. Q made the decision to push the 

pace over the final few slides before she announced, “Alright guys, it looks like we are 

done. Turn your papers into the basket.” As students stood and started moving, Mrs. Q 
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encouraged the tired students to, “Get up, splash some water on your face and wake up,” 

as they started to transition into the next segment of the lesson. 

Interventions – An intervention refers to specific teacher actions aimed at 

stopping inappropriate student behaviors. Rules will not work in isolation; therefore, they 

must be closely monitored and enforced. Over the course of the block, Mrs. Q 

consistently enforced rules with and without consequences through a variety of verbal 

and nonverbal interventions. 

Mrs. Q used verbal interventions (e.g., reminders, group alerting, stating a 

student’s name, direct commands, etc.) to keep students on task as well as reinforce rules 

and procedures. When students entered the classroom at the start of the period Mrs. Q 

always reminded them to complete the bellwork and submit homework when due. 

Conversely, as class wound down she would announce that students should work on the 

exit ticket and submit classwork as they exited the room. In fact, Mrs. Q announced 

and/or reminded students about the bellwork/exit ticket every day of the block. 

Within the context of activities Mrs. Q there were also a handful of frequent 

reminders. The most common were about the rule, “Don’t talk when others are talking.” 

To accomplish this she routinely announced, “Ladies and gentlemen,” which was then 

followed by a prolonged pause. Or she declared, “When you’re quiet we will continue” 

and waited for silence. These statements were typically used on a daily basis. In many 

instances, statements regarding classroom silence occurred at the start of lessons as Mrs. 

Q seemed determined to ensure that everyone was able to hear the instructions for 

completing tasks. Her reminders generally focused on getting the entire class’ attention 

rather than individual students. However, for instances in which individuals needed 
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reminders, Mrs. Q would personalize the prompts by calling students by their first name. 

It should also be noted that Mrs. Q sometimes6 used positive recognition and praise to 

acknowledge student compliance, especially in light of rules related to talk in the 

classroom. For example, statements such as, “I have Raquel’s attention…I have Ty’s 

attention.” or “Thank you for listening, Lucille…Thank you for listening, Savannah” 

shaped students’ understanding of the boundaries for talking during class time and helped 

to emphasize quietude and uniformity.  

Mrs. Q also reminded students of the rule, “Be on task” when necessary. These 

cues typically occurred within the core of activities when students were expected to be 

working on completing tasks, or towards the end of the period when students were 

required to complete the exit ticket procedure. It also happened within the context of 

monitoring and pacing the classroom, as Mrs. Q would intervene when individuals 

stopped working and remind them to either complete the task or continue working until 

the end of the period. For example, on the second day of class, Mrs. Q approached a 

student who turned off his computer early: 

 Mrs. Q: What are you doing? 
 Student: Aren’t we done? 
 Mrs. Q: You have about five minutes left. 
 Student: Can’t I just wait? 
 Mrs. Q: Why don’t you turn on your computer and try to finish your work, please. 
 

Moments later, she approached another student who had stopped working and 

reinforced the rule: 

 Mrs. Q: Are you working? 
Student: Uh, no. 

                                                
6 Praise and/or positive recognition for appropriate student behaviors was employed 
seven times over the block. 
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Mrs. Q: Well, you have a couple minutes left, so I know you can finish up some 
work. 

 
Mrs. Q also utilized nonverbal interventions to enforce the rules. She made eye 

contact with students and exhibited disapproving facial expressions (e.g., furrowed brow, 

frown) to redirect conduct. She also employed hand signals and gesticulations to stop 

inappropriate actions and used proximity control to deter undesirable behaviors. And 

although it was infrequent, Mrs. Q sometimes enforced rules by intervening and imposing 

consequences7. For example, she confiscated cell phones, upheld expectations from the 

student handbook and school dress code, and insisted that students used appropriate 

language and were respectful. Consequences always seemed to be logically related to the 

misbehavior and applied in a consistent, firm yet fair manner. When Mrs. Q dealt with 

interventions or imposing consequences it was most often done privately, quickly and 

quietly. Moreover, she seemed determined to keep students’ focus on matters of teaching 

and learning. 

Overall, Mrs. Q created a learning environment in which students always knew 

what was expected of them. She developed rules for classroom conduct and identified 

specific procedures that students needed to follow throughout the class period. 

Sometimes the students disregarded or forgot these expectations; however, Mrs. Q was 

always close by to remind and/or reinforce them. 

Composite Description 

  Mrs. Q started the school year by establishing control of the classroom and 

orchestrating student involvement in classroom events. Classroom rules and procedures 

were the foundation of Mrs. Q’s bell-to-bell work system in first period world history. 

                                                
7 Out of 131 interventions over the nine-week block, only seven included consequences. 
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Rules were posted in a prominent, visible location in the classroom and printed in the 

course syllabus. On the first day of school they were clarified through explicit 

presentation, justified through discussion, and reviewed by way of a quiz. Mrs. Q spent 

considerable time communicating to students that she had specific academic and 

behavioral expectations and that inappropriate actions and behaviors would result in 

consequences. She also enacted an activity in which students collaborated to submit ideas 

for additional classroom rules. The students’ suggestions were tallied and edited by Mrs. 

Q into a comprehensive set of expectations and posted on the wall adjacent to her 

classroom rules.  

Mrs. Q also developed procedures for starting class, acting and interacting during 

class, and ending class. They assisted in creating a predictable pattern of classroom 

events and provided students with opportunities to demonstrate personal responsibility 

(e.g., completing and submitting work without being prompted by the teacher). Mrs. Q 

operationalized and reviewed classroom procedures prior to each situation over the first 

week of school. She closely monitored student compliance and provided situational 

assistance and corrective feedback when necessary. Even after the system was up and 

running, Mrs. Q continued to guide students’ actions and behaviors in order to solidify 

boundaries for conduct as well as a daily routine. Altogether, Mrs. Q’s system of rules 

and procedures helped her to prevent misbehavior, frame academic and behavioral 

expectations, and facilitate the learning process. Students were taught what constituted 

acceptable behavior at the beginning of the year, and Mrs. Q reinforced classroom 

expectations through a repertoire of strategies (e.g., cues, proximity, reminders, signals, 

etc.). She seemed to be constantly aware of what was going on within the room and 
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communicated this awareness to students. Moreover, she responded to misbehavior in a 

consistent, predictable fashion and developed a hierarchy of consequences for repeated 

violations. By creating a classroom environment and daily routine that was 

comprehensible and highly structured, Mrs. Q was able to maximize a focus on tasks of 

teaching and learning and minimize the amount of time spent dealing with unacceptable 

student conduct.  

 The core of Mrs. Q’s classroom management plan was a highly structured 

activity/task system. She scheduled activities to fill and hour and forty-seven minute time 

slot and directed students through the work system as soon as the bell signaled the start of 

the class period. Mrs. Q hovered over students as they completed the bellwork procedure 

and monitored and stamped work completion. Once everyone had finished, she often 

called on students to share responses out loud. The bellwork question generally 

previewed content to be covered during class. Moreover, these discussions typically 

helped transition students into the first lesson segment of the period. Mrs. Q posted and 

previewed the agenda and learning objective each day with students. In general, she 

clarified each item listed on the agenda, explained upcoming activities, and assisted 

students in understanding what they were expected to accomplish over the period. After 

reviewing the agenda, students were transitioned into activities. Seatwork comprised the 

majority of activities enacted over the nine-week block. A routine was established in 

which Mrs. Q emphasized a whole-class focus at the start of the week in order to teach 

students core concepts and content (e.g., note taking on Mondays) before moving them 

into more challenging, independent and/or self-regulated activities. She provided clear, 

thorough directions and/or signals when introducing activities and often made an effort to 



 

 

84 

 

enhance the value of tasks by relating lessons to students’ own lives. During group work 

or seatwork activities Mrs. Q was always visible, available, and in-charge. She constantly 

circulated around the room, monitoring behaviors and comprehension, and providing 

assistance and feedback when needed. Her physical proximity to students seemed to 

encourage appropriate behaviors and work habits. She used group alerting, 

accountability, and participation structures to recapture students’ attention when it started 

to wane and sustained the program of action by moving through lessons and transitions at 

a good pace, which helped to reduce or eliminate downtime. At the end of class, students 

completed exit tickets, which evaluated their understanding of concepts/content covered 

over the course of the class. Again, Mrs. Q monitored student behaviors and 

comprehension and stamped completed worksheets before students were dismissed.  

Overall, through the development of classroom rules and procedures, a daily 

routine, and consistent monitoring and feedback procedures, Mrs. Q was able to establish 

clear boundaries of conduct for working in first period and involve students in programs 

of action with limited disruptions. 

Mr. T – 2nd Period, U.S. History 

This section contains an analysis of the components of the social practices that 

occurred throughout the nine-week observational timeline. The analysis focuses on the 

format of the class period, the creation of boundaries for student conduct, and the 

enactment practices that reinforced these boundaries. 

Format of the Period 

 Duration – Mr. T’s second period U.S. history class ran from 10:09-11:58am 

Monday through Thursday.  
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 Pledge of Allegiance – The Pledge of Allegiance was a standard, formal 

procedure for opening the class period. In particular, the pledge was prompted by a voice 

over the classroom intercom (i.e., “Good morning students and teachers, please stand for 

the Pledge of Allegiance”). This procedure occurred every day of the block shortly after 

the bell signaled the start of second period. After the announcement, Mr. T would then 

address the entire class and direct them to stand and recite the pledge in unison with the 

intercom operator. He often used verbal prompts and/or proximity control to get 

individual students to stand and cooperate. After gaining compliance, Mr. T routinely 

placed his hand over his heart and mouthed the words, modeling the procedure. 

 Announcements – After the pledge of allegiance, the intercom operator initiated 

another school-imposed procedure, announcements. The announcements were a series of 

video segments created by Eastside High students that provided important information 

about school activities, college fairs, fundraisers, etc. In Mr. T’s classroom they were 

projected onto the whiteboard. As soon as the announcements were played students 

became transfixed and watched intently. A typical segment lasted between five to seven 

minutes. In fact, it was one of the only classroom events in which student behaviors (and 

cooperation) were predictable and constant during second period. The announcements 

aired every day of the block and were frequently played at the beginning of class (after 

the Pledge of Allegiance). Sometimes activities carried over from first period and when 

this happened the announcements would be postponed until classwork was completed. In 

many of these cases students pleaded for the teacher to play the video clips. In turn, Mr. T 

used the announcements as extrinsic motivation for completing classwork (e.g., “Once 

everyone finishes up, we will watch the announcements”). 
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 Daily Response – The daily response previewed information to be discussed 

and/or learned over the course of the class session. A specific area on the whiteboard was 

used for posting the daily response question. On the first day of school, Mr. T 

transitioned students into this procedure after the announcements ended. He distributed 

worksheets and then showed the students where the question would be located/posted on 

the whiteboard. Students were given ample time to complete the task and were prompted 

to share responses afterwards. Mr. T routinely called on volunteers and non-volunteers. 

He seemed to relish student participation and engagement. The subsequent discussions 

usually assisted with the transition into classroom activities. Although this procedure was 

designed to be a “daily” occurrence, it was assigned sporadically six times over the first 

three weeks of school before being dropped from the format of the period altogether. 

 Activities – Mr. T utilized a balance of group and seatwork over the nine-week 

block; however, group work activities occupied the majority of class time during second 

period. This was due to the fact that the major assignment for the course required students 

to collaborate and create an original plan, product or proposal to end hunger across the 

state. At the beginning of the year students were given the opportunity to pick partners 

and form research groups (i.e., three to four students per group). Over the first few weeks 

of the school year, Mr. T emphasized group work activities to familiarize students with 

the process of conducting research and to help them establish a collective end goal and/or 

objective for the hunger project. Students were provided with resources (e.g., computers, 

explicit presentation, guest speakers, handouts, etc.) as well as time to complete work. 

Although the hunger project was a core focus, Mr. T also integrated subject matter 

content into group work, apportioning time for students to create colonies (i.e., pre-
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American revolution territories/city-states), plot curves, and Venn Diagrams related to 

topics in U.S. history. He also frequently provided students with the opportunity to 

give/receive peer feedback. For example, at the middle of the block students were 

routinely required to present their research findings to the class. These presentations 

allowed the teacher and students to share ideas and/or suggestions for achieving the end 

goal and, in turn, gave students the chance to vote on research related matters. To clarify, 

each group created a separate plan to end hunger within the state and presented their 

research findings/proposals to the class. After all proposals were suggested, students then 

voted on the most promising and realistic plan. Once an objective was established, work 

groups were assigned interdependent tasks (with guidance from the teacher) and class 

time was allocated for students to work towards the collective goal. As the block came to 

an end group work was still emphasized, as students were required to present their 

findings and proposal for ending hunger to the sophomore class. In fact, most class 

sessions over the last two weeks of the course were devoted to finalizing the project and 

providing peer feedback.  

 Throughout the block, Mr. T structured many activities so that students worked in 

an independent and self-regulated manner. At the beginning of these activities Mr. T 

defined the task but left options to students for how to accomplish it and what resources 

to use. After students started to work, he monitored and paced the activity, and guided 

students toward work completion with routine interactions and feedback. Activities 

typically ended with students submitting completed work directly to Mr. T, or completing 

unfinished work on their own time. As students transitioned out of activities, Mr. T 
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provided specific instructions to help them move into the next segment of the class period 

without downtime. 

Exit ticket – Towards the end of the class, Mr. T used an “exit ticket” to transition 

students into the lunch period. The exit ticket question reviewed content covered over the 

class period and was generally posted on the main whiteboard next to the bellwork 

question. However, Mr. T sometimes stated the exit ticket requirements out loud. 

Typically, with close to ten minutes left in class Mr. T would announce that students 

should begin to complete the procedure. He would then monitor work completion by 

moving around the classroom and checking student work before the bell rang. On some 

occasions Mr. T stood at the door and examined student responses as they exited class. In 

addition, every Thursday he would remind students to submit their bellwork/exit ticket 

worksheets for grading before they left class.  

The exit ticket was an infrequent procedure for closing the class period. It was 

used routinely over the first three weeks and then intermittently over the remainder of the 

block. In general, it seemed to be enacted when classroom activities ended early and Mr. 

T sought to keep the students occupied until the bell rang.    

Creating Boundaries for Student Conduct  

In order to understand how Mr. T created boundaries of conduct in his classroom, 

attention turns to the first day of school. 

 The First Day of School – Shortly after the bell signaled the start of second period 

Mr. T displayed a seating chart via overhead projector onto the whiteboard and organized 

students into assigned seats. A moment later a cellphone rang, which prompted Mr. T to 

make eye contact with a student at the back of the room before stating, “Please turn that 
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off. I’ll let it slide because it's the first day.” In turn, the student anxiously pulled a 

cellphone from his pocket and (presumably) turned the phone off without saying a word. 

Mr. T moved to his desk to take attendance and discussed the plan of action with Mrs. N8. 

While the teachers collaborated at the back of the room the daily announcements were 

projected onto the whiteboard and students watched intently. 

After the announcements ended Mr. T distributed daily response/exit ticket 

worksheets to students and gained the class’s attention by signaling, “Everyone up here, 

welcome.” He then reviewed the worksheet and explained the rationale behind the 

procedures (i.e., preview/review course content). He also showed the students where the 

daily response/exit ticket questions would be posted on the whiteboard and informed 

them that completed worksheets were required to be submitted for grading every 

Thursday. After the brief explanation Mr. T asked the class, “What are we doing first?” 

He expected everyone to know the answer (i.e., daily response) as the agenda for the first 

day of school was written on the whiteboard. He then questioned aloud, “What is history? 

Why do we study it?” He called on volunteers for answers and fielded several student 

responses before he provided the class with his personal perspective. “What’s next on the 

agenda?” he enquired. Again, it was posted on the board (i.e., syllabus). Mr. T requested 

volunteers to assist with passing out the syllabus and selected a couple of students to 

help.  

                                                
8 Mrs. N was the English teacher at Eastside High and worked with Mr. T to enact the 
hunger project over block one. Mrs. N attended Mr. T’s second period U.S. history class 
every day of the block to help monitor the classroom as well as student work. She was 
not responsible for instruction, per se, but often participated in activities by distributing 
resources, checking for understanding and providing feedback.  
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After the syllabi were distributed Mr. T talked to the class and commented that 

high school juniors are almost adults (age-wise), therefore he planned on treating them 

like adults. He then turned his focus to the syllabus and noted, “We are going to hit the 

most important parts.” Mr. T clarified that students were required to read the syllabus 

independently and return it with signatures (i.e., parent and student signatures). Mr. T 

proceeded to read selective parts the syllabus. He covered a handful of topics including 

course goals, relationships with parents (“I am going to talk to your parents”), and how to 

access grades online. He then called on a student to read a clause regarding classroom 

expectations out loud. As recited: 

“I believe students learn best in a safe, encouraging, and interesting environment. 

As the teacher, I strive to maintain this environment, but also believe that students should 

take responsibility for their learning. Students determine what they get out of a class and 

are in control of their own education. In addition to school policies identified in the 

student handbook, I ask only that you be respectful. This includes respecting the 

classroom environment and those in it, all school policies, rules and procedures, as well 

as, yourself.”  

Afterwards, he quizzed the students, “How many classroom rules are there?” The 

class droned in unison, “One.” Mr. T corroborated the correct answer by pointing to the 

poster just above the whiteboard and declaring, “Be respectful.” He followed up by 

probing, “What does it mean to be respectful?” Students raised their hands and after 

being called on provided various examples including, “The Golden Rule9,” taking care of 

the classroom, and using appropriate language. Mr. T queried, “If I punch you in the face, 

                                                
9 “The Golden Rule” is generally defined as, “Treat others as you want to be treated.” 
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but apologize, is that being respectful?” The class again replied, “No.” He emphasized 

that, “Respect is applicable to everything we do,” noting that it pertains to trash, gum, 

food, drink, talking, et cetera. Mr. T explained, “I try really hard to treat you like adults. 

Who is eighteen already, or turning 18 within the year?” He scanned the classroom for 

raised hands before he continued, “Adults should use common sense. Therefore, be 

responsible.” Chatter from class picked up, which caused him to pause and assert, “I am 

going to wait for everyone.” He waited for silence before finally declaring, “I want to 

treat you like adults. Again, be responsible.” 

More topics within the syllabus were covered including attendance, “flexing,” and 

assignments. Mr. T restated, “We are only going over the important stuff, as you’re 

adults, right, and you can read this on your own.” He then outlined materials needed daily 

(e.g., paper, pencil/pen) and discussed his policy for submitting late work. A moment 

later a student asked to use the restroom. Mr. T approved the request and used it as an 

opportunity to explain and operationalize the “sign in/sign out” procedure. He again 

reminded the students to “be responsible.” While continuing to discuss the syllabus Mr. T 

made an off-the-cuff comment about phone brands, which lead to commentary regarding 

the cellphone policy. In particular Mr. T specified, “If I see your phone, I will take it. I’m 

sorry. It’s nothing against you, personally, its just policy. I follow these policies, too. All 

rules are applicable to both you and me, and Mrs. N.” 

At that point, the attendance clerk walked into the room and both teachers met her 

at the back of the room to sign off on the attendance sheet. This process took only a 

minute or so. Mr. T then delved back into reviewing the syllabus, covering assessments 

including, classwork, the hunger project and portfolio, tests and quizzes. When chatter 
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from the class picked back up, Mr. T remarked, “I will wait for everyone.” He waited 

momentarily for silence before explaining the last few items in the syllabus (i.e., course 

outline and permission slips). A student asked Mr. T, “What if someone’s parents won’t 

let them watch a movie?” To which he replied, “I can make accommodations. Last 

chance for questions about the syllabus?” Students asked a series of questions about the 

air conditioning, the police presence on campus, (etc.), however no one mentioned the 

syllabus. Again, the chatter picked up, which forced Mr. T to stop and comment, “Back 

up here, I know you’re getting excited. I will wait for everybody. I don't like to repeat 

myself.”  

He then explained various procedures including the daily response/exit ticket, hall 

passes, and signals for restrooms/water. For the latter, Mr. T taught students the 

American Sign Language letter “R” and instructed them to use this signal when they 

needed to use the restroom or get a drink of water. Next, he re-explained the sign-in/sign-

out procedure. In particular, Mr. T walked over to the specific sheets (located next to the 

door) and reviewed how to do it correctly for period two. He also used this time to walk 

over to and point to the appropriate bins for turning in assignments before asking the 

class, “Questions so far?” Mr. T answered a few questions pertaining to the bell schedule 

(e.g., “What time do we get out of class?” and “Is lunch shorter this year?”), before he 

stated, “Last chance, questions about the syllabus?” He reminded students, “Don’t forget 

to turn in permission slips by Thursday,” before asking, “What’s next?” The class 

shouted, “Rubrics.” Mr. T looked surprised and asked, “How did you know that?” A 

handful of students replied, “Because it’s written on the board.” This caused Mr. T to 

smile and quip, “A-ha, notice the pattern?” 
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Mr. T explained what a rubric is (for grading, in particular) before he announced, 

“We are going to allow students to construct a grading rubric. What do you think should 

be graded on a research paper? Find a partner and discuss for 2 minutes.” He displayed 

an example of a research paper on the board and walked around the classroom. He 

monitored student work and periodically asked students questions about grading rubrics. 

After the allotted time he signaled, “Back up here,” and waited for silence with his hand 

raised. The class then discussed research paper rubrics (i.e., What is included, and what is 

not included). In the process of asking questions Mr. T gave “high fives” to students who 

responded with correct answers. Students seemed to want a high five from their teacher 

and participation rates increased. Mr. T called to the class, “Thumbs up if you can see 

this word (i.e., Content)?” He explained the rubric grading and asked, “Who thinks that 

this rubric is fair? Thumbs up, thumbs down.” The process was repeated for every 

category of the rubric. The class proceeded to negotiate “fairness” for grading research 

papers. Only some students participated, which caused the teacher to interject, “You 

should participate. Remember this is for your benefit.” Overall, six or seven students out 

of twenty-five got involved, while the remainder sat quietly and observed. 

As the majority of the class appeared to lose interest in the activity Mr. T 

proclaimed, “Everyone stand up, pretty please. Ok, now have a seat. I’m trying to get the 

blood flowing to your brain. I only have one rule, and some of you are breaking it.” He 

waited for students to stop chatting before declaring, “We are going to have to stop for 

today and pick this back up tomorrow.” After shutting down the overhead projector, Mr. 

T prompted students to work on the exit ticket and stated, “I am going to check them 

before you leave for lunch.” Students worked on the exit tickets until the bell rang. At 
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that point Mr. T hollered, “Keep your exit ticket out, as I will check it as you walk out the 

door.” He proceeded to stop students one by one at door, checking assignments, and 

telling each to, “Have a nice day.” 

The First Day and the Rest of the Block – Over the course of the first class 

session, Mr. T clarified his academic and behavioral expectations through explicit 

presentation, dialogue/discussion, and negotiation with students. 

Behavioral expectations were reviewed within the context of reading the syllabus. 

To be specific, Mr. T selected a student to read the “classroom expectations” clause 

verbatim. This section summarized Mr. T’s philosophical views on management and 

organization and attempted to shift accountability and responsibility for conduct and 

learning to the students. Students were given the choice to cooperate and achieve, or 

disassociate and risk failure. Or in Mr. T’s words, “Students determine what they get out 

of this class and are in control of their own education.” Students were also engaged in 

dialogue/discussion regarding the one formal classroom rule, “Be respectful.” Mr. T 

called on numerous students to provide interpretations of the rule (e.g., “The Golden 

Rule,” using appropriate language, etc.) before he deadpanned, “If I punch you in the face 

but apologize is that respectful?” The class seemed indifferent with their response (i.e., 

“No”), perhaps due to the fact that it was a far-fetched hypothetical question. Afterwards, 

he made an effort to operationalize the rule by clarifying that respect is applicable to all 

actions and behaviors in the classroom and ranges from personal respect (e.g., cleaning 

up after oneself, trying your best) to interpersonal respect (e.g., being good-mannered and 

cooperative). Mr. T then asked how many students were close to turning 18 years of age. 

He rationalized that high school juniors should be treated like adults and that adults 
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should be responsible and use common sense. Over the course of the first day of school 

the theme “be respectful, be responsible” was repeated nonstop. It was important for Mr. 

T to communicate to students that the success in his class hinged on their ability to be 

responsible, respectful, and cooperative.  

Explicit presentation of the syllabus was also used to solidify academic 

expectations. Mr. T outlined the course goals and discussed the daily question (i.e., 

“What is history? Why do we study it?”). He seemed to want students to understand why 

they were in the classroom and what they were going to accomplish over the block. In 

addition, he informed students about required materials (pencil, paper), daily assignments 

(daily response, exit tickets) and grades (accessible online). Personal responsibility for 

learning was a recurring theme.  

After Mr. T reviewed the syllabus, class outline and permission slip, he gave 

students the opportunity to negotiate academic expectations by involving them in the 

creation of a grading rubric. This grading rubric would be used to evaluate and grade 

their research papers over the block. Mr. T orchestrated this activity by projecting a blank 

grading rubric on the whiteboard and explaining the basic principles of a grading rubric 

(i.e., what it is, how it is used for grading). Students were given time to discuss what 

should be graded on a research paper before they shared suggestions with the class. Mr. T 

provided feedback regarding what is included/not included on rubrics and guided 

students toward an understanding of its purpose. When individuals responded with 

suitable answers Mr. T gave them high fives, which seemed to increase participation 

rates. After the discussion Mr. T walked to the whiteboard and pointed to the word 

“content” on the grading rubric. He re-explained the function of the rubric and asked for 
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student help with defining work quality. Using a four-point scale (i.e., 4 = excellent, 1 = 

poor), students negotiated standards for performance. Mr. T moderated the activity by 

having students vote (thumbs up/thumbs down) on defining characteristics for each 

category and filling in the grading rubric. He encouraged student participation by 

repeatedly reminding them that the activity was for their personal benefit. Only a quarter 

of the class got involved. Due to time constraints the grading rubric was set aside, which 

forced Mr. T to finish the activity prematurely and in turn finalize the rubric with the 

students later in the week.  

By involving students in the creation of the grading rubric Mr. T made an effort to 

emphasize personal responsibility and increase accountability. In particular, as he 

facilitated the activity Mr. T frequently mentioned that student involvement and/or 

participation in the negotiation process would help individuals gain a better 

understanding of the characteristics for high-quality work. Moreover, he commented that 

the activity should assist students in completing their research papers with limited teacher 

assistance. Overall, negotiating the grading rubric with students gave everyone (i.e., 

teachers and students) a more concrete understanding of what was expected 

academically, and defined how students could achieve the highest grade possible on 

research papers. 

As the block progressed a variety of social practices were utilized to create 

boundaries for conduct. In addition to the formal rule, “Be respectful,” Mr. T created 

numerous informal rules in response to inappropriate student behaviors. His interventions 

were generally directed at individual students (in private); however, they were stated 

publicly as well. The most important rules for shaping boundaries for classroom conduct 
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seemed to be, “Be on task” and “No sleeping.” Due to the fact that student-directed group 

work comprised the majority of classroom activities, students were empowered to define 

the pace of work accomplishment and control their own learning and education. 

However, this empowerment also enabled them to engage in a myriad of off-task 

behaviors. Overall, Mr. T enacted a loosely coupled emphasis on student respect and 

responsibility. 

Despite the fact that Mr. T encouraged students to develop personal responsibility 

and self-discipline, individuals and groups displayed off-task behaviors on a daily basis. 

In response, Mr. T routinely monitored the classroom and intervened when necessary. He 

used nonverbal interventions including disapproving looks (e.g., furrowed brow, head 

shake), eye contact, hand signals and proximity control, as well as verbal interventions 

such as questioning, reminders and redirecting statements. Mr. T also appeared to pay 

close attention to student involvement/engagement, reading body language and 

redirecting students when they started to lose focus. Before speaking and/or giving 

instructions (etc.) Mr. T would signal for the entire class’ attention and always wait for 

silence. He used hand signals and cues along with reminders and verbal prompts to quell 

classroom chatter and deter frequent disruptions from students. Mr. T also dealt with 

more serious misbehavior (e.g., arguing, cell phones, not following directions) by 

imposing logical consequences. For example, he confiscated cell phones, asked habitual 

sleepers to rest in the office, and sent argumentative or non-compliant students to the 

principal. On the whole, he responded to disruptions and/or off-task behaviors in a 

consistent manner and often invoked specific rules and expectations in order to help 

students understand his actions; however, with some of the more problematic students he 
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often ignored their actions and behaviors, as it appeared that he did not want to instigate 

personal confrontations and risk distracting the class from the focus on learning.  

Mr. T also used a balance of group and seatwork activities to shape student 

conduct. For example, on a handful of occasions Mr. T used classroom meetings and/or 

discussions in order to re-examine boundaries for conduct. For example, at the end of 

week two (i.e., the eighth day of school), students completed benchmark testing in the 

computer lab. As students started to finish testing, Mr. T announced directions for post-

test work. However, instead of following the directions most students played computer 

games or engaged in other off-task behaviors. When they returned to class Mr. T initiated 

a discussion to alert students of his disappointment. In particular, he initiated the dialogue 

by declaring, “We need to talk. Why were so many of you not following directions? I’m 

not trying to talk down to you. I’m just trying to figure out what’s going on. You guys 

know I’m all about making choices, so tell me, why were so many people making poor 

choices? What can we do to make better choices? Help me, help you.” He proceeded to 

list two categories on the whiteboard (Respectful / Disrespectful) and under each header, 

wrote one comment (i.e., Respectful = Taking the test; Disrespectful = Playing games). 

Mr. T then asked the class, “Was there more respect or disrespect?” Students 

acknowledged that they were by and large off-task. After fielding a handful of student 

responses he concluded the discussion by stating, “I appreciate when you do what you are 

supposed to” and then transitioned students into an activity. By drawing attention to poor 

decision-making and a lack of personal responsibility, Mr. T appeared focused on helping 

students to reflect on their actions, behaviors and choices, and in turn encouraged them to 

develop habits of self-control and self-discipline. 
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 In addition, Mr. T used structured writing activities to inspire student 

reflection/responsibility and to help students think critically about personal choices and 

decisions. In most cases, these reflections were a result of inappropriate student 

behaviors. For instance, during a presentation by a distinguished guest speaker students 

displayed a multitude of off-task behaviors, including chatting, dropping notebooks, 

falling asleep, etc. In fact, the lack of student engagement and participation prompted the 

guest speaker to periodically comment on the students’ poor dispositions. After the 

presentation ended and the speaker departed, Mr. T directed the students to write a 

reflection and explain how they are supposed to act and/or behave in such situations. 

After students finished writing, Mr. T called on students to provide responses and to 

generate discussion about appropriate classroom conduct. He typically transitioned 

students into classroom discussions after they wrote reflections to help facilitate the 

social construction of knowledge and reshape group norms.  

 Over the course of the block, Mr. T routinely reminded students that they were 

required to be respectful, responsible and on task during second period. He made an 

effort to build supportive relationships with students through frequent interactions and 

demonstrated an ethic of care by dealing with disruptions in a passive, yet professional 

manner. For example, after catching a student texting during class, Mr. T asked the 

student to hand over the phone. In reaction, the student made derogatory comments 

towards Mr. T and refused to comply. What was originally a private intervention soon 

became a public matter. However, Mr. T diffused the situation quickly by telling the 

student to hold onto the phone and that they would turn it over to the principal instead. 

Accordingly, Mr. T escorted the student from the class and promptly returned to 
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monitoring the activity, acting as if nothing happened. It appeared that he did not resent 

or hold grudges against students who repeatedly broke-rules or displayed off-task 

behaviors. Instead, he seemed to focus on getting students involved/engaged in classroom 

activities and making a significant effort to help them realize that they were enrolled the 

class (and school) to develop, grow, and learn. On the whole, Mr. T’s non-coercive 

approach to teaching and learning provided students with affordances to become 

independent, self-regulated learners and empowered them to take control of their actions, 

behaviors and education. Moreover, his actions and interactions with students 

consistently mirrored his emphasis on treating them like adults. 

Enactment Practices 

Rules – Mr. T attempted to design a set of classroom expectations that would be 

effective, all encompassing, and positive. Moreover, he tried to create rules that students 

would buy-into. Mr. T came up with one rule, “Be respectful,” guided by the belief that it 

could be used to reinforce both academic and behavioral standards. The singular 

classroom rule was developed into a poster and hung on the wall directly above the 

whiteboard.   

Mr. T reviewed his expectations through explicit presentation of the syllabus on 

the first day of the school year. In particular, a student was selected to read the 

“classroom expectations” clause verbatim from the syllabus. This section summarized 

Mr. T’s philosophical views on management and organization and attempted to shift 

accountability and responsibility for learning to the students. Students were given the 

choice to cooperate and achieve, or disassociate and risk failure. Or in Mr. T’s words, 
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“Students determine what they get out of this class and are in control of their own 

education.”  

Mr. T also engaged students in dialogue/discussion regarding his one formal 

classroom rule, “Be respectful.” He questioned the students about what it meant to “be 

respectful,” and called on volunteers to provide answers. Student interpretations included 

“The Golden Rule,” taking care of the classroom, and using school appropriate language. 

Mr. T enquired, “If I punch you in the face, but apologize, is that respectful?” The class 

murmured, “No,” and Mr. T continued by clarifying what “Be respectful” meant within 

the classroom environment. In particular, he explained that respect is applicable to all 

actions and behaviors in the classroom and ranges from personal respect (e.g., cleaning 

up after oneself, being on task) to interpersonal (e.g., being good-mannered, cooperative). 

Afterwards, Mr. T asked how many students were close to turning 18 years of age, and 

scanned the room for hands. He followed up with, “Adults should use common sense…I 

want to treat you like adults…Be responsible.” Over the course of the first day of school 

the theme of “be respectful, be responsible” was repeated incessantly.  

On the first day, Mr. T also created informal rules. “Stay in your assigned seat” 

was created at the start of class through the implementation of a seating chart and explicit 

instruction. Next, within the context of reading the syllabus the rules, “Bring required 

materials to class daily” and “no cell phones” were stated and explained. Last, the rule, 

“Don’t talk when others are talking” was implied through repeated verbal prompts (e.g., 

“I am going to wait for everyone,” or “Back up here.”) and hand signals (i.e., raised hand, 

or raised waving hand). Over the course of the block, two rules were created within the 

context of activities, “No talking during testing,” and “Keep room organized.” Five 
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additional rules were also created in response to inappropriate student behaviors: “No 

sleeping,” “Be on task,” “Use appropriate language,” “Don’t touch others belongings,” 

“Don’t sit on desks.”  

Procedures – Various classroom procedures were developed to guide student 

behaviors. In particular, procedures were either school-imposed or teacher-imposed. Both 

types of procedures were explained, operationalized and taught over the first day of 

school through explicit instruction and presentation.  

School-imposed procedures included the Pledge of Allegiance and the daily 

announcements. The first procedure, reciting the Pledge of Allegiance, was prompted by 

a voice over the intercom. This procedure occurred every day of the block shortly after 

the bell signaled the start of second period. Mr. T would then address the entire class and 

direct them to stand and perform the pledge. He often instructed individual students to 

stand and cooperate. After gaining compliance, Mr. T routinely placed his hand over his 

heart and mouthed the words, modeling the procedure. 

After the pledge, the intercom operator initiated the second school-imposed 

procedure by instructing the teachers to play the daily announcements. In Mr. T’s 

classroom they were projected onto the whiteboard. The announcements provided 

important information about school activities, college fairs, fundraisers, (etc.) and were 

created by the video production class at Eastside High. As soon as the announcements 

started, students watched intently. A typical segment lasted between five to seven 

minutes. In fact, it was one of the only times in which student behaviors and cooperation 

was predictable and constant during second period. The announcements aired every day 

of the block and were frequently played at the beginning of class after the Pledge of 
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Allegiance. However, when activities carried over from first period, Mr. T often 

postponed playing the announcements until classwork was completed.  

Teacher-imposed procedures included the daily response, signing in/out of the 

classroom, signaling for the restroom, submitting work to a grading basket, and an exit 

ticket. The daily response previewed information to be discussed and/or learned over the 

course of the class session. A specific area on the whiteboard was used for posting the 

daily response question. On the first day of school, Mr. T transitioned students into the 

daily procedure after the announcements ended. He distributed worksheets and showed 

the students where the question would be located daily. Students were given time to 

complete the task and were prompted to share responses afterwards. Mr. T routinely 

called on volunteers and non-volunteers. He seemed to relish student participation and 

involvement/engagement. Although this procedure was designed to be a daily occurrence, 

it was assigned sporadically only six times over the course of the block. 

Within the context of reading the syllabus Mr. T also introduced a hand signal for 

students to request restroom privileges. To be specific, students were taught to use the 

ASL letter for “R” when they needed to use the restroom. In turn, Mr. T would simply 

scan the room and approve a restroom request, (typically with just a head nod), or deny a 

student. Mr. T denied students 15 minutes into a class or 15 minutes from the end of class 

(per school policy), or if a classmate was already using the restroom. When students were 

allowed to leave the room it was a requirement to sign in and out. A sign-in/out sheet 

hung on a clipboard next to the door and students were expected to write their name, the 

date, and the time(s) of entering/exiting the room. For the first few weeks Mr. T 

constantly reminded students to follow the procedure correctly; however, over the 
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remainder of the block it was monitored and enforced infrequently. In consequence, the 

majority of students did not document their movement in/out of the classroom. 

At the end of the class period (typically with ten minutes left) students were 

assigned an exit ticket to assist with the transition into the lunch period. Exit ticket 

questions generally reviewed content covered over the course of the class period. 

Questions were either listed on the white board or dictated by the teacher. While students 

completed the procedure, Mr. T monitored the classroom and checked student work. He 

often stood at the door after the bell rang to make sure that everyone had completed the 

task. Exit tickets were assigned intermittently 12 times over the block.  

At the end of the first week of school, Mr. T notified students that classwork 

and/or homework was required to be submitted to a grading basket at the edge of his 

desk. He demonstrated how to complete the procedure by walking to the back of the 

room and pointing to the specific basket. Afterwards, students were prompted to submit 

work to the basket as they exited class. For most of the block, Mr. T would collect 

student work by hand and place it in the basket. Otherwise, student work submission was 

self-regulated  

Overall, Mr. T’s procedures seemed to be designed to assist with transitions in 

and out of the classroom and submitting work, while the school-imposed procedures were 

implemented to promote patriotism as well as school spirit.   

Negotiation of Grading Work – Over the first week of school, Mr. T invited 

students to participate in the negotiation of a grading rubric for research papers. This 

process started on the first day of class and (due to time constraints) was finished at the 

end of the week. Allowing students to participate in this process was beneficial in many 
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ways. First, by involving students in the construction of the rubric, Mr. T demonstrated 

that he valued the students’ individual and collective input, knowledge and opinions. 

During the activity he frequently encouraged student participation and repeatedly 

reminded the class that the experience was for their personal benefit and knowledge. 

Second, by allowing the class to help determine work quality, and by providing them 

with a copy of the rubric prior to the first assignment, students gained knowledge about 

grading criteria and an enduring understanding of the levels of performance required to 

achieve the highest grade possible. Simply put, the students defined the characteristics of 

quality work, therefore, this intended to eliminate confusion regarding what it took to 

earn an “A” on research papers. In addition, students could reference the rubric while 

completing assignments to help them write toward specific goals and/or standards, or 

even to critique and revise/edit their own work before submitting an assignment. This 

would, in turn, promote student self-assessment of their own learning and performance 

and minimize student reliance on teacher assistance for completing assignments. Finally, 

the rubric provided a means by which student could reflect on past feedback to improve 

their performance and/or quality of work. Overall, negotiating the grading rubric 

facilitated communication between the teacher and students and allowed them to come to 

a mutual agreement about what constitutes quality work. In addition, it aimed to ensure 

that students were aware of learning goals and expectations of performance on research 

papers. 

Activities – Activities were the core of Mr. T’s classroom management. Doyle 

(1986) defined an activity as a segment of time in which participants are arranged in a 

specific fashion and communication follows an identifiable pattern. Altogether, 116 
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activities were enacted over the block. On average, the class engaged in 3-4 activities 

each day, with most lasting between 20-30 minutes. Mr. T used a balance of both group 

work and seatwork. Group work activities generally focused on the major project of the 

block. To be specific, students collaborated to conduct research, created presentations, 

gave peer feedback and overall worked towards a mutual goal (i.e., ending hunger within 

the state). Although the bulk of group work activities were subject matter centered, some 

also helped to clarify boundaries for conduct in the classroom. For example, Mr. T held 

regular discussions and/or classroom meetings to help students identify and resolve 

problem situations. Topics for discussion included deplorable test scores, disruptive 

behaviors during presentations, and repeated interruptions or misbehavior during class 

time. Mr. T maintained a group emphasis and/or focus during these discussions and never 

singled out individual student actions or behaviors. He repeatedly stressed that all 

students needed to be respectful and responsible and that everyone’s cooperation was 

required for the class to run smoothly.   

 A variety of seatwork activities were also enacted over the block. The most 

common activities were taking notes, text analysis and writing reflections. The latter 

assisted Mr. T with clarifying expectations regarding student conduct in the classroom. 

Reflections covered a myriad of topics. Most reflections were used to check for student 

understanding regarding subject matter content; however, reflections were also used to 

help students reflect on their choices and decision-making. In most cases, these 

reflections were a result of inappropriate student behaviors. For example, during a guest 

speaker’s presentation students when displayed a multitude of off-task behaviors, the lack 

of student participation and engagement prompted the presenter to periodically comment 
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on the students’ lack of enthusiasm and interest. After the presentation ended and the 

speaker departed, Mr. T directed the students to write a reflection to explain how they are 

supposed to act and/or behave in such situations. After students finished writing, Mr. T 

usually called on students to provide responses and generate discussion about common 

themes and subjects. These structured writing activities required students to be reflective 

and re-think their actions and behaviors. The teacher always collected student reflections 

however it was unclear whether they were graded and recorded.   

Overall, Mr. T enacted activities to eliminate downtime, foster student 

involvement/engagement, and to keep students mentally and physically active over the 

course of the class period. He frequently told students during the class period that he 

wanted to see them working. In addition, some activities (i.e., classroom discussions 

and/or meetings, written reflections) were specifically used for shaping and/or reshaping 

boundaries for student conduct.  

Monitoring – Over the block, Mr. T used a variety of monitoring techniques 

including scanning the classroom, moving about the room, and checking for student 

understanding. Mr. T’s classroom was designed for classroom debates. There were an 

equal number of desks on each side of the class and an aisle down the center of the room 

for teacher mobility. In addition, the desks were situated so that students would face one 

another while sitting down during class time. Mr. T’s role in the classroom was akin to 

the Speaker of the House, as he supported both “sides” of the classroom and encouraged 

each to collaborate and cooperate in order to achieve common goals. The open floor plan 

of room 1 allowed Mr. T to look around the classroom without any visual impediments. 

He consistently scanned the room whether he was leading an activity or monitoring 
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student work. Mr. T paid close attention to student actions and behaviors. When he 

spotted students engaging in off-task behaviors he redirected students with nonverbal 

cues including eye contact, hand signals, head nods, and proximity control. Due to the 

open and/or student-centered learning environment, Mr. T dealt with disruptions and/or 

off-task behaviors on a daily basis. Overall, most interventions were brief, consistent, and 

seemed aimed towards keep students concentrating on classwork.  

During teacher-directed activities (e.g., lecture, note-taking) Mr. T used 

overlapping strategies to deter or redirect individual behaviors and he made an effort to 

not to let interventions disrupt his whole-class focus. He also continuously moved around 

the classroom to talk with students and to provide feedback. The emphasis on group work 

allowed Mr. T to assign a task and in turn check-in with students to make sure that 

everyone understood the requirements and that all groups were on-task. Proximity control 

was utilized to stop classroom chatter and deter students from engaging in off-task 

behaviors. In addition, Mr. T intervened with and without consequences when necessary. 

Interventions without consequences were typically verbal prompts or reminders that 

aimed to stop inappropriate actions and behaviors and redirect students toward being on 

task. For example, Mr. T often approached students who were off-task by questioning, 

“What are you supposed to be doing?” This helped students to reflect on their personal 

choices and/or decision-making. Conversely, during interventions with consequences, 

Mr. T reinforced rule-violation with appropriate penalties. For instance, he confiscated 

cell phones, required students to change clothes (i.e., dress code violations), and sent 

students to the principal’s office.  
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Mr. T also frequently checked for student understanding throughout the class 

period. During the daily response, worksheets were examined and students were routinely 

required to share replies aloud as a class (even though this procedure was used 

infrequently). During activities Mr. T checked for student engagement and understanding 

by asking probing questions, checking progress on assignments, and examining student 

work. He also used various hand signals to touch base with students. For example, Mr. T 

supervised work progress by asking them to raise hands (“Show of hands, how many of 

you are almost done?” or “Hands up if you have written down three questions.”). He also 

used a thumbs up/thumbs down signal system to check for understanding (“Thumbs up if 

you understand”) and to gauge student opinion (“Thumbs up if you think this is fair” or 

“Thumbs up if you like working on computers”). Overall, Mr. T consistently supervised 

work progress within the classroom to make sure that students were on-task, completing 

work, and complying with rules and procedures.  

 Pacing – Throughout the block, Mr. T paced classroom activities and/or events 

by routinely interacting with students and checking work progress, which allowed him to 

make informed decisions regarding the amount of time necessary for work completion. 

At the start of most activities Mr. T provided students with specific instructions for 

completing an assignment or task and then he would gradually withdraw as the leader of 

learning. From time to time he established time limits for work completion at the start of 

an activity, however it was generally to provide structure for (timed) writing reflections. 

Over the block the bulk of class time was used for students to work together in groups 

and conduct research on how to eradicate hunger across the state. As a result, Mr. T did 

not remain front and center while students worked. Instead he circulated the classroom to 
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monitor group work and communicate with students when they were looking for 

clarification and/or feedback, or if they wanted to ask him questions. Mr. T utilized 

successful techniques for monitoring student progress and work, in turn, he was able to 

use this knowledge to help determine what groups needed his help the most. He provided 

continuous support (i.e., feedback, guidance, scaffolding, etc.) for both individuals and 

groups and worked with students as long as needed to ensure that they understood the 

work requirements and were progressing towards accomplishing learning objective(s). 

After Mr. T made his way around the classroom and touched base with every group, he 

would typically make an announcement regarding the amount of time remaining for work 

completion. In particular, he generally provided one notification (e.g., “You guys have 

about 20 minutes left to work”) and then once the time expired, he clarified instructions 

for submitting class work and then transitioned students into the next lesson segment. 

Interventions – Over the course of the block, Mr. T enforced rules with and 

without consequences through a variety of verbal and nonverbal interventions. For 

example, he used reminders and verbal prompts to keep students on task and reinforce 

rules and procedures. When he talked to the class, whether it was to make an 

announcement or give instructions at the beginning of an activity, Mr. T made sure that 

students were silent and attentive. The statement, “Back up here,” combined with a raised 

hand was used to attract students attention. In addition, he often told the class, “ I am 

going to wait for everyone,” and attempted to make eye contact with students who 

weren’t listening. Mr. T always waited for silence before he spoke to the class. 

Within the context of activities, Mr. T’s focus was to provide feedback, guide 

work completion, and ensure that students were involved/engaged. Accordingly, when 
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students were not following directions, he would intervene and remind students that they 

needed to, “Be on task.” In most instances he would also remind them how much time 

was remaining to work and remain within proximity until they cooperated. Mr. T 

preferred to deal with problematic students in private and addressed most students who 

were off-task individually. That is, he would talk to them face-to-face rather than 

shouting desist statements or reprimands from across the room. The most problematic 

off-task behavior during second period was sleeping and Mr. T constantly moved around 

the room to scan for students who had their head on the desk. Once he spotted students 

who were asleep he would use proximity control to try to prompt them to wake up on 

their own. For example, during lectures or other teacher-directed activities, Mr. T would 

stand next to sleeping students and continue giving instructions, presenting, etc. 

However, if his physical presence and/or the volume of his voice was not enough to 

prompt students to wake up and refocus, he would then gently tap the desk (or the 

student) to make sure they understood that sleeping was not allowed.  

Another form of enforcement without consequences was Mr. T’s use of positive 

recognition and/or praise. To be specific, when students displayed rule-following 

behaviors or made an impact on the teacher with quality work they would be recognized 

and praised for their actions and behaviors. Praise was typically verbal and Mr. T would 

pinpoint the particulars that impressed him. For example, after the end of a guest 

speaker’s presentation, the students demonstrated that they were attentive listeners and 

critical thinkers by using the information that was presented to create thoughtful 

questions, and in turn, dialogue with the speaker in an engaging question and answer 

session. Afterwards, Mr. T told the class that he was proud of their participation and 
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ability to engage the guest in civil discourse. In addition, Mr. T also liked to give students 

high fives and fist bumps. In most cases, students seemed to appreciate the praise and 

reciprocated with enthusiastic hand slaps and/or “knuckles.” Mr. T would the praise 

students as often as possible and typically emphasized a whole-class focus.  

Over the course of the block, Mr. T also enforced rules with consequences10. 

Students were given multiple opportunities when they were caught engaging in off-task 

behaviors to remain involved in classroom work; however, when students did not comply 

with Mr. T’s repeated reminders or requests they would be sent to the office. For 

instance, students who tried to sleep during second period were constantly told to stay 

awake and work. Mr. T monitored these students carefully but when his warnings were 

routinely disregarded students were asked to go the office. Likewise, when students 

refused to cooperate in activities or complete work Mr. T would give them a series of 

warnings before they were asked to go see the principal and explain why they wouldn’t 

cooperate or listen. Consequences were also applied to dress code violations (e.g., change 

clothes) and cell phone use (e.g., confiscation). Mr. T tried to keep interventions quick 

and consistent and to not allow disruptive students to interfere with learning activities. 

Moreover, it appeared that he preferred to deal with students personally and keep them in 

class, rather than send them to the office to be dealt with. Despite the daily disruptions 

and off-task behaviors that occurred during second period, Mr. T made an effort to keep 

students in the classroom as well as involved in activities, and overall help them to 

become more responsible for their actions and behaviors. 

Composite Description 

                                                
10 Out of 232 interventions over the nine-week block, consequences were enforced only 
16 times. 
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Mr. T started the school year by orchestrating student involvement in activities 

and assisting students in becoming independent, self-regulated learners. Classroom rules 

were the root of the social and instructional system in second period U.S. History. Mr. T 

created one formal rule, “Be respectful,” to underscore both his academic and behavioral 

expectations. The rule was posted in a prominent, visible location in the classroom and 

printed within the “Classroom Expectations” clause within the syllabus. On the first day 

of school, “Be respectful” was explained through explicit presentation, as well as 

clarified and justified through dialogue/discussion. Despite the fact that Mr. T spent more 

than half the class period communicating this multifaceted expectation to students, as the 

block progressed he also created various informal rules to help outline more specific 

expectations and boundaries for classroom conduct. These informal rules became 

important for defining appropriate actions and behaviors and orchestrating student 

involvement in classroom events. Over the course of the block, Mr. T motivated students 

to abide by classroom rules through interventions (with and without consequences), 

classroom meetings, and written reflections. Nonverbal interventions including eye 

contact, hand signals and proximity, as well as verbal interventions such as questioning, 

reminders, and stating a student’s name were tactics used to redirect or stop inappropriate 

and/or off-task behaviors. Classroom meetings and written reflections were employed 

when the majority of students were misbehaving. In both situations, Mr. T would ask the 

class what they were supposed to be doing or how they were supposed to act, and in turn 

give them the opportunity to acknowledge their behaviors, and make suggestions for 

ways in which they could make individual and/or collective improvements. These 

strategies allowed Mr. T to remain committed to his non-coercive philosophy of 
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education, while attempting to shift accountability and responsibility for conduct back to 

the students. In other words, Mr. T would never give students coercive statements (e.g., 

if/then statements); instead he would attempt to influence their actions and behaviors by 

emphasizing respect and responsibility, and encouraging critical thought and self-

refection. 

Classroom activities were the central component of Mr. T’s management system. 

The class (as a whole) was presented with the task of creating an original plan or proposal 

for ending hunger across the state. This was the major assignment for the course. As a 

result, group work was emphasized more so than seat work and it comprised the bulk of 

class time throughout the block. At the beginning of the year, students were presented 

with the opportunity to select partners and form research groups. Mr. T helped to 

familiarize students with the process of conducting research and assisted the class in 

establishing numerous project goals. Afterwards, he slowly withdrew as the leader of 

learning and instead established his role as a facilitator and/or orchestrator of classroom 

events. In particular, Mr. T organized resources and time for group work activities, 

monitored and paced work completion, and provided students with routine feedback 

(both peer and teacher feedback). He encouraged students to take control of their 

education as well as the hunger project by allowing to them to direct the momentum, time 

flow, and outcome of the learning experience. He constantly reminded the class that it 

was “their” project, rather than “his,” and told students that he expected them to emerge 

as leaders (or co-leaders) in the classroom and community. Towards the middle of the 

block, groups presented their research findings to the class and Mr. T moderated a class 

vote to determine which was the most promising and/or realistic plan. After a consensus 
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regarding the research objective was reached, groups were assigned interdependent tasks 

(with limited guidance from the teacher) and class time was allocated for students to 

work towards the collective goal. As the block came to an end, Mr. T required routine 

presentations from groups in order to monitor progress and provide feedback. Eventually, 

through extensive collaboration and cooperation the class drafted a “rough” proposal, 

which they presented to panel of their peers (i.e., the sophomore class).  

Overall, through the development of classroom rules and procedures, activities, 

routine classroom meetings and written reflections, and routine monitoring and feedback 

procedures, Mr. T was able to create loosely structured boundaries for student conduct. 

However, a central tension emerged as Mr. T experienced difficulties getting students to 

adhere to his emphasis of “be respectful, be responsible.” Students frequently ignored 

these boundaries, i.e., they did not take responsibility and were not always respectful.  

Nevertheless, Mr. T remained committed to his educational philosophy and consistently 

reinforced the notion that responsibility for learning rests on the individual student. In 

essence, his steady commitment to student responsibility inherently restricted his moves 

to intervene more forcefully in controlling student conduct externally since such moves 

would obviate the need for students to practice their own responsibility. 

Two Teachers with Contrasting Classroom Management Plans 

 Mrs. Q and Mr. T taught social studies classes at Eastside High. Both were 

relatively new to teaching at the high school level; Mrs. Q was entering her second year 

at the school, while Mr. T was entering his third. During the first block of the 2012-2013 

school year, Mrs. Q taught 10th grade world history and Mr. T taught 11th grade U.S. 

history. Despite the differences in grade level and subject matter, their classes were 



 

 

116 

 

similar in size and student composition. Prior to the year both teachers devoted 

considerable time and attention to planning for how they wanted to manage their 

classrooms; however, the management practices and/or plans they emphasized and 

enacted were quite different. 

Mrs. Q 

 Mrs. Q developed goals for the 2012-2013 school year in reaction to the 

difficulties she encountered during her first year of teaching high school. During the pre-

block interview, Mrs. Q explained that she was “intimidated to a degree by the students” 

as well as the task(s) of teaching the year prior. This realization fueled her determination 

(and goal) to become more consistent in all facets of her practice as she prepared to enter 

her second year at Eastside High. From a management standpoint this meant reducing the 

number of behavioral problems to deal with (e.g., less chatter during class time), while 

from an instructional standpoint Mrs. Q aimed to make learning and schoolwork more 

relevant to the student body.  

Throughout her interviews Mrs. Q discussed the importance of establishing clear 

expectations regarding student conduct from day one, noting that high school students 

need explicit instructions regarding how they are supposed to act and behave. As a result, 

she created a list of specific academic and behavioral expectations, which were then 

translated into a system of classroom rules and procedures. This system was explained to 

students through explicit presentation on the first day of school. Mrs. Q also enacted an 

activity that allowed students to negotiate classroom expectations. She told the class that 

she wanted to know what rules they believed were necessary for the classroom to run 

smoothly, and stressed the importance of coming to a collective understanding of what 
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constituted appropriate behavior. Over the first week Mrs. Q operationalized the system 

of rules and procedures by communicating and demonstrating what behaviors were 

desired, and identifying the context and/or setting in which they were to occur. In 

addition, she closely monitored student performance and provided both individual and 

group feedback when necessary to ensure that her expectations were clear. Mrs. Q 

retaught and reminded the class of both rules and procedures until they became routines 

that the students followed automatically. Overall, the rules and procedures appeared to 

help Mrs. Q to facilitate a bell-to-bell work system and reinforce the notion that the role 

of a student was to follow the teacher’s directions and actively participate in classroom 

events. 

 Although rules and procedures were the foundation of Mrs. Q’s classroom 

management system, she utilized a high structured activity/task system to obtain student 

involvement in classroom events. Mrs. Q planned classroom events to fill an hour and 

forty-seven minute timeslot. She preferred seatwork over group work, as it seemed to 

assist her in keeping the classroom quiet and controlled. During the mid-block interview 

Mrs. Q commented that the students struggled to understand the difference between 

socializing and working; therefore, assigning independent tasks was an effective method 

for eliminating excessive talking. However, no matter what type of lesson (e.g., 

seatwork/group work or teacher-/student-directed activities) was planned and prepared, 

each was enacted with a predictable structure and momentum. At the start of a segment, 

Mrs. Q specified the actions and behaviors that students were required to perform, 

provided appropriate resources, and clarified the sequence for accomplishing the 

objective(s). As the lessons progressed, Mrs. Q moved around the room to check student 
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comprehension and work and to provide feedback to individuals and the group. She 

continuously monitored the classroom and gave students clear and consistent information 

and/or signals to facilitate work completion. Mrs. Q kept the flow of lessons moving 

smoothly in order to sustain students’ attention and decrease opportunities for students to 

become distracted. This was either achieved by questioning (i.e., Mrs. Q often called on 

students who appeared to be losing interest or engaging in off-task behaviors), or by 

asking students to give her an update on their work progress. During these lesson 

segments Mrs. Q established her role as an organizer and provider of information as well 

as the primary source of knowledge in the classroom. In other words, it was her 

responsibility to teach and/or transmit information, while the students were responsible 

for memorizing, repeating and applying the information for the purpose of assessments 

(e.g., quizzes and tests). This form of management and instruction seemed to foster 

students’ cooperation in classroom events; however, the term “cooperation” reflected an 

overtly passive rather than active involvement, as students understood that there were 

consequences for not following Mrs. Q’s orders.  

 For this reason, Mrs. Q was consistently successful in keeping the students on-

task during activities over the course of the block; however, much of this student 

involvement was routinized. There were a few exceptions, however, when student 

involvement seemed to reflect genuine student engagement with the content. The most 

notable was an activity titled, “Is this historically accurate?” At the beginning of the 

lesson Mrs. Q alerted the class of the required materials (i.e., pencil and paper) and 

instructed them to create a T-chart. She then introduced the activity, or as she referred to 

it, “a game,” and gave the students specific instructions regarding how to play. She 
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informed the students that they were going to watch a series of video clips from Monty 

Python and the Holy Grail and that they were required to record observations (on the T-

chart) regarding what was historically accurate or inaccurate. The students seemed eager 

to participate from the get-go. Mrs. Q prepared the projector and started the first video 

clip. Students watched intently and took notes on the elements of parody within the 

motion picture. After a scene ended, Mrs. Q pressed pause on the DVD player and 

encouraged the students to consider, on the whole, if the clip was historically accurate. 

After allowing them a few minutes to brainstorm and finish writing down their thoughts, 

Mrs. Q solicited volunteers to discuss various aspects of the scene. Student participation 

was widespread and individuals who rarely got involved in classroom events contributed 

to the social construction of knowledge. Mrs. Q moderated the classroom discussion and 

called on both volunteers and non-volunteers as usual. After listening to the students’ 

opinions and thoughts, she prompted the class to think about minute elements of the 

scene that were not mentioned. In turn, she utilized indirect scaffolding to guide the 

students toward highlighting some of the more subtle inaccuracies within the film. For 

example, she directed the classes’ attention to certain components of satire within each 

scene and encouraged students to explain why it should be perceived as historically 

inaccurate. In response, the students recalled the scenes and were able to generate 

authentic and/or personalized responses without further teacher assistance. Altogether, 

four scenes were watched and a high level of student involvement and participation was 

sustained from start to finish. Over the block, students did show enthusiasm for a handful 

of classroom events (e.g., student-directed activities, games, guest speakers, etc.); 
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however, no other activity or event triggered and then maintained student interest and 

involvement like, “Is this historically accurate?” 

 Despite the fact that Mrs. Q strived to foster student involvement (i.e., authentic 

desire to learn the content) as well as student responsibility, there was a conflict between 

the affordances provided to students and the system itself. To clarify, Mrs. Q developed a 

teacher-centered management system to establish control of the classroom. She organized 

classroom activities and events so that she remained front and center to communicate 

information and/or instructions, as well as keep students on task. Even when students 

were given opportunities to engage in classroom activities where they directed the pace 

of work accomplishment and determined what resources to use, Mrs. Q hovered over 

students as they worked and diminished student autonomy/responsibility with constant 

interactions, monitoring and reinforcements. It wasn’t that Mrs. Q lacked trust in her 

students’ abilities to be on task and involved in activities, rather it was more so a matter 

of strengthening her managerial prowess and physical presence within the classroom. For 

her, classroom management was a form of oversight and it was her responsibility to make 

sure that she was consistent and efficient in preventing disruptions or off-task behaviors 

and promoting student compliance. In other words, Mrs. Q established an authoritative, 

teacher-centered management system that achieved consistent on-task behavior but 

allowed a limited range of student choice and independent decision-making.  

Mr. T  

 Mr. T worked various jobs in the realm of education (e.g., tutoring, coaching, etc.) 

before commencing his career as a high school teacher. As he prepared to enter his third 

year at Eastside High he developed goals to be more progressive in his teaching practice 
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and aspired to empower students to take control of their learning and life experiences. 

During the pre-block interview Mr. T clarified that, “classroom management is less about 

discipline and more about designing lessons that are engaging, so that the students are 

engaged, mentally active and participating in the lesson.” He believed that by creating 

experiences for students to be active participants in the learning process, he wouldn’t 

have to worry as much about student disruptions and/or misbehavior. In addition, he 

commented that he was going to rely on less traditional, top-down teaching techniques 

like lecturing, PowerPoint presentations and note taking, and instead focus on providing 

students with more opportunities to become independent, self-regulated learners. 

 Mr. T believed that he needed only one classroom rule (i.e., “Be respectful) to 

underscore his academic and behavioral expectations. On the first day of school he spent 

more than half the class period explaining how the singular rule related to both 

interpersonal relationships and personal responsibility. In addition, he utilized explicit 

presentation of the syllabus to inform students that although he was responsible for 

organizing and managing the classroom learning environment, students would overall 

determine what they got out of the class and were in control of their education. As Mr. T 

elucidated his classroom expectations he was trying to get the students to buy-into a 

belief system regarding the role of a student. In other words, he attempted to establish an 

enduring understanding that students should be respectful and responsible at all times in 

the classroom. It was his hope that these beliefs would over time become stabilized as a 

group norm. 

 Over the first few weeks it appeared that getting the students to voluntarily 

commit to this ideal and group norm was a difficult task. Mr. T routinely monitored the 
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classroom, however, his physical presence, verbal prompts and reminders did not 

dissuade students from engaging in a myriad of off-task behaviors. In response to 

frequent student disruptions and/or misconduct (as documented earlier), Mr. T sought to 

shape (or reshape) the normative structure of the class by holding regular classroom 

meetings and assigning structured writing prompts to help students reflect on their actions 

and behaviors. In addition, he implemented numerous informal rules (e.g., “Be on task,” 

“No sleeping,” etc.) to give students a clearer understanding of what constituted 

appropriate classroom conduct. 

 Despite the fact that one all-encompassing rule was designed to support the 

management system, Mr. T also relied on a loosely coupled emphasis of respect and 

responsibility to orchestrate and obtain student involvement in classroom events. During 

the first week of school Mr. T advocated a student-centered approach to teaching and 

learning. He permitted students to participate in the negotiation of a grading rubric for 

research papers, emphasized student-directed group work, and repeatedly told students 

that the success of the class project (i.e., an expeditionary learning project to eradicate 

hunger within the state) hinged on their ability to emerge as leaders in the classroom and 

community. In turn, Mr. T created an open classroom environment, in which he provided 

much choice of student learning goals. The majority of class time was spent working in 

groups on the hunger project. Classroom activities were often interdependent and 

encouraged both collaboration and communication. As students conducted research or 

worked on their proposals to end hunger, Mr. T circulated throughout the room to 

monitor student comprehension and work, and provide feedback. During these segments 

Mr. T established his role as a mediator, facilitator and guide. However, with the high 
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degree of autonomy and choice, student involvement in classroom activities and/or tasks 

was intermittent and unpredictable. This was primarily due to the fact that hovering over 

students to ensure that they were always on-task contradicted Mr. T’s philosophy of 

education and student-centered approach to management and instruction. In fact, during 

the mid-block interview, Mr. T stated that he would never give students “coercion 

statements,” (e.g., “If you don’t do this…I will do that”). Instead, he remained committed 

to strictly encouraging students to take responsibility for their actions and behaviors. 

 Over the course of the nine-week block, lesson segments were organized so that 

after some initial guidance (e.g., directions or instructions) students were responsible for 

deciding on resources, pacing themselves, and even determining learning objectives. For 

most activities, students worked in groups independently (and interdependently) rather 

than being directly instructed and supervised by Mr. T. This open and/or progressive 

environment was more active than a conventional classroom, but there were inherent 

issues. Although students were provided with affordances to be actively involved in 

classroom events and to control their own learning and education, compliance was 

voluntary and constrained only by an erratic and unclear signal system. Mr. T did not 

direct, but instead, he attempted to guide students to regulate their own actions and 

behaviors. He sent passive messages about student behavior and had to continually 

redefine limits and redirect students toward making appropriate choices. For example, he 

ignored and/or did not intervene with some of the more problematic student’s repeated 

off-task behaviors, or when challenged by certain students during interventions he would 

downplay the incidents and allow the students to disrespect him publicly. In addition, the 

consequences for not following the rules and program of action were intangible. 
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Although Mr. T spent considerable time trying to build a moral commitment on the part 

of students to his beliefs and values, a system was never fully established because of the 

inherent ambiguity of his commitment to, “be respectful, be responsible.” In other words, 

the emphasis on student responsibility and the inherently open system that Mr. T utilized 

to engender this responsibility constrained his actions with respect to external 

enforcement of classroom order, actions that would undermine his belief in fostering 

student responsibility.  

The Two Teachers Compared 

 As previously discussed, Mrs. Q and Mr. T both set out to orchestrate/obtain 

student involvement in classroom events as well as promote student responsibility, but 

created very different systems to achieve their objectives. Moreover, although both 

teachers utilized the same enactment practices to develop and uphold these systems, each 

operationalized these practices in dissimilar ways.  

Rules and Procedures – Mrs. Q entered the school year with a clear vision of how 

she wanted students to act and behave and in turn developed a cohesive system of 

classroom rules and procedures to define appropriate student conduct and direct work 

completion. Rules and procedures were clear, specific and after the first few days of class 

the system was operationalized and students followed out of habit. Despite the fact that 

there was a high level of student involvement in the rule creation process, Mrs. Q 

maintained authority and veto power over the students’ rule suggestions and was the only 

person responsible for enactment and enforcement. In reference to the latter, although 

Mrs. Q did not align each rule to a specific consequence (for rule-violations), she 

explained that repeated infractions would result in a series of consequences. Moreover, 
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Mrs. Q followed through with her classroom expectations by closely monitoring student 

performance and reinforcing student compliance through a repertoire of strategies and/or 

techniques. In short, she developed a consistent and clear signal system to manage 

students’ actions and behaviors, which was bolstered by a hierarchy of consequences. 

Ultimately, this explicit arrangement of rule, procedures and consequences enabled her to 

establish clear boundaries for student conduct in the classroom. 

Mr. T also entered the school year with a firm idea regarding how students should 

conduct themselves within the classroom; however, he believed that a continuum of 

academic and behavioral expectations could be conveyed in the singular rule, “Be 

respectful.” On the first day of school students were involved in a discussion to 

operationalize how the rule was intended to underscore all actions and behaviors in the 

classroom, yet over the first few weeks it became evident that students needed more 

guidance regarding what constituted appropriate classroom conduct. As a result, Mr. T 

instituted periodic classroom meetings to reemphasize principals of respect and 

responsibility and also assigned structured writing prompts to help students reflect on 

and/or redefine classroom expectations. However, Mr. T experienced difficulties 

following through with enforcement of his expectations. Instead of commanding students 

to act in accordance with his beliefs he attempted to redirect students with an unclear and 

inconsistent signal system and guide students towards making better choices or decisions. 

Moreover, the consequences for being disrespectful (or off-task) were never explicitly 

established which enabled students to frequently avoid reprimands or penalties for not 

complying with the rules and/or program of action. Overall, Mr. T’s aspiration to create a 

social contract and to persuade students to voluntarily commit to an ideal (i.e., be 
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respectful, be responsible) was unsuccessful partly due to the ambiguity inherent within 

the system, but also because Mr. T was erratic in defining and enforcing boundaries for 

conduct. That is, the system that he was attempting to enact had inherent complexities, 

and he could not become consistent in defining and enforcing boundaries without 

reneging on his commitment to student responsibility. 

Activities and Pacing – Mrs. Q enacted many activities (e.g., lecture, note taking, 

etc.) in which she transferred information and/or knowledge to the students. Seatwork 

was preferred to group work, and during most classroom activities and/or events the 

focus was on the teacher. While students worked, Mrs. Q remained front and center to 

provide directions/instructions, pace work completion, and deliver feedback to students. 

During these lesson segments Mrs. Q established her role as the orchestrator of activities 

and provider of information and/or knowledge, while the students were expected to 

follow her lead and absorb/learn whatever she presented. At the beginning of most 

activities Mrs. Q would establish a tentative time limit and then move about the 

classroom to monitor student performance. She then provided periodic announcements 

regarding the time remaining to work. In addition, Mrs. Q often requested student 

feedback to help pace an activity by asking the class how much time they thought was 

needed to complete the work at hand. After receiving the students’ input, she would then 

make a determination about the amount of time left to finish up. Mrs. Q stuck closely to 

the standards and planned curriculum (as specified within the syllabus) in both her 

instruction and assessment practices. She covered a wide range of topics and information 

and incorporated tasks with low ambiguity and risk so that students could follow her 

instructions and with limited cooperation experience success. Most of these lesson 
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segments seemed to emphasize or encourage students to focus on memorizing a set of 

facts, information, (etc.) to help the prepare for passing quizzes and tests, rather than 

building deeper connections with materials and content and in turn gaining an enduring 

understanding of the lessons and/or subject matter. 

In contrast, the majority of Mr. T’s activities and class time centered on fostering 

the students’ desire and ability to conduct independent research and acquire knowledge. 

Group work was emphasized over seatwork, and the focus was predominantly on the 

students, i.e., what they were doing and what they were learning. As students worked, 

Mr. T moved around the classroom and consistently monitored individual or group 

productivity. Through these routine teacher-student interactions and progress checks, Mr. 

T was able to make informed decisions about the amount of time necessary to finish an 

activity. In turn, he would generally make one announcement regarding the time 

remaining for work completion, and after the allotted time expired, he would provide 

directions for submitting work and transition students to the next part of the class period. 

During these lesson segments, Mr. T established his role as an organizer of activities and 

facilitator of information. In other words, Mr. T guided students through classroom 

events and helped them move in the right direction as they struggled to figure things out 

on their own. Ultimately, students were expected to socially construct knowledge and 

direct their own learning. Mr. T utilized tasks that had more ambiguity and risk, however, 

he was always at-hand to help out, provide encouragement and feedback, and to steer 

students throughout learning activities. Over the block the class covered a limited range 

of topics and information related to U.S. history, as promoting collaborative involvement 

in the expeditionary learning project was Mr. T’s main emphasis. In other words, it 
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appeared that Mr. T focused more on providing students with hands-on learning 

experiences and opportunities to connect with the materials and to collaborate with peers 

through independent and interdependent research rather than teaching core facts and/or 

information pertaining to U.S. history. 

Monitoring and Interventions – From the moment that students walked through 

the door, Mrs. Q started monitoring the classroom. She scanned students’ actions and 

behaviors in regular intervals, moved about the room nonstop, and hovered over students 

to check for understanding and (overall) ensure they were complying with the rules, 

program of action, etc. This method of constant surveillance helped her to communicate 

to students that she was always aware of what was happening within the classroom. In 

addition, she demonstrated the willingness and ability to intervene (with or without 

consequences) quickly and consistently in response to disruptions, misconduct, or off-

tasks behaviors. From the beginning of the school year, Mrs. Q made it clear that students 

were expected to follow her orders or else they would be subject to a series of sanctions. 

This authoritative approach to management helped her to establish control of the 

classroom and minimize misbehavior. 

Mr. T also monitored the classroom on a routine basis, however, his emphasis on 

student responsibility and self-discipline enabled students to engage in a myriad of off-

task behaviors without much teacher interference. Over the block Mr. T appeared to be 

more focused on interacting with students to check work, answer questions, provide 

feedback, (etc.) rather than direct or redirect student behavior. On occasions in which he 

made the decision to intervene (due to disruptions or off-task behaviors), students were 

generally presented with rhetorical questions (e.g., “What are you supposed to be 
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doing?”) and given the opportunity to dialogue about the circumstances. In most cases, 

students seemed to honestly reflect on their actions and behaviors and would tell Mr. T 

what they should be doing. After this type of invention and interaction, Mr. T tended to 

remain close by to make sure that students followed through and transitioned back on 

task. Students were given considerable latitude with respect to the boundaries for conduct 

in the classroom. Moreover, interventions without consequences such as reminders or 

verbal prompts were Mr. T’s preferred practice for dealing with the majority of student 

behavioral issues. He seemed to give students numerous warnings and/or opportunities to 

follow the rules, program of action, (etc.) before he decided to take further action and 

enforce consequences. Overall, Mr. T’s permissive approach to management offered 

students considerable autonomy, i.e., few external supports for regulating behavior and 

ensuring their responsibility. This is a key issue, however, as external support becomes 

counter productive when emphasizing student responsibility because support by its very 

nature diminishes responsibility. 

The Management Systems – In comparing and contrasting these cases it is clear 

that both teachers were consistent in carrying out their operational commitments, yet each 

system also created a dilemma around the inherent tensions with respect to student 

responsibility. For Mrs. Q, the teacher-centered management system seemed to be 

effective in helping her establish classroom control and solidify her role as the primary 

source of information and/or knowledge in the classroom; however, by orienting students 

toward compliance and emphasizing a top-down or one-way transmission of information, 

passive (rather than active) learning became the preferred mode of instruction, and 

students missed out on opportunities to develop self-control and overall become 
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accountable and/or responsible for their own actions, behaviors, learning and education. 

Despite the fact that Mrs. Q often told the students that they needed to develop critical 

thinking skills and become more self-sufficient, she limited affordances for autonomy in 

the classroom and continually reinforced the notion that student responsibility was 

defined by following orders, maintaining involvement in classroom events, and 

completing tasks assigned by the teacher. What can be learned from this case is that with 

an authoritative and/or traditional, teacher-centered model of organization and 

management, it becomes increasingly difficult for students to emerge as independent, 

self-regulated learners. A central goal of classroom management is to assist students in 

developing self-discipline, however, when students are not given affordances to 

demonstrate their ability to show control, restraint and learn from their mistakes, 

management becomes a mechanism of control rather than constructivism. 

Conversely, Mr. T created a student-centered management system based around a 

loosely couple emphasis of respect and responsibility. Students were empowered to take 

control of their own learning and education. Mr. T attempted to afford empowerment by 

removing external constraints on conduct and transferring responsibility to students. His 

expectations were clear but did not, in contrast to Mrs. Q, contain explicit rules and 

consequences to control student behavior from the outside. Many students took advantage 

of Mr. T’s open classroom system by engaging in off-task behaviors. Faced with this 

situation, Mr. T could not take over responsibility for enforcing student compliance 

without abandoning his own commitments.  

Over the nine-week block, Mrs. Q did not waver in her commitment to the 

classroom management system that was enacted. By the end of the first week it was 
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evident that students understood how they should conduct themselves in the classroom 

and how to participate in the daily routine and bell-to-bell work system; however, Mrs. Q 

continued to hover over the students and lead them through all classroom events. It was 

important for her to communicate to students that although they were typically on-task 

and well behaved, she would continue to monitor the students’ actions and behaviors and 

try her hardest to ensure that the classroom remained a predictable and orderly learning 

environment. Moreover, she wanted the students to keep in mind that when they returned 

to her class/classroom for block two, (Mrs. Q informed me during an interview that she 

would have the same group of students for the next nine weeks), that they would be held 

to the same academic and behavioral standards and expected to follow the same routines 

and work system. Throughout the series of interviews with Mrs. Q, she repeatedly 

reflected on her major goal for the school year, (which was to be better--and more 

consistent--in all facets of her professional practice), and during the end of the block 

interview expressed that she felt very confident that she had accomplished this objective. 

She commented that in comparison to the year prior she experienced fewer instances of 

student disruptions or misbehavior, classroom chatter was kept to a minimum, and that 

students demonstrated compliance (and responsibility) by following her directives and 

cooperating in classroom events. By contrast, in response to her desire to make learning 

more relevant to students and getting them actively involved/engaged with the content, 

Mrs. Q seemed less satisfied. In particular, she noted that although she taught to the 

standards and presented students with the requisite subject matter and/or content 

knowledge to excel on quizzes and tests, she was disappointed that the post-test scores 

did not reflect the intellectual involvement/engagement that she thought was achieved. 
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Overall, within the post-block interview Mrs. Q indicated that she (now) felt in control of 

her teaching practice and more confident moving forward as a classroom manager; 

however, she would need to reassess her strategies for obtaining student involvement in 

classroom events and ensuring the individuals had an enduring understanding of the 

subject matter. 

Mr. T also remained steadfast in carrying out his operational commitments to the 

classroom management system. He spent considerable time at the beginning of the year 

explaining how a multitude of academic and behavioral expectations could be 

consolidated into one classroom rule, as well as emphasizing “be respectful, be 

responsible.” Moreover, Mr. T continually communicated to the students that they were 

empowered to either take control of their education and increase their chances for 

success, or withdraw from the learning environment (emotionally, mentally, physically) 

and risk failure. Over the first few weeks of the year, Mr. T routinely provided students 

with opportunities to demonstrate their abilities/capacities to be respectful and 

responsible. He gave priority to student-directed group work, encouraged students to 

determine learning goals, and even involved students in the negotiation of a grading 

rubric for research papers. Throughout the series of teacher interviews, Mr. T 

acknowledged feelings of both satisfaction and disappointment in light of his goals for 

the block. He expressed that he was not able to initiate and maintain an adequate level of 

respect in the classroom, but felt that the students needed more time to adjust to the open 

classroom and management system he developed. Mr. T commented that he looked 

forward to having the same group of students for block two, as he believed that at the end 

of block one the students finally gained an enduring understanding about what it meant 
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be responsible (and accountable) for their actions and behaviors, as well as their learning 

and education. In addition, he asserted that although students did not develop self-

discipline to the extent that he had hoped, he was confident they would rise to the 

occasion and demonstrate their capabilities to be both respectful and responsible over the 

next nine weeks. Conversely, Mr. T perceived that he was able to orchestrate and obtain 

student involvement and engagement with the content. He stated that despite the fact that 

the students routinely displayed off-task behaviors and often interrupted the momentum 

of class, he was pleased with the amount of work they were able to accomplish, and 

moreover, that the students showed significant improvement on the post-test. Overall, 

Mr. T did not want to dwell on the shortcomings of the school year to date, instead he 

remained optimistic that his non-coercive philosophy of education could inspire students 

to demand more from themselves and foster the intrinsic motivation needed to succeed in 

school and life. 

 In conclusion, these portraits illustrated two high school teachers who, on the 

basis of past experience, set personal and/or professional goals for their classrooms for 

the block. One teacher, Mrs. Q, was very successful in implementing her goals. That is, 

she was able to establish an orderly classroom, but was less satisfied with her aspiration 

to have students take responsibility and become genuinely involved in classroom events 

and interested in the academic content. The other, Mr. T, stayed true to his goals of 

emphasizing student respect and responsibility but faced implementation problems, 

which were complicated by his commitment to affordance structures for students to 

exercise responsibility. In the end, he ended up with mixed feelings and/or satisfaction.  

 



 

 

134 

 

 

CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study began as a fairly straightforward attempt to learn more about 

classroom rules by examining the rule systems that operated in two high school social 

studies classes. In the process, the researcher stumbled upon a rare case of a teacher who 

was attempting to orchestrate student responsibility in a classroom. Such cases are rare in 

in the literature on classroom management in part because no one is looking for them.  

The consensus in the field is that rules create order and effective classroom managers 

have workable rule systems which are introduced early, taught explicitly, and enforced 

consistently especially over the first few weeks of a school term. Mrs. Q was precisely 

such a believer and was successful in implementing her goal system in her classroom.  

Mr. T, however, was quite different, and indeed Mrs. Q served to highlight the distinctive 

features of his approach. He wanted to orchestrate student responsibility, to establish 

conditions that afforded students the opportunity to be, independently, responsible and 

respectful. Because he refused to compromise in the face of student attempts to test his 

limits, it was possible to see how a system dedicated to student responsibility works. And 

it is this portrait that represents the fundamental contribution of this study to the research 

on classroom management.    

Orchestrating Student Responsibility 

 Mr. T developed a management system in which he encouraged students to be 

self-regulating and develop autonomous morality. In his pre-block interview, Mr. T 

explained that after he started working at Eastside High he did some research to figure 

out how he could create a set of rules that were all encompassing and positive, and that 
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students could buy-into. In turn, he came up with one rule, “Be respectful.” It was 

introduced on the first day of school through explicit presentation of the syllabus and 

clarified through dialogue and/or discussion with the class. Mr. T also utilized learning 

activities to facilitate his vision of classroom order. The majority of activities were 

planned to promote a high degree of student autonomy. After some initial guidance 

students were allowed to pace themselves and complete assignments, classwork, (etc.) 

without continuous external solicitation. That is, the students worked independently or 

collaboratively without being hovered over by the teacher. When he did monitor the 

classroom Mr. T often appeared to be preoccupied with interacting with students or 

groups regarding classwork (e.g., answering questions, providing feedback, etc.) rather 

than enforcing compliance to rules.  

When students tested the boundaries of this loosely framed system, Mr. T 

periodically organized classroom meetings and/or structured writing activities to have 

students discuss and/or reflect on the actions and behaviors he expected them to display. 

Mr. T wanted to hold students accountable and have them share responsibility for 

handling conflict in the classroom. Overall, Mr. T’s management system emphasized 

student involvement and engagement, self-regulation and self-discipline, and community 

responsibility with limited teacher guidance. Moreover, student responsibility for Mr. T 

meant that students were intrinsically motivated to follow instructions, rules, and the 

program of action. Mr. T’s rule system was enacted with a long-term developmental 

focus rather than a short-term organizational focus. In other words, the goal of his 

management was long-term pro-social development of individuals and not the strict 

elimination of student misconduct.  
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In the post-block interview Mr. T discussed the fact that although he was steadfast 

with his operational commitment of emphasizing personal respect and responsibility, he 

was not satisfied with the ways students reacted to his system. Observation data 

confirmed that students often did not accept responsibility for self-governance and were 

frequently not respectful. In these circumstances it was quite clear that Mr. T was 

committed to norms of responsibility and respect. He refused to take away student 

responsibility by creating a system of explicit behavioral guidelines and associated 

punishments that would enforce student compliance externally. That is, he refused to fail 

himself and, in his mind, the students by externally patrolling their compliance to 

“personal responsibility.” 

Mr. T’s steadfast dedication to his ideals made apparent an underlying tension in 

any system that attempts to orchestrate student responsibility. To create conditions that 

afford student responsibility, a teacher must necessarily rely on inherently general norms 

and/or rules such as, “Be responsible” or “Be respectful.” A more explicit set of 

behavioral requirements intrinsically narrows such an affordance. But as research on 

classroom rules has shown (Tikunoff & Ward, 1978; Emmer, Evertson & Anderson, 

1980; Evertson & Emmer, 1982), teachers and students jointly construct classroom rule 

systems in the first weeks of a school term. In other words, the precise meaning of rules 

is made clear in classroom interactions over time. In a system designed to orchestrate 

student responsibility, however, the teacher is necessarily constrained in reacting to 

student “noncompliance” both in interpreting what constitutes noncompliance and 

deciding what is an appropriate consequence for such actions. Mr. T appeared to find the 

window open to him by instituting norm-setting conversations and writing reflections to 
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reiterate the ideals of responsibility and respect. More explicit reactions, such as those of 

Mrs. Q, would have defeated his purposes. 

This case suggests that orchestrating student responsibility in classroom 

conditions is not easy. Yet many curricula and instructional designs assume that student 

responsibility and agency can readily be achieved (see Doyle, in press; Krajcik & 

Blumenfeld, 2006). For example, Van Matre & Johnson (1997) documented an earth 

education program, i.e., Sunship III, that assists adolescents in developing a sense of 

agency. In particular, program leaders are encouraged to treat participants as adults, and 

to help them through their experiences, rather than direct them. This shift in leadership 

roles is intended to influence participants to take personal responsibility for their actions 

and behaviors (etc.), and to use their knowledge and awareness to make informed, 

responsible choices and/or decisions. To date, however, very little work has been done on 

the intricate classroom dynamics that would make student responsibility a reality. 

Connections to and Implications for Research  

In several ways this study both confirms and disrupts the existing research on 

classroom rule systems. Mrs. Q, whether intentionally or not, utilizes much of what is 

known about establishing and maintaining classroom rule systems. At the same time, her 

system fails to accomplish her goal of instilling student responsibility for their own 

learning. Mr. T’s case might provide at least a partial answer to this problem: You cannot 

teach responsibility by shifting responsibility from students to an externally orchestrated 

system of explicit rules and consequences. At the same time, Mr. T demonstrated that 

orchestrating student responsibility directly is by no means easy, and most of what we 

know about classroom rule systems is not relevant to this venture. Clearly more work is 
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needed to locate cases similar to Mr. T and to study them more intentionally over longer 

periods of time to see how they play out under classroom conditions.   

The practical implications of this study are unclear at the present time. Certainly 

the work suggests that facile recommendations for orchestrating student responsibility 

should be viewed with caution. However, little is known at this point about how student 

responsibility can be orchestrated in conventional classroom conditions.   

As a side issue, the findings are important because they show how teachers’ goal 

systems and intentions play a key role in their practical enactment of classroom practices 

(see Janssen, Westbroek, Doyle & van Driel, 2013). As previously mentioned, the bulk of 

evidence-based research on classroom organization and management have been process-

product or process-outcome studies that highlighted “what” effective managers do, rather 

than “how” they do it. Therefore, this study adds to the empirical literature base by 

providing thick, rich descriptions of how two teachers constructed personal/professional 

goals for the school year, and in turn, adapted their teaching practices to establish and 

maintain these goal systems. In the pre-block interviews both teachers outlined their 

specific goal structures regarding classroom management, and at the beginning of the 

year they immediately began to translate their educational philosophies into classroom 

practices. One teacher (Mrs. Q) set goals in response to the problems she experienced 

during her first year of teaching, and in turn, created an authoritative management and/or 

rule system to control the classroom along with student behaviors. The other (Mr. T) set 

goals to transcend traditional methods of management and instruction and to develop a 

student-centered management and/or rule system that guided students toward self-

discipline.  
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Limitations of the Research 

In light of the findings, a few limitations of the research should be considered. 

First, a basic limitation of this research is the relatively small sample size of two high 

school teachers, which limits the generalizability of the findings. However, the researcher 

feels that the outcomes of this research will be beneficial for educators and educational 

researchers to increase our understanding of how rules come to be and how they function 

to define classroom life. Follow up studies, with a special focus on cases such as that of 

Mr. T, promise to increase substantially our understanding of classroom rule systems and 

their impact on student responsibility.   

 Another limitation of the research is that the teacher participants were relatively 

new to the teaching profession. For instance, Mrs. Q was entering her second year of 

teaching, while Mr. T was entering his third. Literature on classroom organization and 

management has highlighted that novice teachers often experience difficulties related to 

classroom management; therefore, conducting studies with veteran teachers could reveal 

more about how rule systems are established/maintained as well as how classroom order 

is achieved. 

A Final Reflection 

On a macro level, this study documented the evolution of two high school social 

studies teachers’ rule systems, and provided a better understanding of the role of rules in 

classroom organization and management. However, on a micro level, the findings reveal 

that following a template for effective management could arguably compromise a 

teacher’s ability to foster students’ development of their own control, discipline, and 

responsibility, especially at the high school level. 
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In light of what teacher education literature tells us about effective organization 

and management, Mrs. Q’s classroom management system was textbook. She planned 

extensively prior to the school year, developing curricula, expectations, syllabi, (etc.), 

and used the first day and/or first meeting of class to explain the course requirements and 

communicate her expectations for classroom conduct. In addition, she developed a highly 

structured task/activity system, and over the first week of school students were 

assimilated into a daily routine and bell-to-bell work system. As students attempted to 

test boundaries for conduct at the beginning of the year, Mrs. Q demonstrated a 

willingness to act quickly and consistently, hovering over students at all times and 

constantly surveilling the classroom. Her emphasis on explicitness and enforcement 

seemed to help her to establish order and maintain the classroom system; however, this 

external control also appeared to restrict student autonomy and responsibility. That is, 

Mrs. Q’s management was based on self-preservation, as one of her major goals and 

commitments for the school year was to ensure that she never relinquished control of the 

classroom. Perhaps she feared that giving students more freedom and choice would 

weaken her status an authority figure and teacher. However, to truly assist high school 

students in becoming independent, self-regulated learners, students need to be provided 

with a greater degree of choice and control, as well as routine affordances to demonstrate 

responsibility. In Mrs. Q’s case, her determination to control learning along with the 

classroom environment ultimately inhibited the students’ ability to discover and learn life 

skills essential for making the transition into adult independence. 

By contrast, Mr. T’s classroom management reflected a commitment to self-

determination and the belief that all students have the right to direct their own education 
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and lives. From the first day of school, Mr. T made an effort to treat students like adults, 

and empowered them with opportunities uncommon in classrooms, for example, 

negotiating standards for grading and determining learning goals. Furthermore, Mr. T 

made an effort to move away from a position of authority for monitoring and/or directing 

students as well as class work, and instead became an advisor who was interested in 

helping out when/where needed. He intended to let the programs of action pull the 

learners along by orchestrating real world, problem-based learning activities, rather than 

push them along with top-down teaching/management practices and/or the one-way 

transmission of information. From the start of the school year, students seemed taken 

back by the fact that their teacher provided them with affordances for freedom and choice 

in the classroom, and it often appeared that the students took advantage of Mr. T’s 

student-centered approach to management by pursuing their own agendas and habitually 

displaying off-task behaviors. In fact, from an outside observer, Mr. T’s classroom was 

often chaotic, and such a mercurial milieu might lead one to wonder if the teacher had 

any management skills at all. However, over time it became evident that Mr. T’s 

commitment to emphasizing respect and responsibility limited his access to options like 

explicitness and enforcement, which torpedo student responsibility. Moreover, he was so 

consistent with his principles, he was unbending. Every learning activity and/or 

classroom event became an opportunity for personal growth and development, and 

students were provided with routine affordances to act as causal agents and make 

personal choices about their direction in education and life.  

Overall, these two cases illustrate the complexities of establishing and 

maintaining both a rule system, and a classroom management system at the high school 
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level. From a research perspective, an implication of this study is to find out whether 

more classroom teachers share Mr. T’s philosophy of education, as well as his 

commitment and goals in regards to the orchestration of student responsibility. That is, 

are other teachers trying this? If so, where are they, and what do their classrooms look 

like? While conducting preliminary research for this report, 150 sets of classroom rules 

were collected from each genre of schooling (i.e., elementary, junior high/middle school, 

and high school) and only one teacher--a high school teacher--organized classroom 

expectations around a singular rule, “Be respectful.” This consideration could lead one to 

believe that most teachers likely follow guidelines within teacher education literature that 

for classroom rules to be effective they should be necessary and/or reasonable, 

observable and/or measurable, stated in positive terms, few in number, and age-

appropriate.  

Last, from a personal perspective it must be acknowledged that during the data 

analysis the researcher experienced difficulties trying not to judge Mr. T and/or give him 

advice (i.e., imperatives) regarding the perceived lack of order in his classroom. As 

previously mentioned, having worked in the realm of teaching and teacher education for 

the last decade (plus), and having an enduring understanding of best practices in 

classroom organization and management, it was at times tough to observe Mr. T 

seemingly mismanage the classroom. However, after critical reflection on the purposes of 

the social sciences (i.e., to prepare students for responsible citizenship within a 

democracy) as well as high school (i.e., to prepare students to be independent, as well as 

college or career ready), the researcher came to an understanding that Mr. T was indeed 

preparing students for meaningful life in and outside of school; to be an informed and 
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responsible citizen, self-sufficient, and respectful of themselves and others. By 

acknowledging this evolution of positionality, perhaps the most important finding of this 

research surfaced. That is, enacting systems of student responsibility is difficult because 

the teacher is caught on a balance beam of affordance versus intervention. The more of 

the latter, the less of the former and vice versa. In conclusion, additional research is 

necessary to explore this issue further. 
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APPENDIX A: RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

 
Hello, my name is Bradford Melrose, and I am a doctoral student in the Department of 
Teaching, Learning and Sociocultural Studies at the University of Arizona. 
 
I am currently working on completing my dissertation, which examines the role of rules 
within classroom organization and management. 
 
In short, my focus is to investigate how rules are established in high school classrooms. 
 
This project has been approved by the Department of Teaching, Learning & Sociocultural 
Studies in the College of Education at the University of Arizona, as well as the Office for 
the Responsible Conduct of Research. If you are willing to volunteer your classroom and 
time, please review the attached Consent Form-502a for further details regarding the 
scope of the study, and stipulations regarding participation.  
 
After perusing the information, please contact me with further interest to participate in 
the research project. 
 
Thank you, in advance, for your consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Bradford Melrose 
bapm@email.arizona.edu 
520-205-2243 
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APPENDIX B: MRS. Q’s CLASSROOM LAYOUT 
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APPENDIX C: MR. T’s CLASSROOM LAYOUT 
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APPENDIX D: TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Interview Questions – Before the school year and/or block: 
 
1. Describe yourself, your background? 
-Describe your original interest and/or motivation to become a teacher? 
-Describe your teacher education, training, and/or professional development? 
 
2. Describe your philosophy of education? 
 
3. Describe your view of classroom management? 
-What is classroom management? (A definition?) 
-Why is classroom management important? 
-What is your approach to classroom management?  
-What are your management goals for the school year and/or block? 
 
4. What expectations do you have for students? 
-What are your behavioral expectations for students this year? 
-What are your academic expectations for students this year? 
 
5. Do you utilize classroom rules? 
-How do you plan on establishing classroom rules this year?  
-If applicable, what are your proposed classroom rules? 
-Why/how did you select/plan those rules, in particular? 
-Do you believe classroom rules are important? Why/why not? 
-Do you believe classroom rules are effective (Preventing misbehavior? Facilitating 
learning? Etc.) Please explain… 
 
6. Do you utilize classroom procedures? 
-What are your proposed procedures? 
-Why did you select those procedures, in particular? 
 
7. How do these social practices affect classroom organization and management? 
 
8. Discuss your overall goals for the school year and/or block? 
 
9. What do you want to accomplish this year and/or block, in terms of both management 
and instruction? 
 
10. What do you want students to learn this year? 
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Interview Questions – Mid-block: 
 
1. How have your plans for management and instruction performed so far? 
-What has been effective? 
-What has been ineffective? 
-What might you have done differently, from the start? 
 
2. What do you perceive to be the biggest management issue so far? 
-What do you need to re-think/work on over the second half of the block? 
 
3. How did you initiate the establishment of classroom rules? 
-What social practices were utilized to initiate rule establishment? 
 
4. Describe the role of rules, thus far, in classroom organization and management? 
 
5. Describe your thoughts on the effectiveness of the classroom rules so far? In other 
words, have the rules been effective, so far, in helping organize and manage the 
classroom? 
 
6. Are there additional rules that could be developed to bolster your management goals? 
 
7. Additional questions to be asked will pertain to events pinpointed within classroom 
observations. 
 
Additional questions for Mrs. Q: 
 
-Do the police check-ins affect your classroom management / instruction? 
-What about the attendance clerk checking in? 
-Why do you stand at the door and monitor students’ entering/exiting the room? 
 
Additional questions for Mr. T:  
 
-Do the police check-ins affect your classroom management / instruction? 
-What about the attendance clerk checking in? 
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Interview Questions – End of the block:  
 
1. Did you accomplish your management and instructional goals this year? 
 
2. Why were classroom rules established? 
 
3. How were classroom rules established? 
 
4. In reflection, would you have changed anything about the process of establishing 
classroom rules? 
 
5. Were classroom rules effective… 
…Preventing disruption and/or misbehavior? 
…Increasing positive behaviors and/or positive peer relationships? 
…Facilitating classroom conditions for learning and achievement? 
 
6. Are classroom rules an essential element of a classroom management plan? 
 
7. Can classrooms function/thrive without classroom rules? 
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APPENDIX E: CONSENT FORM 

The University of Arizona Consent to Participate in Research 
 
Study Title: “Rule establishment in two high school classrooms.” 
 
Principal Investigator: Bradford Melrose 
 
This is a consent form for research participation.  It contains important information 
about this study and what to expect if you decide to participate.  Please consider the 
information carefully. Feel free to discuss the study with your friends and family and to 
ask questions before making your decision whether or not to participate. 
 

1.   Why is this study being done?  
Empirical studies on rule establishment in high school classrooms are scarce. This study 
will contribute to the literature on organization and management in secondary schools by 
examining how rule systems facilitate classroom organization and management. 
 
2.   How many people will take part in this study?  
 
Two high school teachers will comprise the case study. I am asking for another 4 
individuals in the off chance that there might be a substitute teacher in the class. 
 
3.   What will happen if I take part in this study?  
 
Individuals will be observed in the classroom everyday, Monday through Thursday, for a 
nine-week period or block and interviewed in three phases: before the block, in the 
middle of the block, and at the end of the block. The classroom observations will take 
place from August 13 to October 18, 2012, totaling 35 visits to each classroom. The 
interviews will take place before the block, August 6-10, 2012; in the middle of the 
block, September 10-14, 2012; and at the end of the block October 22-26, 2012. 
 
4.   How long will I be in the study?  
 
The study will commence the week before the 2012-2013 school year begins (August 6-
10, 2012) to conduct initial interviews and to build teacher rapport. Interview times will 
vary throughout the project, but are anticipated to last no more than 1 hour for each 
interview. Classroom observations will commence on Monday August 13th, 2012 (i.e., 
the first day of school) and last for nine-week period and/or “block” ending October 18th, 
2012. To clarify, over the nine-week block schedule, both teachers participating, along 
with their classrooms, will be observed 35 times. The concluding interviews will be 
conducted the week after the block ends, October 22-26, 2012. In short, you will be 
expected to participate in the study from August 6th, 2012 to October 26, 2012. 
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5. Can I stop being in the study? 
 
Your participation is voluntary.  You may refuse to participate in this study.  If you 
decide to take part in the study, you may leave the study at any time.  No matter what 
decision you make, there will be no penalty to you and you will not lose any of your 
usual benefits.   

 

6. What risks, side effects or discomforts can I expect from being in the 
study? 

 
Participation in the study has minimal risks and/or side effects. The most notable risk, 
side effect, or discomfort --psychological discomfort or distress, could occur by having 
an observer from an outside agency within your personal space and classroom for a 
prolonged period of time. 
 
7. What benefits can I expect from being in the study? 
 
Individuals may benefit, personally and professionally, participating in the study by 
gaining a better understanding of classroom organization and management. 
 
8.   What other choices do I have if I do not take part in the study? 

 
You may choose not to participate without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. 
 
9.   Will my study-related information be kept confidential? 
 
Efforts will be made to keep your study-related information confidential.  However, there 
may be circumstances where this information must be released.  For example, personal 
information regarding your participation in this study may be disclosed if required by 
state law.   

Also, your records may be reviewed by the following groups, (as applicable to the 
research): 
• Office for Human Research Protections or other federal, state, or international 

regulatory agencies 
• The University of Arizona Institutional Review Board or Office of Responsible 

Research Practices 
 
10. What are the costs of taking part in this study?  
 
There is no cost for participating in this study, other than time. 
 
11. Will I be paid for taking part in this study? 
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You will receive no monetary compensation for participating in this study. 
 
12. What are my rights if I take part in this study? 

 
If you choose to participate in the study, you may discontinue participation at any time 
without penalty or loss of benefits.  By signing this form, you do not give up any personal 
legal rights you may have as a participant in this study. 
 
You may refuse to participate in this study without penalty or loss of benefits to which 
you are otherwise entitled. 

 
An Institutional Review Board responsible for human subjects research at The University 
of Arizona reviewed this research project and found it to be acceptable, according to 
applicable state and federal regulations and University policies designed to protect the 
rights and welfare of participants in research. 
 
13. Who can answer my questions about the study? 
 
For questions, concerns, or complaints about the study you may contact the principal 
investigator, Bradford Melrose via email: bapm@email.arizona.edu or telephone: 520-
205-2243. For questions about your rights as a participant in this study or to discuss other 
study-related concerns or complaints with someone who is not part of the research team, 
you may contact the Human Subjects Protection Program at 520-626-6721 or online at 
http://orcr.vpr.arizona.edu/irb. 
 
Signing the consent form 
 
I have read (or someone has read to me) this form, and I am aware that I am being asked 
to participate in a research study.  I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have 
had them answered to my satisfaction.  I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.  
 
I am not giving up any legal rights by signing this form.  I will be given a copy of this 
form. 
 

 
 

  

Printed name of subject  Signature of subject 
   

 
 
AM/PM 

  Date and time  
    

 
Investigator/Research Staff 
 
I have explained the research to the participant or the participant’s representative before 
requesting the signature(s) above.  There are no blanks in this document.  A copy of this 
form has been given to the participant or to the participant’s representative. 
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Bradford Melrose 
 

  

Printed name of person obtaining consent  Signature of person obtaining consent 
   

 
 
AM/PM 

  Date and time  
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