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INTRODUCTION

Students’ disruptive behaviours is a frequent thefrteachers’ talk. This is a subject of
concern to both teachers starting their careerexpérienced teachers. The former fear
that they will be unable to manage possible disvepncidents that may occur in their
classrooms. The latter, having already faced uralgsi situations, fear to have to face
them again. Although this subject of much concertetichers has been the object of
wide research, they still have great difficultiscoping with this problem.

Disciplinary behaviours in the classroom are comptelational and interactive
phenomena that present various degrees of intengityunderlying multiple factors of
a social, family, personal and schooling characleis, therefore, a problem with
multiple approaches. The vast bibliography on #ubject shows psychopedagogic
studies (Romi & Mira, 1999; Munn, Johnstone & Shd@98), sociopedagogic studies
(Bastik, 2000; MacFadden, 1995; McNeil, 1986; Wqdd@30) and sociological studies
(French & Raven, 1960; Denscombe, 1985; Friedtk9§3; Marshet al, 1980). Our
study uses a sociological approach, where we sotgloeepen the analysis of the
relations between teachers and students in ordach@ve a better understanding of
disciplinary behaviours and help teachers to abeidaviours that put at stake students’
learning. This study is part of a broader studyvgsi2002) where we analysed the
relation between students’ disciplinary behavioamsl teachers’ pedagogic practice in
the context of the science classroom and whereoaket for reasons underlying that
relation. The research is particularly based om8tein’s theory of pedagogic discourse
(1990).

That broader study showed that students’ disciplifeehaviours seemed to be mostly
related to the specific coding orientation (SCOj fbe regulative dimension of
teachers’ pedagogic practice and to the socioffedispositions (SAD) for that
practice (Silva, 2002). The present study intendsleepening the understanding of
these results, by analysing the extent to which:stadents’ disciplinary behaviours
reflect the interaction between the SCO to the heastudentcontrol relationsthat
characterize the regulative context of the pedag@uactice, and the SAD to that
practice; (b) distinct levels of disruptive behawi® reflect the interaction between
students’ SCO to the teacher-studgrwer relations that also characterize the
regulative context of the pedagogic practice, &@d3SAD to that practice.



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

When we talk about disruptive behaviours we areabetiys speaking about the same
thing. For some teachers, when a student comeghatolassroom with the cap on his
head or chewing a gum, he is considered as havidgsraptive behaviour. Other
teachers will dismiss this as an unimportant ishese distinct understandings may be
a reason why a disruptive behaviour is defined amious forms in the literature
(Amado, 2001; Denscombe, 1985; Durkheim, 2003; diztrl992; Lawrencet al,
1985; Munn, Johnstone & Sharp, 1998; Woods, 1980).

In this study, a disruptive behaviour in the classn is considered asnaanifestation of
acts/conducts, from the part of students, whichehamderlying them attitudes not
legitimised by the teacher in the regulative contex the pedagogic practice,
consequently disrupting the normal teaching-leagnomocessThus, students’ acts and
conducts legitimised by the teacher, in the regudatontext of his/her pedagogic
practice, are considergmoper behaviours, whereas acts and conducts not legétnis
by the teacher are considerédsruptive behaviours. According to the theoretical
framework of this study, the pedagogic practiceresents a given modality of
pedagogic code, that is a given form of institudiliging the school's elaborated
orientation. Sociologically, the practice can bearelcterized by power (classification)
and control (framing) relations that define thetrimstional and regulative contexts of
the classroom. The instructional context refersthie knowledges and cognitive
competences that are part of a given disciplineereds the regulative context refers to
the values, attitudes and norms of social conduat tharacterize the processes of
social interaction in the classroom. Pedagogictmes globally characterized by strong
classifications and framings correspond to didgatactices, centred on the transmitter,
whereas pedagogic practices characterized by wéadsiftications and framings
correspond to self regulative practices, centredth@n acquirer. Between these two
extremes there are mixed modalities of pedagogictime that are characterized by
strong classifications and/or framings in someti@is and by weak classifications
and/or framings in other relations.

According to Bernstein (1990), an appropriate penBnce in a specific context

(instructional or regulative) of the pedagogic pic requires the acquisition of

recognition and realization rules to that contélgt is the acquisition of the specific

coding orientation to the context (Figure 1). Thisgession of recognition rules allows
the distinction between contexts through the idieation of the specific characteristics

of a context, whereas the possession of realizatibes creates the means for the
selection of meanings appropriate to the contexggjve realization) and the production
of the legitimate text (active realization).
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Figure 1 — Specific coding orientation, socio-affective disposs and performance in specific
classroom contexts (Adapt from Morais & Antune$4)9

According to the diagram, when we consider studepésformance in terms of
disciplinary behaviours, that performance is aredys terms of the specific coding
orientation to theregulative contextof the pedagogic practice in the classroom.
Considering that the specific regulative contexXtthe pedagogic practice may differ in
power and control relations that characterize decher-student interactions, we can
appreciate students’ specific coding orientation the regulative context of the
pedagogic practice in terms of each one of the types of relations (power and
control). Within this perspective of analysis, ifudents are to show a legitimate
performance in a given regulative context (i.e.ndb have disruptive behaviours) they
must possess the specific coding orientation tatimérol relations that characterize that
context. This means that the students should hea@gnition rulesthat allow them to
recognize control relations that are present intdaeher’'s regulative practice. They
should also haveealization rulesthat allow them not only to select the meanings
adequate to the teacher’s specific regulative mednd the attitudes and conducts
legitimised in that practicepéssive realizatioyy but also to act in accordance to those
attitudes and conductsidtive realizatioh If students do not possess these rules in a
minimal degree, this means that they do not hagesgiecific coding orientation to the
control relations that characterize the specifgutative context and that that absence
may lead them to show disruptive behaviours. Howestedents may have the specific
coding orientation and still show disruptive beloavs because, as evidenced by the
model of figure 1, performance in a given contextmediated by socio-affective
dispositions. Given the influence that the two msaitializing agencies — family and
school — may have on the way the student behaveshimol contexts, we can say that
socio-affective dispositions depend on both theiwngl that the family accords to school
discourses and the kind of practices that the dchees to legitimize its discourses.
Thus, to have socio-affective dispositions favoledb a given school context means to
have enjoyment and/or aspirations and values tedc&l relations legitimised in that
context. When we consider the student’'s performaincéerms of socio-affective
dispositions, we may say that, even when posses$issgpecific coding orientation to
the teacher-student control relations, if the stisledislike the teacher pedagogic



practice (instructional and/or regulative) and ad possess the aspirations and values
for the text (instructional and/or regulative) reqd by the school/teacher, they may
still have disruptive behaviours.

Summarizing, students’ disruptive behaviours indl@ssroom, according to our model
of analysis (Figure 1), may be a result of the abseof specific coding orientation to
the teacher-student control relations, in the ra&tixé context of the teacher pedagogic
practice, and/or of the socio-affective dispossidavourable to that practice. However,
as referred by Amado (2001), different levels o$rdptive behaviours may exist.
According to this author, three levels can be daafinThe first, called “deviance from
the classroom rules”, refers to incidents that l@adlisruption’ of the good functioning
of the class. The second level, “the conflict betwgairs” includes the incidents that
show essentially difficulties in the relation beemestudents, sometimes leading to
‘violence’ and ‘bullying’ phenomena. The third I¢yvé&conflicts in the teacher-student
relation”, refer to behaviours that, in varied wagefy the power and status of the
teacher, also including violence and vandalismresgdhe school property.

According to Crozier and Friedberg (1977), the eiser of power is not a solitary
exercise, as the relational character of power igsplalways the possibility of
negotiation and adaptation of the actors involvethat relation. In this way, even in a
strongly asymmetrical and unequal relation, ahésrelation between the teacher and
the students, none of the actors is totally degrieé power. This means that the
students also have a small part of power, althotingh is mostly of an informal
character, as it is a power that is not legitimisétler by the school-institution or by
society.

Various studies have focused on the issue of stadeformal power and the various
forms of putting it into practice (Delamont, 1988pods, 1987). This informal power is
a group powerwhich is directly related to the number of studetitat are mobilised
against the teacher. According to Delamont (1988have power, students need the
help of their friends. In this way, the largerhe thumber of students involved in a given
situation, the more reduced are the asymmetriestenteby the teacher-student power
relations.

According to our model, the different levels of rdigtive behaviours, we referred
above, may be seen in terms of the interaction é&&tvthe specific coding orientation to
the teacher-studergiower relations that characterize the regulative context of the
pedagogic practice, and the socio-affective digjursi to that practicEA student with
disruptive behaviours who does not possess theifspeoding orientation to the
teacher-student power relations may be only invbiveincidents corresponding to the
two first levels of disruptive behaviours. The fétat s/he does not recognise that there
is a power asymmetry between teacher and studadtsrathe fact that s/he does not
know how to blur that power asymmetry, limits hiev'lof voluntarily defy the teacher,
that is it limits him/her of showing behaviours théo some extent, can defy the
teacher’s power and status. His/her disruptive \nena may simply reflect the absence
of the specific coding orientation to the teachedsnt control relations and/or
favourable socio-affective dispositions to the teagedagogic practice. However, if a
student, with unfavourable socio-affective disgossg to the teacher pedagogic
practice, possesses the specific coding orientatmnthe teacher-studenpower
relations s/he may be involved in incidents that defy teacher's power and status
(third level of disruptive behaviours).



METHODOLOGY

The study followed a comprehensive-interpretativethudological approach. We used
an external language of description derived frommBein’s internal language of
description (2000), that is we used a methodologgeld on the dialectical relation
between the theoretical and the empirical so that theoretical propositions, the
external language of description and the empiacalysis interact with each other.

Subjects of the study

We selected four students of two science classésedd” year of schooling (ages 14
12") and respective teachers (both females). Thesmbkclasses were the object of the
broader study of which this study is part (Silv@02). Three students were part of
school class X and one student of school classhé. Jedagogic practices of the two
teachers differed dramatically. Teacher X (Sar&dus practice that approximated to a
didactic model, that is a practice centred on daeter, whereas teacher Y (Ana) used a
mixed modality of pedagogic practice, more studereatred” The two school classes
differed in their students’ behaviour. Studentslaiss X showed in general disruptive
behaviours whereas students of class Y behaveanergl well. Both school classes
were taught by teacher X in theff ear of schooling and both were considered by this
teacher as behaving badly.

The selection of these four students was maddustriite representative cases of well
behaved students of both school classes and repaése cases of badly behaved
students who were involved in incidents correspogdo different levels of disruptive
behaviours. From the three students of school ckgssvo were considered by the
teacher as very disruptive and the third was cemnsdl as behaving well. Student of
school class Y behaved well, although he had beeohied in many disruptive
incidents during his previous year.

General methodological aspects

To meet the objectives of the study we wanted tovkif the students recognised the
control relations between teacher and studentsfahey possessed the realization rules
to those relations in the regulative context of ¢hessroom, and also to know if they
had favourable socio-affective dispositions tortheachers’ regulative and instructional
practices. We had to define the sociological charatics of the instructional and
regulative contexts of the teachers’ practicesoAle had to define if students were
able to recognise the teacher-student power relgtithat characterize the regulative
context of the classroom, and if they know howdbta weaken those relations.

The observation of the science lessons gave ustddiath characterize the teachers’
pedagogic practices and students’ behaviours imseof active realization. The
characterization of the pedagogic practice was niigdesing instruments that referred
to both the regulative and the instructional cots2XTo obtain information about
recognition and passive realization rules, whentéaeher-student control relations in
the regulative context were considered, and alsoutatstudents socio-affective
dispositions to the teacher’s pedagogic practitestadents answered a questionnaire.



In a second stage, a semi-structured interview mvade to the four students of this
specific study. Regarding the questionnaire, some questions weested to the
recognition rules. Students were faced with crtidesciplinary incidents and with
diverse modalities of pedagogic practice, represkim comics, and were asked to
identify the kind of control mostly used by the#tather and the modality of regulative
practice closer to that of their teacher. Otherstjoas were intended to obtain data
about the passive realization rules. Before disvaptncidents observed in the
classroom, and represented in comics, the stuaesTs asked to identify the attitudes
legitimised by the teacher in the regulative contéher pedagogic practice. Finally, as
a form of getting information about students’ seaftective dispositions, we asked
them to indicate, justifying, among several modsdit of both instructional and
regulative pedagogic practices, also representembinics, those they preferred most.
This was followed by a comparison with the typetloé¢ teacher’s practice we had
previously observed and characterized.

The data of the interview, allowed to consolidate tlata referred above and also
provided data about the students’ specific codingntation to the teacher-student
power relations

THE CASE OF FOUR STUDENTS

The four students showed a very distinct way ofabetg in the classroom. Two of
them showed frequently disruptive behaviours wtetha other two showed to have a
proper behaviour. Among those who disrupted thessglahe behaviours were
substantially distinct. One of them was only invamvin anecdotal incidents related to
the disrespect of the functioning rules of the lasm, whereas the other not only was
involved in these incidents but above all showeldalv@urs that purposely intended to
defy the teacher’s power and status.

The main objective of the analysis of the four saseas to suggest explanatory
hypotheses for the occurrence of proper and diseugiehaviours and for different
degrees of disruptive behaviours.

The case of Marco

Marco was a student of class X and was 14 yeardHdperformance in the regulative

context, was frequently illegitimate, that is h@wkd a frequent disruptive behaviour.
He was the leader of the class, having a notoriofigence over other students. He

would not follow teacher’s directions as, for exaepo do the tasks required and even
coming to the point of insulting and menacing thacher. He would constantly stand
up to talk to other students in order they woultlaxording to what he had planned.
However, he sometimes assumed the role of a “vedlabed student”, showing interest
and listening. Every time this happened, he imntetliavould start denouncing other

students by saying that they were doing ‘this’ thiat’ and that for that reason he was
unable to listen. All this scenario was part oftategy that he had agreed upon with
other students. Let us see the following situati@t took place in one of the lessons we
observed:



The teacher was questioning the students aboubltioel circulation and, within this subject, he
asks Marco, who seemed to be paying attentioneatiun. He starts to answer but, immediately
after, he says “I cannot think! Look at the porraggtic magazine over there! Can’t you see the
magazines they have over there?” In face of théesit’s denouncing, the teacher told one of the
students who she suspected was having the magdrimgoing to call the clerk. You have no
respect, | must send you [...].” The chaos was estaddl. Nobody assumed to be the owner of the
magazine, which was passing from student to studeittiout the teacher being able to get it,
ending up thrown out of the window by one of thedsints.

According to our observation, this incident did weotur unintentionally, Marco acted
deliberately, predicting what was going to happen.

According to Amado’s classification (2001) of digtive behaviours, we think that
Marco’s behaviour during the classes we observedrea the three levels he proposes,
with a predominance of behaviours which corresporttie highest level, as he behaved
to directly defying the teacher.

The analysis of the questionnaire showed thatstident identified clearly the type of
control more frequently used by the teacher anecsad, from the various modalities of
regulative practice, represented in the comics,ptlaetice more similar to that of his
teacher. Thus, we considered that the student nészedy for the regulative context of
his teacher’'s pedagogic practice, the teacher-studtrol relations (he possessed the
recognition rules). Through the interview, we cos&k that Marco was able to clearly
identify the attitudes and conducts which were tlegsed by the teacher in the
regulative context of her practice. For example,the question'How should you
behave in the classroom so that your science teacbasider her students well
behaved?; the student answeréfl..] to be quiet, speak in our turn, only leave our
seat when Miss Sara gives permission, do not impgrthe class, do not disturb the
class... do not talk to others about things not edato the lesson.Considering that
the teacher used only an expositive method, wherestudent had a passive role and
where obedience to teacher and to rules were titedats most valued, we think that the
student possessed, for the regulative context efpdagogic practice, the passive
realization rules to the teacher-student contriaitiens. However, his behaviour in the
classroom was quite distinct from the one he reterteading us to assume that that
behaviour was the consequence of an absence vé aealization rules to the teacher-
student control relations and/or the absence absaftective dispositions favourable to
the teacher’s pedagogic practice.

If we now consider that, in the first lesson weeahed, Marco showed a performance
that corresponded to the behaviour he told us shbelappropriate in that classroom
and considering also that in further lessons heetiomes had that behaviour, we believe
that this student possessed active realizatiorhéoteéacher-student control relations.
Thus, if the student possessed the recognition raeatization rules to the control
relations that characterized the regulative contdxtis teacher’'s pedagogic practice,
this means that he possessed the specific codiegtation to those relations. With
regard to the socio-affective dispositions, theadadbm the questionnaire indicate that
the student did not like his teacher’s practicay\ftative and instructional), when he
answered that he would prefer a practice with aiarstics opposite to those observed
in his teacher’s pedagogic practice (globally chemazed by strong framings). These
data are confirmed, in the interview, by his ansteehe questiofiDo you like the way
the teacher deals with you all?”



“I don't like. Whatever | do she immediately shoatsme, menacing that she will send me out of
the classroom, that she will send me to the disw@py council, that she is going to make a
participation of me [...] The discipline | prefer ssience. What spoils everything is Miss Sara. |
had this teacher twice but before that | had verydgteachers [...]"

Through our talk with Marco and with the directdrhos school class, we learned that
his family did not value the school discourse. Exwample, the fact that Marco did not
behave well in some disciplines did not constitateproblem to his stepfather.
According to Neves and Morais (2005), the socidhtiens inside the family,
particularly between father and mother and alsawéen parents and children, represent
an implicit and tacit regulative practice, throughich the children perceive the
multiple social relations that are valued in theanifg/community. The family’s
devaluation of the school must be perceived by blamed this might have led to his
absence of aspirations/values to the text requinedhe teacher-school. This would
influence his socio-affective dispositions. In fatthe student did not like his teacher’s
pedagogic practice (regulative and instructionadyl,asimultaneously, did not have
aspirations and values related to the text legs#aiby the teacher-school, his socio-
affective dispositions to the teacher's pedagogi@aciice would be strongly
unfavourable.

Given the fact that Marco possessed the specifingoorientation to the teacher-
student control relations in the regulative dimensf the practice, Marco’s illegitimate
performance seems clearly to be a result of thawmirable socio-affective dispositions
to that practice.

This might justify Marco’s disruptive behaviour. Wever, why was it that his
behaviour reflected a higher level of disruptivehddour when compared to his
classmates? Although Marco recognised the teaclsgitmate power, he always tried
to subvert it, as illustrated by the following amswhe gave in the interview to the
guestion‘Why do you think students behaved badly in thersm classroom?”:

“They enjoy to see Miss Sara crossed with them.d&/eot like most of her [the teacher] attitudes
and we can’t do anything, Miss Sara is always rightwe act this way. It is Miss Sara who orders
[...] as we can't do anything else, we do this [...] b&have properly in some other classrooms,
we have no respect for that teacher. [...]".

Marco clearly recognised the teacher-student paoelations in the regulative context
of the pedagogic practice. In fact only the possessf that recognition made possible
his assertion thdit is Miss Sara who orders [...] as we can’'t do ahytg else, we do
this”. Moreover, to the questictf you all want, do you think you are able to pest
your science teacher from doing what she had pldnog¢hat lesson?’he answers:

“Yes, if we agree, it's enough 4 or 5, that's ltey can ruin the lesson, or even three only. ¢f it’
only one she’ll do nothing, but if they are threésdSara is not sure who s/he is and she can’t
send him/her out of the classroom coz she doeknmw who s/he is [preventing the teacher from
doing what she had planned], we shout, we sendagesdo each other, we put small pieces of
paper inside the pen and blow them out. We thromralbers at the blinds. Ricardo knocks at the
door, Miss Sara goes there but sees nobody andsdomoe [...]. The more we do the better”

This shows that he also knows what to do to weatken teacher-student power
relations. He his aware that, through group actimegincreases his informal power and
consequently decreases teacher’'s power. This shmavshe possesses the realization
rules to weaken teacher-student power relationgha regulative context of the



pedagogic practice.

To summarize, given the fact that Marco showed osspss the specific coding
orientation to the teacher-student control relajdms illegitimate performance seems
to be a result of his absence of favourable soffextive dispositions. On the other
hand, the level (third level) of disruptive behawithe showed seems to be the result of
his recognition of the teacher-student power refetiand of being able to weaken those
relations, that is it seems to be the result ofinkeraction between his possession of the
specific coding orientation to those relations aisllack of favourable socio-affective
dispositions to his teacher’s pedagogic practice.

The case of Ricardo

Ricardo was a student of class X and was 14 yddrdde was very unstable, showing
frequently opposite behaviours. He loved talkingl @juite often he was not paying
attention because he would let himself be involwethe many foolishnesses planned
by his classmates. Usually, it was the leader @fcthss (Marco) who would lead him to
participate in the various illegitimate situatiahgy had planned. However, contrary to
some other classmates, his conduct was not onggoéssiveness towards the teacher.
He often performed the role of a ‘clown’. He wowthnd up without the teacher’s
permission and he would walk across the classroontatk to others and make
‘clownishenessess’. When he was sitting, he wasyswalking to the classmate sitting
beside him and whenever this student was not inckhgsroom he would talk to the
classmates sitting in front of him. Usually he vnas$ paying attention to the teacher and
usually he would not take notes of what was writbenthe blackboard or respond to
what he was asked for. He would argue with othdrs, ending up occasionally in
verbal and physical aggression. However, in spiteRgardo’s performance being
frequently illegitimate, it presented distinct cheteristics of that of Marco. Marco’s
acting was directed to defy the teacher, whereaarBo’s conduct was associated to
behaviours that disrupted the normal functioninghef lesson and the relations among
his classmates. According to Amado’s classificat{@f01), we think that Ricardo’s
behaviour was included in the first and secondltewédisruptive behaviours.

The data from the questionnaire, showed that Ricaalld in general identify the
characteristics of the regulative context of hacteer's pedagogic practice and also the
type of control more frequently used by her, tindicating that he could recognise, to
this context, the teacher-student control relatiodswever, the data showed that
Ricardo possessed the passive realization rulésetéteacher-student control relations,
in a low degree, as he was not able to selecel@Vant meanings to that context. When,
during the interview, we asked him the questiblow should you all behave in the
classroom to be considered well behaved by then&&t, he answered:

“To be quiet, do whatever Miss Sara orders, ndtinigl all at the same time when she asks a
question, put our hands up or ask permission toaagltestion, [...] when we wanted to talk to a
classmate ask for Miss Sara’s permission [...]"

This answer shows that Ricardo selected some ofntbanings associated to the
regulative context of his teacher’s practice. Hogrewhen he sayd seldom play
these jokes, what | do is when the science lessanbore | make a drawing [...] or |
talk to one of the others’he shows that he was not able to select all teanmgs



legitimised by the teacher in the regulative cohtehher pedagogic practice, as it was
quite clear through our observation of the lesgbasthe talk between students was not
allowed. Moreover, Ricardo showed frequently aagilimate performance, and this,

together with his low degree of passive realizatindicates a very low degree of active
realization. As a consequence, and although Rigandeessed the recognition rules, his
low levels of realization (passive and active) teda non-possession of the specific
coding orientation to the regulative practice, whea consider the teacher-student
control relations.

With regard to the socio-affective dispositionscddo did not like his teacher’s
pedagogic practice. The questionnaire’s data shwatv he would prefer a practice
characterized by weak framings at the level of bib#h instructional and regulative
contexts, therefore the opposite of his teacher&ctice (generally characterized by
strong framings). Faced with distinct modalitiespeidagogic practice represented in
comics and asked to indicate which of them he likexst, he answeredl: would love
that she was like André[segulative practice of weak framingpz, she won’t shout and
we won't be excited [...] and I'd love Jacinta’s cdasom [instructional practice of
weak framing]coz I'd learn more and other things [...] and at tb@&me time I'd be
relaxed and I'd learn more things of sciencéfowever, he says in the intervié..]
even if we don't like the teacher, it's what my Ineottells me, you don’t have to like the
teacher, all you have to do is to study to haveoadgmark and pass the yearThis
means that there was a valuing of the school byarRa&s family (something not
surprising given the fact that his brother studiedhe university), this leading him to
have some aspirations and values in the directibrwlmat is legitimised by the
teacher/school. Thus, the fact that Ricardo didlikies teacher’'s pedagogic practice but
might have some aspirations related to the textired by the school/practice, leads us
to think that his socio-affective dispositions wibble globally favourable.

On the basis of the analyses, we believe that &iaillegitimate performance could
be a consequence of, among other reasons, the cabs¥nthe specific coding
orientation to the teacher-student control relajom the regulative context of the
pedagogic practice.

It should be noted that, although this was a disrapstudent, his behaviours, as was
pointed out before, corresponded to the first aambisd levels. A possible explanation
to this may be related to the fact that Ricardortl possess, to the regulative context
of the pedagogic practice, the specific codingrdagon to the teacher-student power
relations. When, in the interview, he sdygacher’s power is when a teacher is strong
and does not fear anything, she has power ovecldmss and the class respects her, |
think that Miss Sara has no power at all [...JRicardo shows that he cannot recognise
the teacher-student power relations. On the otl@dhhe shows that he does not
possess realization rules to weaken power relgtiovi'en he says‘They [the
classmatesiold me to throw this away, to make noise, to [rui, we play these tricks
in group, | don’t know..., but sometimes it is beeath® lesson is really boring, boring,
it has no interest at all and it is more fun thiayi.
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The case of Tiago

Tiago, was a very well behaved student of classhiX was 11 years old. Only very
seldom had the teacher to call his attention far behaviour. Even when other
classmates tried to involve him in disruptive bebaks, he would stay away, not taking
part in the tricks. This fact was also evidentha interview when, for example, he says:

“They [the classmates] are sitting behind me. Ivikneho makes that, they send pieces of paper
away and hide things, they throw away pen boxes; ttiten throw pens across the classroom... |
do not pay attention, but, for example, when | labkhe lad by my side he is not taking notes and
he is there listening to jokes and playing trickehwhem”.

The guestionnaire and interview’s data showed Trego possessed the recognition and
the passive realization rules to the regulativetexinof the teacher's pedagogic
practice, with regard to the teacher-student comélations. When he was askédow
shouldthey behave in order that the teacher was happlp tiieir behaviour; Tiago
said:

“Don’t talk during lessons, don't stand up, be quigke notes from what's written on the
blackboard, coz we won't learn what Miss Sara &léng otherwise, answer in our turn, that’s
also quite important coz if one is answering andeptis talking at the same time, Miss Sara
doesn't like it..., do the tasks asked by Miss Sabey to Miss Sara.

Given the fact that Tiago showed to possess thegretion and passive realization rules
to the teacher-student control relations and atsohave a consistent legitimate
performance, therefore having active realizatior, a@nsidered that he possessed the
specific coding orientation to the teacher-studmnitrol relations. With regard to the
socio-affective dispositions, Tiago showed to #islihis teacher’s practice. When
answering the questidiWhich is the practicqregulative and instructionaffom these
represented in the comics you like mostPlago answered’d like that my teacher
was like André’gregulative practice of weak framingpz | like cool teachers, that talk
to us like this teacher does, she explains calntigitis wrong [...]” and“l would like
that she was like Jacintajgstructional practice of weak framingpz I'd be relaxed,
we could clarify doubts about different things dalék with our classmates about doubts
we have, in team workHowever, Tiago possessed aspirations and valuagtedeio the
text required by the school, perhaps as a consequanhis primary socialisation. To
the questiorfWhy don’t you do things of the kirfdisruptive behavioursfome of your
classmates do?’he answered:

“Coz | like to get good marks in all disciplinesddn’t live with my father and most of the time |
am the one who looks after the home, coz my mumaemges late home after work, therefore |
want to be somebody in my life and | want to hagedymarks so that my mummy is proud of
me.”

All his speech shows well how Tiago possessed atspins and values in the direction
of obtaining good marks and, thus, even if he ditl like his teacher’s practice, he
thought that was worth the effort of behaving welthe classroom context, as this was
essential to attain the school results he wantéasTTiago not only possessed the
specific coding orientation to the teacher-studsonitrol relations but also possessed
globally favourable socio-affective dispositionghis teacher’s practice.

It is also interesting to note that Tiago, mucke IMarco, recognised the teacher-student
power relations to the regulative context of theggmogic practice, and he also knows
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how to weaken those relations, knowing even howeisave to achieve that end. That
is, Tiago also possessed, to the context undeysisathe specific coding orientation to
the teacher-student power relations, as evidengethé following excerpts of the
transcripts:

“For me, the teacher’s power it's when she’s abl®é in control and make herself be respected,
she [Miss Sara] has power... but coz she hasn't dnsetrgngth... as | said, she sends Hugo out of
the classroom and then all start protesting ande.estu’'s up by saying he doesn’t need to go out.
They always end up by attaining what they want [thé tricks in the classroom] were intended to
pull Miss Sara’s leg and avoid that the lesson meges. They even are already arranging that
some of our classmates, they talk to them andnkttiiey’re managing to increase the team. |
think they know what they are doing. [...]”

When Tiago saysThe teacher’'s power is when she is able to beantwl and make
herself be respected, sfidiss Saralhas power [...], he indicates that he recognises
the teacher-student power relations. Moreovershmenys that he is able to select the
meanings necessary to weaken teacher’s power, idaaysThey always end up by
attaining what they want [...[the tricks in the classroomyere intended to pull Miss
Sara’s leg and avoid that the lesson progresse=sy H#re even already arranging that
some of our classmates, they talk to them andhkttiiey’re managing to increase the
team”. That is, it shows that he has realization rutesveaken the teacher-student
power relations. However, although possessing fieeiic coding orientation to the
teacher-student power relations, Tiago was wellalbetl. He possessed the specific
coding orientation to the teacher-student contedations and he also had socio-
affective dispositions globally favourable to hesithers’ pedagogic practice. This may
explain why it would not make sense to him to behavorder to weaken the teacher-
student power relations.

The case of Paulo

Paulo was part of class Y and was 14 years oldorlieg to the number of disciplinary
participations to the Directive Coungilin the previous year, and according also to
information provided by his science teacher in Sieyear and by the present class
directof, Paulo misbehaved in the science class. He wasidened one of the most
disruptive students of the class. Frequently hiedoat was a conduct not legitimised by
the teacher, disturbing the class functioning. $hwlent himself describes his science
classes in the"byear in the following way:

“[...] Miss Sara didn't have... she would let us tatke would let us do everything. We would sit
down on the floor at the back of the classroomhwitir notepad open and Miss Sara would do
nothing, that's why we didn’t learn anything. Sheuldn'’t virtually teach, because she couldn't,
and she was also quite unable to do that. She @blldcause we made a lot of noise and now
with Miss Ana [the new teacher] this doesn't happerj Miss Sara often insulted us and things
like this. She got cross [...] the objective was tma@y her so that the lesson didn't take place

[..]”

Although teachers and students were unanimous d&mub’s disruptive behaviours in
his 8" year, the observation of his"6year class showed a quite distinct reality.
Although, he sometimes showed some resistance imgdgiven tasks, the teacher
always ended up by convincing him to participatpad from this type of reaction,
Paulo did not show any behaviour that could affeetteacher-student relationship. The
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only incidents observed respected to the studentest relationship and occurred only

during the first term. Paulo and one of his clagesihad not a good relationship and he
sometimes would talk to him in an incorrect way.wdoer, according to the teacher,

they were good friends by the end of the year.

When, in the interview, Paulo was asked about himge, from the'to the &' year,
he pointed out the following reasons:

[...] This year’s teacher [Miss Ana] is nice, shenigs in videos for us to watch, we go out for
field trips, we do team work and we like it and den’'t make much noise. This year we are
allowed to ask questions. Last year, first we'ré alowed to ask questions and anyway there
were no questions to be asked because we wouistehlto anything the teacher was saying. [...]
last year’s teacher [Miss Sara] was ill temperédags shouting at us. This year [...] we like more
the way Miss Ana teaches, she doesn't allow usakermoise and teaches better. She stays talking
to us after the class ends and before it starts.”

The questionnaire’s data showed that Paulo postefsethe regulative context of the
pedagogic practice, the recognition of the teashdent control relations and an
average degree of passive realization for thosgioek. This was confirmed by the
interview’s data, when he was asked how he shoeifche so that his science teacher
considered him well behaved and he answetéée cannot be chewing gum, sitting
properly, not making noise, not talking with theasdmate by our side and without
troubling the teacher, respecting hefVhile emphasising the respect for rules and for
the teacher, this description shows that Pauloakésto identify some of the meanings
inherent to the teacher-student control relatibtsvever, he did not refer to the respect
by his classmates, one of the attitudes most vahyethis teacher in the regulative
context of the pedagogic practice. Although Paulsspssed only an average degree of
passive realization to the teacher-student comélations, he showed a conduct in the
classroom that was close to the conduct legitimisgcis teacher in the regulative
context of his practice. This means that he possei®e active realization rules to the
teacher-student control relations and for that oeathe meanings he was able to
identify in that context and the relation he essdid@dd between them were sufficient to
lead him to act according to the attitudes and agotsdthat were legitimised by the
teacher. Thus, we can consider that Paulo possefsseithe regulative context of his
teacher's pedagogic practice, the specific codingntation to the teacher-student
control relations.

With regard to the socio-affective disposition® tjuestionnaire’s data showed that he
liked a pedagogic practice of weak framing in btik regulative and instructional
dimensions, characteristics that in general wemsgnt in his teacher’'s pedagogic
practice. However, aspirations concerning the legitimised by his teacher’s practice,
namely the instructional text, were low. Accordittlgwhat we could observe and to
what his teacher told us, Paulo did not enjoy wagkimaking his best to work very
little. However, through a personal kind of contrble teacher would manage to bring
him to do the work. This reinforces the importarafestudents enjoying teacher’s
practice for their good performance, in both thgutative and the instructional context.
The change in Paulo’s behaviour from tH& 6 the &' year of schooling seems,
therefore, to be related to the possession of feific coding orientation to the
teacher-student control relations and the socieetiffe dispositions globally favourable
to the teacher’s pedagogic practice.

13



To get a better understanding of the change irpednce of Paulo from thé"Jo the

6" year of schooling, we also analysed if Paulo pess® the specific coding
orientation to the teacher-student power relatiéimem the interview’s data we could
infer that he effectively recognised the teachaedsnt power relations and that he knew
how to weaken that power, that is he possessetatah rules to these relations. This
is evident when he tells what happened in the seietass in the'byear:

“[...] we would form a group, because when we’re mainygroup, she [the teacher] would not
send the five out of the classroom or something likat. If it was only one he’'d be sent out
straight away [...] nobody liked to have classes Wiiks Sara. They didn’'t want to be in her class
[...]. We would agree upon we’'d make a mess, thatwlerow pieces of paper, in all directions...
and that’s it. [...]. If we want we’d make the teache be unable to teach the class, we're always
disruptive and then the teacher is unable to taeklass”.

Although Paulo possessed the specific coding @iemt to the teacher-student power
relations, his proper behaviour in th® gear of schooling may be the result of the
possession of socio-affective dispositions globédlyourable to the teacher’s practice
(namely enjoying the teacher’s practice) and theuianeous possession of the specific
coding orientation to the teacher-student contedations. The following sentence

reinforces this interpretatioriThis teacher[Miss Ana], this year, makes herself to be
respected, but if we wanted we’'d also disrupt tlasscthis year, but we don't feel like

that”.

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

From the analysis of the four cases, summarisefigure 2, it seems clear that the
disciplinary behaviours in the classroom may resahong other factors, from the
interaction between the specific coding orientattonthe regulative context of the
pedagogic practice, when this context is consideneterms of theteacher-student
control relations and the socio-affective dispositions to the teash pedagogic
practice.
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ORIENTATION TO THE  — DISPOSITIONS TO THE

TEACHER-STUDENT
CONTROL RELATIONS PEDAGOGIC PRACTICE

DOES NOT POSSESS POSSESSES | | FAVOURABLE | | UNFAVOURABLE |

TIAGO AND
PAULO PROPER
BEHAVIOUR

RICARDO

Y

Seenee RICARDO  [oeeeeemmmmmmmmmnnnenageseecesss

A4

DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOUR

b o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e
d

MARCO [ ====== >|  DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOUR ’é """" MARCO

Figure 2 — Disruptive behaviours and interaction between sadfective dispositions and specific
coding orientation to the teacher-student contedhtions.

If the student does not have the specific codingntation, because he does not
recognise the teacher-student control relationgoanmtcause he does not know how to
act in accordance to what is required in that odnthis performance tends to be
illegitimate, in terms of disciplinary behaviourthé case of Ricardo). However, even
when the student possesses this specific codirentation, if he has unfavourable
socio-affective dispositions to the teacher’s pedag practice, his performance will

also tend to be equally illegitimate (the case @irdd). Thus, the student’s performance
will only be legitimate and consistent when the te@nditions are simultaneously

present, that is if the student has, to the reiy@latontext of his teacher’'s pedagogic
practice, the specific coding orientation to thacteer-student control relations and
favourable socio-affective dispositions to the ficac(the cases of Tiago and Paulo).

Although the specific coding orientation is an esis¢ condition to a legitimate
performance (according to the four cases preseittelij not show up by itself to be a
reason that can strongly justify students’ behaviBocio-affective dispositions seem to
have had quite an influence on student’s performaticshould be noted that this only
became clear when we considered all the indicahaiscan be associated to the socio-
affective dispositions (enjoyment, aspirations aatlies). In fact, only a more detailed
analysis of the socio-affective dispositions alldwes to understand that, if the students
have the specific coding orientation to the teadtedent control relations, their
performance, in terms of disciplinary behaviourgynibe legitimate either when the
student likes the teacher’s practice but does awe laspirations and values to the text
legitimised by the school (the case of Paulo) dhé inverse situation occurs (the case
of Tiago).
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When we introduce, in the analysis of the casestuafents with disruptive behaviours,
the specific coding orientation to tkeacher-student power relatioifsee figure 3), the
study suggests that if a disruptive student does pussess the specific coding
orientation to those relations (the case of Ricgrdis behaviours tend to be of a small
scale (1 and 2% levels). This is the result of the fact that tfigrabtive behaviour will
be the sole result of the student not being abket@according to what is legitimised by
the regulative practice, at the level of the teadtedent control relations. Moreover, if
the student cannot recognise the teacher-studeverpelations and/or not even knows
how to act to weaken them, he will not seek to deé/teacher, that is s/he will not try
to defy his/her power and status. However, if thelant possesses the specific coding
orientation to the teacher-student power relatemd simultaneously has unfavourable
socio-affective dispositions to the teacher’s pedggpractice (the case of Marco), his
disruptive behaviours tend to be of the highesellgg@? level). In this situation, the
student knows how to act to weaken teacher-stuygwer relations and, because s/he
does not like the teacher’s practice, and doehae¢ aspirations and values to the text
legitimised by the school/teacher, s/he will tendatt in the direction of weakening
these power relations. It should be noted thatthia situation, the socio-affective
dispositions seem to be a determinant factor ofiesitis performance. In fact, even
when possessing the specific coding orientatiothéoteacher-student power relations,
the student will not be involved in classroom dive incidents if socio-affective
dispositions are favourable (the cases of TiagoRado).

SPECIFIC CODING Py —— SPECIFIC CODING
ORIENTATION P E— - > ORIENTATION
TO THE TEACHER-STUDENT DISPOSITIONS TO THE TO THE TEACHER-STUDENT
CONTROL RELATIONS PEDAGOGIC PRACTICE POWER RELATIONS
[ I [
[ | I [ |
DOES NOT POSSESS | | POSSESSES | | FAVOURABLE | | UNFAVOURABLE | | DOES NOT POSSESS | | POSSESSES

T T T

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

h RICARDO T 1

1 1 1

1 H 1 1

1 1 1

1 A4 1 1

RICARDO ! S| 15T AND 2MP LEVELS OF ' '
' DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOUR ' '

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1

MARCO bk = === 5| CLEVELOFDISRUPTIVE ¢ _ _ __| MARCO fmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm a

BEHAVIOUR

Figure 3 -Distinct levels of disruptive behaviours: Interaagtibetween socio-affective dispositions to the
teacher’'s pedagogic practice and the specific cgdimientation to the control and to the
power relations that characterize the regulativentext of that practice

To summarize, we can say that, according to our enad analysis, disruptive

behaviours in the classroom may be explained byalhgence of specific coding
orientation to theteacher-student control relationshat characterizes the regulative
context of the teacher’s pedagogic practice, othieypossession of unfavourable socio-
affective dispositions to that practice. Accorditig the same analysis, the distinct
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degrees of disruptive behaviours that students steyw in the classroom may be
interpreted in terms of their specific coding otaion to theteacher-student power
relationsthat characterize the regulative context of teeshmedagogic practice

We would not want to make generalisations on tiseshat the analysis of data that refer
to four cases only. However, we should note thasehcases are illustrative of distinct
disciplinary behaviours, frequently occurring irettlassroom, and in this way they can
provide important information for reflection. Monggr, since the study is based on a
model that allows the explanation of various situeg of disruptive behaviours, it may
give a contribution to point out to new perspedieé analysis that may be important in
terms of educational research and pedagogic imgore If instead of looking for
recipes, teachers invest more on a reflection basednalyses of this character they
may find more efficient ways of resolving their dg#mts’ disciplinary problems.
Furthermore, since disruptive behaviours are a ¢exnphenomena, the greater the
number of interactions analysed, the greater wdb &e the understanding of the
sociological meaning of disruptive behaviours ahthe various levels they can reach.

NOTES

1. Although from a different analytical perspectitiee study carried out by Morais and Antunes (1994)
had already used the concepts of specific codingntation and socio-affective dispositions to
investigate the acquisition of the regulative iextontexts of scientific learning.

2. In general terms, the practice of the teacherla§scY, was a mixed practice, with sociological
characteristics that former studies (e.g. Morai®ké&cha, 2000; Morais, Neves & Pires, 2004) have
showed to be favourable to the cognitive and satfiective learning of all students.

3. The instruments to characterize the pedagogictipeaavere adapted from instruments used in
previous studies (see, for example, Morais & Ne2881) and may be found in Silva (2002).

4. The questionnaire and the interview guide arelavi in Silva (2002).
5. The annexes 1 and 2 give some examples of patite afuestionnaire.
6. Clerks are school employees who give assistanckssrooms, teachers and students.

7. The Directive Council is constituted by a smaélrteof teachers, one of whom is the president of the
Council. They together are responsible for thedtioa of the school.

8. The class director is the teacher who is resptn$io a given school class.
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POWER AND CONTROL IN THE CLASSROOM
UNDERSTANDING STUDENTS’ DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOURS

Preciosa Silva
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Abstract

The study is part of a broader research aimed @rgtanding the relation between students’ disvapti
behaviours and teachers’ pedagogic practices amdinfi out reasons underlying that relation.
Theoretically it is based on Bernstein’s theorpeflagogic discourse.

The study is centred on four students, who weregddwo science classes of the 6th year of schgoli
(ages 11-12) and who had showed distinct behavidiuasiresses the following objectives: (1) analyse
students’ behaviours in terms of the interactiotwken their socio-affective dispositions and their
specific coding orientation for power and contrelations that characterise the regulative contéxt o
teachers’ pedagogic practices; (2) analyse thenexte which specificities of the interaction may
explain different levels of disruptive behaviours.

The study suggests that disruptive behaviourseérctassroom are the result of the interaction betwe
students’ socio-affective dispositions to teachguedagogic practices and their specific coding
orientation tocontrol relationsthat characterise the regulative context of thpssctices. It also
suggests that distinct specific coding orientatimngower relationsbetween teacher and students may
explain distinct levels of disruptive behaviours.

Key-words:Disruptive behaviours; Specific coding orientati®ocio-affective dispositions; Power
relations; Control relations; Pedagogic practice.
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