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A SCHOOL CODE OF BEHAVIOUR: MOVING BEYOND CONTROL THEORY

INTRODUCTION

This case study describes the progress of an on-going four year project 



that set out to answer the question of how to create a school environment 
that allows children to act responsibly.  (or put in Ministerial terms: `to 
develop a School Discipline Policy')

As a project it attempted to combine a study of a practical problem with 
research that contributed to theory building and testing.  In order to take 
the first step, the project coordinators (parents, teachers, members of 
school community) drew from the work of Kurt Lewin who stated that one of 
the best ways to understand the world is to try and change it.

In choosing not to adopt what was the status-quo of the time - a strong 
movement toward management and control theory (Cohen, 1985) - the school 
sub-committee after considerable debate, decided to first agree upon 
educational ideas and values to inform the general aims of the school.  
This in turn would provide a theoretical frame to develop a School Code of 
Behaviour.   Building a theory and testing its validity in practice became 
the priority in policy formation for 1989-90.

WHY NOT THE STATUS QUO?

Since the 1960's there has emerged in schools a student caretaking industry 
of considerable influence.   Schools now set in place discipline, pastoral 
and welfare programs as part of the schooling process - new career paths 
have been generated to match these perceived needs.  Knight (1991)

Changing legislation at State Ministry level has required schools to 
develop discipline policies.  Slee (1988, 1992).   Schools have also 
responded to perceived increases in `students at risk', and to changes in 
the youth culture by developing pastoral and welfare programs.  Knight 
(1991a).  All of this within the context of dramatic changes in youth 
employment, school retention rates and an economy unable to offer full 
employment for a large percentage of its young people Blakers (1990) Polk 
et al (1990) Willis (1986).

In order to satisfy the demand of the child care industry a number of 
program packages emerging from a range of corporate management or 
psychological techniques have been adopted in schooling systems.

They are essentially crisis management policies under the heading of: 
Assertive Discipline, Pastoral Care, Counselling Therapy, Behaviour 
Modification, `Time Out' Procedures and Behavioural Contracts of various 
persuasions (Charles, 1989).   For example, Glasser (1969) while advocating 
responsible student behaviour, had as an underlying premise the acceptance 
of the existing order as a reality worthy of commitment.  His `time out' 
concepts continue to exert a large influence on school policy development; 
despite the rejection of his own concept in later writing Glasser (1986).

Lang, et al (1987), Lang (1977) and Dynan (1980) indicated that in practice 
pastoral care programs have been overly corrective with discipline, control 



and administration practice than with caring for students.

What these kind of programs do conceptually is to legitimate the existing 
status quo - it is a strong form of social legitimation - minus student 
education for examining these same processes.   The techniques previously 
referred to offer nothing new when contrasted with older recipes of control 
- they differ in degrees of refinement only.

The difficulty for schools adopting management or therapy oriented 
techniques is that they operate outside of educational purpose.   They sit 
as an adjunct to curriculum, they are not connected to formative 
educational values.  Crittenden (1989) Simon (1985) Knight (1989, 1985, 
1988)  That is, there is a strong incentive to deflect classroom practice 
away from educational context.  They act as a centrifugal force in spinning 
school practice away from an educational core.  These techniques management 
dynamic is interpreted as  one of containment, restraint or control, it is 
rarely based on forms of social cooperation or student self-understanding.

A result of these processes are that schools in general have become divided 
along educational and welfare lines.   The urgency felt by schools to set 
in place a School Discipline Policy has left little time for reasoned 
debate.   The response to this imposed urgency is for school practice to 
develop a division between the social-disciplinary (containment) function 
of school process, and the knowledge required as a sound basis for 
educational purpose.

What this separation of social concern from inside the school curriculum 
has meant is the formation of a dichotomy between intellectual and social 
development.

Educational aims within this assumed dichotomy became subsumed under social 
policy (Tomlinson et al. (1984); Gibson (1984); Barton (1986); Fulcher 
(1989); Hargreaves (1989); Lang et al (1987).   The tension for school 
staff trying to reconcile these fragmented social and intellectual strands, 
has meant considerable stress within the general life of the school.  
Sarros et al, (1990, p.145-152). Otto, (1986).

Finally, the work of Stanley Milgram (1975) on obedience to authority, had 
an influence on policy formation to this project.  While the critics have 
had a field day as to the ethics of his experiment, there is agreement from 
advocates and critics alike as to his results.   He found that ordinary 
people will obey authority even when it violates their most central values 
and lead them to do harm to others.

It was on the basis of all the previous research that the status quo in 
terms of control theory was rejected and more democratic values 
investigated as a basis for curriculum theory building.

A generally agreed upon premise was decided that the school policy would 
minimise coercion, and maximise a sense of community and shared values 



through social understanding, that is, the concern for others.

BUILDING THE THEORY

Duke Park Secondary College is a Melbourne inner urban school of mixed 
social class, some twenty seven nationalities, and approximately seven 
hundred students.

A sub-committee appointed by the School Council comprising a mix of parents 
and teachers first set out to conduct interviews within the school 
(teachers and students) as to their concerns regarding behaviour within the 
school.  A ten per-cent sample of students at each year level was selected 
for interviews, the same criteria was applied to the staff.   Interviews 
were held with students and questions were framed around following issues:

1. Student concerns about way people believe in the school (students, 
teachers and parents) classrooms, corridors, yard, shop, streets, toilets 
etc.

2. What works?  What would work.  What are some good ways of getting 
satisfactory behaviour.

3. Who should have most say in making the rules?   Why?   What 
responsibilities do students, teachers, parents have?  - Is this for all of 
the rules - or just for some?

4. What are most important area for us to develop agreements about in 
order to make the school a better place for everyone?  (ie students of all 
sizes, gender, ethnicity, race etc.)

GENERAL COMMENTS

The following are behavioural concerns most commonly mentioned by teaching 
staff:

- punctuality
- attendance
- not following teachers instruction
- physical violence - Yr. 10-11 males
- racism
- gender harassment, i.e. dominant males
- swearing
- uncooperative attitudes

There was a little variation in responses from students, according to year 
level.  However, each year level expressed a negative view of teacher - 
student relations.  The only discernible difference between year levels was 
their expectation for changing the general school learning climate.

Some hope was expressed at years seven and eight that something could be 



done "if homegroups worked properly".   Year nine expressed doubt about the 
possibility of change,  Year ten were quite cynical about the possibility,  
Year eleven somewhat hostile and Year 12 were apathetic - they wanted to 
`get on with their studies' and `forget about how the school runs'.  This 
evidence is consistent with research done by Lewis and Lovegrove (1991) 
from La Trobe University who indicate that teachers - both male and female 
- expressed less support for student participation in decision making with 
increasing grade level.  So the question emerges, who influences who?   
Does teacher attitude influence student reaction - or does student 
hostility and apathy toward sharing responsibility emerge because they are 
rarely allowed to be responsible within the daily practices of school life.

Students interviews revealed that they were concerned with"
- classrooms that were noisy and out of control - that it is 
`difficult and often impossible to learn and concentrate'
- loud boys who dominate and `drag everyone down'
- every year level complained about widespread use by staff of 
personal put-down, sarcasm and abuse.

According to years eight and nine, words like `dummy', `moron', `imbecile', 
`bitch', `fool', are in `daily use'.

Year ten reported teachers as `blowing their tops', `not friendly', 
`favouritism', and `name calling'.

Year eleven and twelve students again spoke of `unfriendly teachers' and 
year twelve girls mentioned experiences of sexual innuendo from several 
male teachers.

It should be said that the majority of teachers in the school did not fall 
into these categories.  In general however teachers were not seen as a 
cohesive team with a whole school approach to learning, welfare or 
discipline.

The next step was the formation of a teacher and parent sub-committee to 
sift this data and present to the staff an outline for proposed code of 
behaviour.

Several working drafts were presented to staff and returned with comments 
such as:
- `all very nice but doesn't relate to what we want to do'
- `too academic'
- `philosophical discussion is a waste of time'
- `as teacher we are above average in understanding street problems'
- `need straight forward document to set students right'
- `teachers must maintain authority to control students'
The general discussion was indeed open and vigorous, as it should be.

One interpretation of the initial antagonism from sections of the staff 
could have been that they viewed the adoption of a Rights Based Model as a 



loss of control for teachers in general.  One teacher viewed the proposal 
as `more undermining than helpful - no sense of hierarchy - no legitimate 
authority involved'.

All of this reaction has to also be seen within the context of teacher 
union legislation allowing two hours per week for non-teaching duties (due 
to wider dispute with State Government over pay and conditions).  This 
meant no time was available for discussion with staff as to sub-committee 
proposals.

It is essential that committee proposals are well discussed and general 
principles well argued before going public - this did not occur in this 
instance.  Throughout this period, the school principal maintained a very 
active and supportive role to both committee and staff.

However, Working Draft No.3 emerged with general principles in place.

None of this process was easy - it demanded time, patience and a 
willingness to engage conflict.  At the same time, the school council was 
drafting, debating and negotiating with the same parties the school 
educational goals.  Every attempt was made to link the school goals with 
the School Code of Behaviour Policy (see appendix no.1).  The school sought 
to ensure that its central educational values are represented in the School 
Code of Behaviour.  The educational foundation for the Code of Behaviour 
was to be the preparation of students for democratic and responsible 
citizenship.

The primary aim of this approach would be to encourage in students the 
development of a deliberative democratic character that would actively 
consider ways of resolving social and personal issues compatible with 
democratic values.

The work of Amy Gutmann (1985) was most informative in developing the 
rationale for constructing a democratic theory of education.  She writes:

`The primary aim of a democratic theory of education is not to 
offer solutions to all the problems plaguing our educational institutions, 
but to consider ways of resolving those problems that are compatible with a 
commitment to democratic values.   A democratic theory of education 
provides principles that, in the face of our social disagreements, help us 
judge (a) who should have authority to make decisions about education; and 
(b) what the moral boundaries of educational authority are.'....p.11

The final working draft (no.3) was completed in November, 1990.  The draft 
outlined general educational principles leading to a statement of policy.

The principles outlined in the Code of Behaviour have a common purpose - 
each stage of the learning process concentrates on the cultural knowledge 



necessary to the making of a more democratic school.  They act to pull the 
school together around agreed upon aims, and to provide a sense of balance 
and guidance for a school code of behaviour.   At the heart of the Rights 
and Responsibilities model is an education for social understanding - the 
concern for others.  School rules are viewed as means to attain a 
legitimate goal of education.

The principles were drawn from a number of sources which included, Gilligan 
et al (1990), Gutmann (1987), Davie (1986), Giroux (1988), White (1983, 
1983a) Slee (ed) (1988), Pearl (1982), Dahl (1989), Bowers (1984).

The following is the code of behaviour policy for Duke Park High School.

                     DUKE PARK SECONDARY COLLEGE

                            SCHOOL POLICY

                          CODE OF BEHAVIOUR

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

(a) The School Code of Behaviour is based upon an agreed code of common 
Rights and Responsibilities.  While teachers, students, parents and 
administrators have different duties and responsibilities, the rights and 
safeguards apply equally to all.

(b) The Rights and Responsibilities code draws from the common 
political and legal systems of our society.   This requires, through the 
general curriculum a systematic study of the historical development of 
democratic values, principles, and the rights and duties involved.

(c) The educational foundation for the Code of Behaviour is the 
preparation of students for democratic and responsible behaviour - a 
necessary step in this process is for the school to educate students by 
active discussion of how and why rules connect to The General Code, and by 
giving them positions of responsibility within the School and Community, 
i.e..., administration aides, tutors, interpreters, recreation aides, 
researchers, consultants, organisers.

(d) The teaching staff and students will develop procedures and rules, 



and agree upon consequences for violation of rules and responsibilities 
consistent with principles outlined in the School Code of Behaviour.

(e) The College Principal has the final decision making and 
interpretative authority in relation to the general principles outlined.

- agreed after discussion within the school community, and approved 
by the School CouncilDecember 1990.
POLICY IS NOT FIXED TEXT

So far the school has achieved and completed the design of its ovrall 
school policies.   It required the whole of 1991 to complete the agreement 
(from teachers, parents and students) as to the `College Rules and 
Consequences As Related to the Code of Behaviour'. (see Appendix II).   
Again, numerous meetings were held, extensive debate (and disagreement) 
over rules and consequences was the result of this process.  This was a 
conflict model in operation, not a consensus model.

Fullan (1990) cites good examples of staff differences in autonomy and 
collaboration and consequent effects on decision making.  The Duke Park 
model is more in line with Joyce et al (1989. P.13) observations that 
school change depends on about `ten percent of the staff'.

The critical mass in this case study was probably about ten percent who 
were prepared to work continuously on staff development projects.   
Furthermore, this case study would confirm the observation of NIAS (1989) 
that "teachers had great difficulty collaborating even when they wanted to 
work together".

However, a strong component to this case study is the influence of a solid 
core of parent representatives, on School Council, in the deliberation of 
school policy formation.

While the teaching staff struggle to gain a sense of collegiality, this was 
not the case for the parent group.  This group maintained a cohesive 
presence, brought a pluralist perspective to issues, and provided links to 
diverse community opinion.   They also gave strong support to the willing 
"ten percent" of the staff - thus enlarging the group working on policy 
formation and change in the school.  This work offers considerable optimism 
for the role of parents as decision makers in schools. Emerging also from 
this study is a changing notion of parents in schools as partners rather 
than clients.

These studies raise a number of questions as to why in general, schools are 
difficult places to achieve staff collegiality.  Is it because achievement 
and success in the academic market place requires individualised and 
competitive skills of a high order - removed from forms of cooperating and 
sharing of knowledge?   Is this the `hidden curriculum' that successfully 
politicised and schooled people bring to the work place?   If so, then the 
implications for forms of cooperative learning to be part of the school 



curriculum are worthy of consideration.

There is a connectedness to all this if we are to heed the findings of 
Joyce et al (1988) who provide confirmation of the link between staff 
development, implementation, and student outcomes.   Their research claims 
considerable impact of staff development programs on `student achievement 
and student promotion rates'.

However, the next step in this study is the implementation and evaluation 
of the School Aims and its co-policy, the Code of Behaviour.  Ball (1991, 
1987) talks of the issues of interpretation and contestation as part of 
policy formation, and in the interpretation and implementation of policy.   
The same processes apply to this project.  It is clearly a two-step 
procedure.

This project continues as a conflict model.  The role of the 'outsider' - 
parent and tertiary advisors - continue as important mediators to this 
process.  The Democratic principles adopted continue to offer strong 
guidelines for the resolution of conflict and interpretation of school 
policy.  If a core value of the democratic process is to protect minority 
opinion and develop means to resolve conflict, the school decision making 
under scrutiny ought to qualify as an example of democracy in practice.

The general proposition emerging from this school study is that the 
exercise of local autonomy, the involvement of parents, and the emplacement 
of school goals has set a fundamental condition for effective schooling in 
this community.
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