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Abstract 
This study deals with judgement of rules. Hypothetical scenarios are presented to Norwegian students and their 
judgements of necessity, adequacy and fairness of these scenarios are analyzed. The respondents are asked how 
well the scenario unfolds according to their expectations and whether they are acceptable to them. The outcomes 
show that judgement of rules depends on the situations in which rules are introduced, whether students are 
allowed to negotiate, how the rule is formulated and on the person that imposes the rule. However, patterns are 
not always straightforward expected and research on the judgement process of rules still has some ground to 
cover. Factorial survey design, the method used in this study, provides some excellent opportunities to do so. 

 
 
Introduction 

Many aspects of social life are governed by rules and schools and classrooms are no exception. 

Rules regulate behaviour between teachers and students and students among each other. When 

students enter school, they have to learn what rules apply in the school and classroom 

environment. School is an interesting social environment for children, to such an extent that 

they may become exited and lose even the most basic rules out of sight. “Don’t hit anyone” or 

“You shouldn’t lie to others” may easily be forgotten in the busy everyday school life where 

children are occupied with so many things. Students may even be encouraged to break rules, 

as school life is also spent on determining a ranking order between classmates. Unfortunately 

for teachers, breaking rules is sometimes considered a good thing and whoever is more daring 

in doing so gains most respect from others. Fortunately, this does not mean that rules are 

generally ignored, or no school would be left standing. There seems to be at least some 

tendency (and in most schools a lot) to play by the rules. 

Learning new rules and pupils’ ability and willingness to do so depends on many 

factors. Not every situation requires a rule in the opinion of students and those rules that are 

deemed unnecessary or unfair are more likely to be broken. As mentioned by James & Prout 

(1997) students are not just passive recipients of rules. They actively work with them and 

think them through. Alerby (2003) shows that reflection upon and judgement of rules occurs 

already at a very young age, adding to the statement that rules are often not received passively. 

Ntuk Idem (1991) suggests that such notions may differ, depending on students’ needs, of 

which negotiating about rules is a clear example. It may be more acceptable in some cultures 

to negotiate on rules than in others. This thought can be extended, as for instance a rule may 

be judged differently in various countries and schools, in classes within the same school or 

even between individual students. Rules can be seen as situational in a spacial sense (different 

places, different rules), while rules change over time as they are renegotiated or revised 

(different times, different rules).  

Furthermore, whether rules are judged as fair or unfair is an issue that will be explored 

using Hofstede’s (1980) work on cultural differences, with one dimension in particular: power 
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distance. Many other aspects are important in studying the phenomenon of rules as well and 

some limitations are required. The issues mentioned briefly in this introduction culminate in 

the following research question:  

When do students judge rules to be fair and how does this vary when different scenarios are 

presented to them?  

Additionally, some sub questions can be formulated that are concerned with whether 

aspects of scenarios are in line with students’ expectations. When are scenarios considered to 

be acceptable by students? Also, when are rules considered to be necessary and adequate and 

how do these factors relate to one another? 

 Understanding what students consider to be fair rules remains an area of interest, as 

rules that are considered fair will more likely be obeyed, which in turn would benefit 

classroom atmosphere and effective teaching time. A lot of the knowledge acquired on rules 

in schools and classrooms seems to stem from qualitative research, which offers descriptions 

and has less explanatory power. Using outcomes from earlier research, this study aims to 

provide additional insight in students’ reasoning on necessity, adequacy and fairness of rules. 

Quantitative research, taking into account qualitative insights, will create a more systematic 

understanding on the judgement of rules. It is not expected that previous research will be 

proven wrong, but that these outcomes will be confirmed, added with nuances and insights 

that can be provided by the methods used in this study.  

First, several of the factors that are found in previous research considered important 

for making judgements are discussed in the theoretical framework. Systematically generated 

vignettes will be used to include the factors that are considered relevant for this study. How 

these factors act when controlled for one another is an open question. Some hypotheses will 

be given in relation to previous outcomes, but this study is partly exploratory as well, simply 

because it is hard to predict some of the effects and there is (to the author’s knowledge) no 

theory directly applicable to some relations yet. Creating the vignettes, the method of 

collecting data, will be considered next. Important are also some statistical considerations. 

The reason for ‘splitting’ the data and the advantages of using path models are explained. 

After this section, there will be an exploratory report on some issues that later on will clarify 

some outcomes. All data is collected it one school and the study benefits from a brief 

discussion on how rules are applied in this school, as this is the situation the respondents 

(students in the school) are used to. Following this, the outcomes of the factorial surveys will 

be presented and discussed. 
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Theoretical framework 

Teachers would have an easy job if the rules they came up with were considered fair by 

students. If rules are considered fair, students are likely to be more willing to obey them and 

fair rules would therefore need far less reinforcement. There is probably no golden rule that 

can be applied to create rules that are always considered fair, due to differences in school and 

classroom cultures and changes in attitude students may have growing up. What is considered 

fair is a matter of judgement, which makes fairness a subjective issue. Schimmel (1997) 

laments: “Are there less subjective criteria for whether a rule is fair or unfair? If students, 

teachers, and administrators could agree on such criteria, this could change the nature of the 

discussion about whether a rule is fair. I believe that such agreement can be achieved and that 

good teaching materials are available to help.” Indeed, research has shown there are some 

considerations that are involved in good rule making. 

Weinstein and Mignano (2007) are in favour of rules that are reasonable, necessary, 

clear and understandable. Malone and Tietjens (2000) add that rules should be rational, must 

be easy to understand and “deal with behaviour that is necessary for an optimum of learning 

environment” (p. 165). These notions seem like sound advice, but unfortunately, Schimmel 

(1997) claims that rules often are made without taking this advice to heart. To the extent that 

this is true, there seems to be a gap between what is considered good practice and what really 

goes on in schools. If rules are considered unnecessary, teachers may have to face students’ 

question: “Why do we need rules in the first place?” One answer could be that sometimes we 

don’t need rules, but most people will also agree that sometimes they are necessary. Perhaps 

more often, people would feel that it is a good thing that rules exist, but that they do not 

always need to be strictly reinforced. Finding out why rules are judged in a certain way 

requires thought, just as the judging process itself is quite complex. Recognizing the 

complexities does not take away the subjective side in judgement of rules, as Schimmel would 

like to see. It does open the door to an investigation into the thought process behind students’ 

judgements.  

Before we touch the issue of when a rule is considered fair, the issue of necessity will 

be addressed. When is a rule necessary? The necessity of rules may in the first place depend 

on situations, with situations referring to an area of life or a specific issue at hand. According 

to Thornberg (2008), who reports on some early findings of his own research: “Important 

components in rule acceptance among students appear to be that students perceive or 

recognize the reason behind the rule and perceive them as reasonable and trustworthy. In 

contrast to many other school rules, etiquette rules often fail in this respect, and are thus 
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normally valued as least important or unnecessary among students.” Etiquette rules are only 

one of the categories of rules Thornberg offers in this article, offering a further categorization 

of school rules, based in part on situations in which a rule is applied. For instance, rules can 

exist inside or outside the classroom (e.g. “only whisper when we do group work” or “no 

running in the hallway”) and affect a student’s personal life (e.g. rules on etiquette) or 

behaviour towards others. Students are likely to judge rules in some situations differently than 

in others, depending also on the school and classroom cultures and individual variation 

between students.  

 If a rule is considered necessary, adequacy of the rule is an important issue to consider 

in relation to a rule being fair. If a rule is considered adequate, which in turn is related to a 

rule being necessary, it is more likely to be considered fair as well. “There is to be no talking 

in class” may seem an adequate rule at first sight, but strictly speaking (and students may 

remind their teacher), this would mean students are not allowed to answer a teacher’s 

questions orally. If the rule excludes all possibilities to talk, it may not be considered very fair 

either, as students may feel they have the right to talk at some occasions. The aim of the rule 

is of course to prevent pupils from talking at moments when this is inappropriate. No rule 

could probably be conceived that includes all possible moments when it is or isn’t allowed to 

talk. This does not mean that all rules are inadequate: It simply means that some are more 

adequate than others. The main question to answer is “how well does this rule deal with the 

(potential) problem?” To come up with a rule that is satisfactory in this respect may require 

some careful thinking on behalf of those involved. Not taking into account pupils’ suggestions 

may be a factor of importance, as students are likely to have their own ideas on how rules can 

deal with a situation and when they are necessary and adequate. Also, how a rule is 

formulated will be a factor of influence if the adequacy of a rule is considered to be. 

Schimmel (1997) argues that negative formulation of rules negatively affects students’ 

judgements, implying that a more positive formulation could lead to more positive 

judgements of rules. 

 Summing up so far, whether a rule is considered to be fair or not may depend on 

necessity and adequacy of a rule. Also, the factors thought to affect necessity and adequacy 

(situations, negotiation and formulation) are considered to affect judgements of a rule’s 

fairness. Additionally, whether a rule is considered fair may rely on who imposes the rule. 

This is an issue linked to the concept of power distance as used by Hofstede (1980). Power 

distance refers to differences in the degree that people expect and accept different levels of 

hierarchical power. In a low power distance culture (e.g. Scandinavian countries or the 
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Netherlands) people in a lower hierarchical position on average accept and expect power to be 

distributed unequally only to some degree. Rules that are imposed top-down without 

consulting subordinates will probably not be accepted easily, nor is it expected to occur that a 

boss simply tells an employee what to do without consultation. As the respondents in this 

study are Norwegian students, it is important to realize that the outcomes of the study will be 

affected by their position on rules in general and what they are used to in their everyday 

school life. Ntuk Idem (1991) states that youth have different needs consistent with norms that 

are upheld in a given society. This means that, as for instance power distance is low in 

Norway1, rules that are superimposed without consulting students first are likely not to be 

judged very positively.  

Acceptance and expectations of things that happen when a rule is imposed are two 

factors that are also taken into account in this study. Expectations and acceptation of the 

things that happen in a school will have consequences for the necessity of a rule, its adequacy 

and whether it is considered fair. With acceptance it is not just meant that a rule is accepted or 

not, rather it refers to whether the things that happen in a scenario (provided to the 

respondents) are acceptable to them. The same holds for expectance, it refers to the things in 

the scenario, not whether they expected a certain rule to be made. The direct effects expected 

to matter are summarized in table 1.  

The discussion of some of the key terms gives an idea of the hypotheses that will be 

tested in this study. In table 1, the bold text refers to these hypotheses and the sign between 

brackets (almost all of them (+)) gives the expected direction (positive = +, negative = -) of 

the relation between that variable and the dependent variable in the right column. Negative 

effects are expected only when a scenario contains things that are less acceptable to students, 

leading to rules being more necessary, adequate and fair.  

 As far as situations go, it is unclear which situations would lead to what judgements. 

The relation between these variables and the dependent variables will be explored and any 

effects that are found on this variable as well as some others are likely to be different in 

different schools, countries and cultures. It is expected that different situations lead to 

different judgements. With respect to power distance, it is also expected that the outcomes 

depend on the specific context. It was already mentioned that power distance is rather low in 

Norway and that negotiation is therefore required (which is expressed in table 1 with a +: 

more negotiation leads to rules being accepted more easily, judged fairer etc.). Still, it is likely 

                                                
1 Norway has a PDI (Power Distance Index) of 30, which is 45.5% lower than the world’s average. Source: 
http://internationalbusiness.suite101.com/article.cfm/power_distance_trade_cultures 
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that teachers coming up with rules have some more authority than fellow students doing the 

same. As there is equality between genders in Norway, it will most likely not matter whether 

the teacher is male or female. As notions specific to the school where the data is collected is 

likely to matter, there will be a brief overview of two interviews conducted in the school and 

some observations in the school to illustrate the outcomes. 

  
 

 
Situation / Negotiation (+) /  

Formulation (+) / Power distance 
 

 
Expected 

 

 
Situation / Negotiation (+) / 

Formulation (+) / Power distance / Expected (+) 
 

 
Accepted 

 

 
Situation / Acceptable (-) / Expected (+) 

 

 
Necessity 

 
 

Situation / Negotiation (+) /  
Formulation (+) / Necessity (+) /  

Acceptable (-) / Expected (+) 
 

 
Adequacy 

 

Situation / Negotiation (+) /  
Formulation (+) / Power distance / Necessity (+) / 

Adequacy (+) /  
Acceptable (-) / Expected (+) 

 
 

Fairness 
 
 

Table 1: In the left column the variables are listed that are thought to have an effect on the variable in the right 
column. Between brackets ( ) is the direction of the expected effect. 

 

 

Data collection 

The method used in this study is usually referred to as the factorial survey design. Such a 

design differs from ‘regular’ surveys by first presenting respondents with a vignette (a 

scenario for this study), which is one of a number of systematically created vignettes. This set 

up is an improvement over ‘normal’ surveys for several reasons. Alexander and Becker (1978, 

p. 93) argue that: “The result of posing vague questions is that each respondent will answer in 

terms of his own mental picture of the task before him. The obvious solution is to make the 

stimulus presented to the respondent as concrete and detailed as possible. Such a stimulus 

would more closely approximate a real-life decision-making or judgment-making situation.  

Furthermore, by holding the stimulus constant over a heterogeneous respondent population, 

the survey researcher gains a degree of uniformity and control over the stimulus situation 

approximating that achieved by researchers using experimental designs.” 
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Veenma et al (2004) mention advantages of the factorial survey design that are related to data 

collection. With a factorial survey design large amounts of data can be collected, using only a 

small number of respondents, as several vignettes can be presented to one respondent and due 

to the systematic creation of the vignettes it is easy to obtain a large ‘spread’ of values on one 

variable. Also, it is easier to find out about complex judgments people make, as they can be 

presented with a lot of different (potentially relevant) factors. 

 This last fact is also mentioned by Alexander and Becker (1978, p. 95), who continue 

to argue that a respondent is less likely to ‘consciously bias his report in the direction of 

impression management (social approval of the interviewer)’. A final advantage according to 

these authors is that “the systematic variation of characteristics in the vignette allows for a 

rather precise estimate of the effects of changes in combinations of variables as well as 

individual variables on corresponding changes in respondent attitude or judgment (p. 95).” In 

this study the choice was made to have vignettes that followed a certain scenario in a school 

environment. Each scenario consists of a number of specific steps. First, there is a certain 

situation in a school, related to ‘problematic’ behaviour by student(s). Next, a teacher 

responds to this situation, after which the teacher or a fellow student comes up with a rule, 

positively or negatively formulated and with or without consulting the respondent. 

 

Operationalisation 

The following considerations were made to create the scenarios in this study, which are based 

on ideas brought forward in the theoretical framework. The situations in which a (hypothetical) 

rule is created are derived from work by Thornberg (2008). Five different situations were 

chosen, one from each of the main categories in his study. The descriptions used in the 

vignettes were often adapted version of examples Thornberg himself gave for the categories 

he distinguished. To incorporate power distance in the vignettes, the choice was made to have 

a scenario with either a teacher or fellow students creating a new rule. Teachers are higher in 

the hierarchy than students, even if power distance in a school is low. A fellow student is on 

the same hierarchical level. For teachers an additional distinction was made based on gender. 

There are three levels of negotiation (none, some and a lot) and a positive or negative 

formulation of the rule that is decided on. In total there are 180 potential vignettes that can be 

systematically created. The choice was made to keep gender out of the Power Distance 

category, at least when it concerned fellow students (gender was thought to disturb the idea of 

equality if it concerned a peer, while the idea was to have no power distance). This resulted in 

dropping 60 potential vignettes, with 120 vignettes that were actually created. The 
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information is summarized in table 2. Underneath each vignette five statements are presented, 

with the question whether respondents agree or disagree with that particular statement. These 

five statements and questions are depicted in table 3 and refer to necessity, adequacy, fairness 

and acceptance as well as to what degree the scenario happened according to expectation 

students have. For an example of one of the vignettes and the questions that are asked with 

respect to that particular scenario, see appendix 1. 

 
Factor Possible 

values 
Description used in vignette # 

Situation Work  
 

You are in the classroom, working in small groups on a project. 
Every now and then it gets noisy in the classroom. At some 
point, your teacher seems to have had enough of the noise. 
 

 Hallway 
 

You are running through the hallway to get to class in time. 
Suddenly, you slip and fall to the ground. One of your teachers 
sees what happens. 
 

 Relational* 
 

You are in a classroom with some fellow classmates before 
class starts. You are playfully pushing a fellow classmate 
around and soon others join as well. Suddenly someone trips 
after being pushed and falls on the floor. Your teacher just 
walked in and saw what happened. 
 

 Personal  
 

You were not in school yesterday and when the teacher asks you 
where you were, you say you were sick. However, your teacher 
saw you in the shopping mall yesterday and knows you are 
lying. 
 

 Etiquette  One of your fellow classmates found out you have borrowed a 
pen and some paper without asking permission to do so. Your 
teacher hears about this. 
 

5 

Power distance Student / 
Teacher 

A fellow student / A teacher 2 

Teachers’ gender  Male / Female / Your teacher (gender unknown) 3 
Negotiation None * Without asking you for your opinion, X decides on the 

following rule to solve the issue 
 

 Some You give your opinion on the issue, X listens. Then, without 
asking you anything further, X decides on the following rule to 
solve the issue 
 

 A lot The two of you talk about this issue and discuss some possible 
solutions. Finally, you both agree on the following rule to solve 
the issue 

3 

Formulation Positive / 
negative * 

Pupils should make sure that….  
It is forbidden to…. 

2 

Total number of vignettes (= number of values in each category multiplied) 180 
Table 2: Categories that are incorporated in the scenarios and their possible values. The total number of 180 
vignettes was reduced with 60, as student gender was not considered in the vignettes, but only referred to as your 
fellow classmate’. Null level dummy (the other dummies are compared to this one) for the combined category 
teacher and gender is the category ‘your teacher’. All other variables in the vignettes are also operationalised as 
dummy variables. The null level dummies  are indicated with an *. 
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Considerations on statistical analysis 

The way a factorial survey is set up has an important consequence for the way the data has to 

be analyzed. Because one respondent answers questions on several different vignettes (in this 

study 8, 9 or 10), the answers are nested within respondents. A consequence of this is that part 

of the covariance found is a result of respondent bias, as a respondent can be more inclined to 

give higher or lower answers on a particular question all the time. There is therefore between-

respondent variation besides within-vignette variation, where there’s only an interest in the 

latter. The fact that there is bias can be seen in the intra-class correlation shown in table 5. 

Following Heck and Thomas (2000) multilevel analysis is necessary if intra-class correlations 

exist and are relevant. Within the data set there are considerable between-respondent 

differences in perception of the vignettes (roughly between 18 and 40%). This leads to the 

conclusion that in order to make statements about the dimensions in the vignettes the effects 

of individual judgements will need to be filtered out.  

 To obtain unbiased within group correlation matrices and standard deviations the 

SPLIT2 programme by Hox (1999) was used. This approach is suggested by Dyer et al. 

(2005): “If aggregation and multilevel analysis appear justified, it is beneficial to separately 

analyze the within- and between-level sub models before trying to simultaneously estimate 

the full two-level model. Thus, this step and the next one are focused on performing factor 

analyses of the sub models. The data used for the analysis of the disaggregate factor structure 

are in the form of the sample within-group covariance matrix, SPW, which is an unbiased and 

consistent estimator of the population within-group covariance matrix. Unlike the ST matrix, 

the values in the SPW matrix are adjusted to remove between-group differences by subtracting 

relevant group means from individual scores. The resulting values in the matrix reflect the 

factor structure at the within-group level only.” The within-group (or in this case within-

vignette) correlation matrix and the standard deviations were then used in Lisrel (Jöreskog & 

Sörbom, 2005, version 8.72 Student Edition).  

 Lisrel offers the opportunity to test Structural Equation Models, with or without (as is 

the case in this study) latent variables. Path models can also be tested and this offers the 

opportunity to test all the assumed relations mentioned in table 1 at once. One of the 

advantages using this model is that relations can be explicitly modelled and that the resulting 

outcomes are confirmatory (hypothesis testing) rather than exploratory, although in this case 

some of the relations have no specific hypotheses. The between-group matrix (or between 

respondent in this case) was not used, as testing a multilevel model is not very useful with 

only 24 respondents. All matrices obtained using SPLIT2 can be found in appendix 2. 
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Data 

The data were collected by presenting a number of vignettes to a total number of 24 

respondents. These respondents were students in two different classes of a Norwegian upper 

secondary school (videregænde skole) not far from Trondheim. The first class was given all 

120 vignettes (randomly divided and put together in separate booklets). This means each of 

the 17 student in this class answered questions on an average of 7.05 vignettes. The second 

class (7 students) answered only part of the total number of vignettes, 8 or 9 randomly picked 

vignettes each. In total, answers were obtained on 203 vignettes, which is the number of cases 

for the analysis in this study. Individual bias is filtered out (see the method section) and thus 

the vignettes can be said to be judged by average Norwegian students in this particular school. 

As individual differences do not matter, the results of this study can be generalized to the two 

classes or even this school and with some caution to other (similar) upper secondary schools 

in Norway. Some of the outcomes may be more general (such as the supposed relation 

between necessity of a rule and its fairness); other outcomes are probably more case specific 

(such as the relation between degree of negotiation and fairness of a rule). 

All variables taken from the vignettes, relating to situations, power distance, gender of 

teachers, degree of negotiation and formulation, were transformed into dummy variables for 

the analysis. In any regression analysis (multivariate in this case), dummy variables can be 

used as independent variables, but in those cases a null level must be chosen to which the 

results can be compared. Concerning situations, the null level that is (arbitrarily) chosen is 

‘relational situation’. The outcomes can be read as ‘compared to the relational relation, the 

hallway situation is seen as having less need for a rule’ if the value on the hallway dummy 

variable is negative (which it is, see table 5). For power distance and gender combined the 

null level is the dummy variable ‘your teacher’ with whom male and female teachers as well 

as fellow students are compared. Negotiation has as its null level ‘no negotiation’ and 

formulation has ‘negative formulation’ as its null level.
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Outcomes 

First some general remarks on rules in Norway are made in this section. Then, the rules at the 

school where the data was collected are summarized using Thornberg’s (2008) categorisation 

scheme (table 3) and the specific situation in this school is briefly described on the basis of 

observations and two interviews. Finally, the outcomes from the analysis of the vignette data 

are presented and discussed. 

 
 

Categories of rules 
according to Thornberg 
(2008) 

Example of rule Total 
number of 
occurrences 
(% of total) 

(a) relational rules, i.e., 
rules about how to be 
and how to behave in 
relation to other people; 

Students’ conduct should be characterized by being 
considerate and respectful of others 
 

2 (9) 

(b) structuring rules, i.e., 
rules aimed at structuring 
and maintaining the 
activities that take place in 
school, or at structuring and 
maintaining the 
physical milieu (including 
physical property) where 
activities take place; 

Students’ duties are to 
be on time, be present and participate in organized education, 
unless other arrangements are made with a teacher or the 
principal. 
 

11 (50) 

(c) protecting rules, i.e., 
rules concerning safety and 
health; 

All motorised vehicles and bikes must be parked in parking 
areas. 
 

4 (19) 

(d) personal rules, i.e., rules 
calling for self-reflection on 
one’s own behaviour and 
taking personal 
responsibility for oneself 
and one’s actions; 

Students’ order should be characterized by showing good 
work effort and meet deadlines 
 

4 (19) 

(e) etiquette rules, i.e., rules 
which manifest customs or 
traditions in school or in 
society, about how 
to behave in social 
situations not covered in the 
concept of relational rules; 

Students’ conduct should be characterized by behave fairly, 
trustworthy and polite with others 
 
 

1 (4) 

  Total =22 
(100) 

Table 3: Categorization of school rules in the Norwegian respondents’ school according to Thornberg (2008) 
categorization scheme. School rules were translated by Tone Lise Ludvigson from Norwegian to English. 
Appendix 3 contains all school rules from the school where the data was collected. 
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All upper secondary schools in Norway have the same general school rules, and common 

general guidelines for local rules. The rules are based on the guidelines in the national 

education act. At the school where the data for this study is collected, students are required to 

sign a booklet with the rules, in order to show that they’ve read and understood the rules. All 

the rules in this school can be found in appendix 3. Table 4 has a categorization in accordance 

with Thornberg’s scheme (2008) of the school rules in this school. It is quite clear that most 

rules are concerned with ‘structuring and maintaining the activities that take place in school’. 

Some rules could not easily be placed in the scheme, either because none of the categories 

seemed fully accurate or the rule could be fit in two categories. This fact is recognized by 

Thornberg himself.  

 

 

Analysis of observations and informal interviews 

It must be noted that a systematic study of how teachers and students feel about their 

educational rules has not been performed. This data is the result of informal conversations and 

the researcher’s own experience when working in the school for about three months and this 

paragraph is only provided to give an impression of the school and its rules.  

There was not a lot of evidence of strict disciplinary measures, nor were there many 

reminders from teachers about rules. This was not necessary either; the observed classes were 

very cooperative and did the work they were asked to do. However, these were academic 

classes and there are also vocational classes in the school. Some classes were said to be quite 

troublesome. All the classes observed by the researcher were not disruptive and even rather 

passive sometimes (compared to the situation in the Netherlands, better known to the 

researcher). There are not many measures to discipline students, nor do there seem to be many 

rules in the classroom. Eating is allowed for instance. Teachers can make their own rules and 

there are school rules, but it does not seem that these are actively reinforced very often. I’ve 

talked to a number of teachers about this issue and they seem to agree that more rules (or 

rather a different approach to the ones that are there already) are desired. 

In an interview with one of the students (female, 17 years old) it was acknowledged by 

the respondent that there were few rules in school. When reminded of the school rules she 

mentioned that she had read them, but that most teachers did not enforce them. She also 

acknowledged that if there were more rules, she would probably learn more and there would 

be more discipline. She added that having no rules was fine to her, as that way ‘she could do 

whatever she wants’. An interview with the vice principal (female) provided some additional 
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information. She said rules have been around for a long time, but only recently students seem 

to break them more often. She attributes this to developments in society (families breaking up, 

internet and media were mentioned).  

So, the problem seems to be not a lack of rules, but the way they are reinforced and the 

lack of means to do so. It is difficult for teachers to send someone out of a class, because the 

students do not have anywhere to go. It can be said that, since rules would be appreciated by 

both teachers and students, they will both have to get used to rules. Students have to learn to 

obey rules as they apparently are treated less strictly at home. Teachers have to learn to deal 

with disobedient students and the school needs to figure out what their role is in punishment 

and what kind of measures and accommodations are needed to do so effectively. 

These observations could lead to specific outcomes. The girl in the interview saw both up- 

and downsides to the lack of rules. Some (unexpected) of the exploratory outcomes in this 

study can perhaps be explained if the situation in which responses were given is known. For 

instance, a Norwegian student indicated that rules were not common. A first analysis of the 

results obtained from the data reveals that the median score of acceptability of ‘the things that 

happened in the scenario’ lies between 5.5 and 6 (the only median below 6, the half-way point 

of the 11-point scale) and the median of the variable that measures realistic content of the 

scenario for the respondents (‘would this happen in the same way as in your school?’) lies 

between 6.5 and 7, with averages of 5.7044 and 6.7611 respectively. These numbers show 

that there is quite some variation in what scenarios are accepted and whether things happen in 

a way respondents expect them to happen. Clearly, quite a few things in the scenarios are not 

expected or accepted, although the correlation between these two is not very high (.168, 

significant with p<.05). This shows that ‘expectations of what happens in the scenarios’ and 

‘acceptance of what happens in the scenarios’ are not the same thing and are not even all that 

close together. 
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Descriptive outcomes  

A first analysis of the result (the variables’ frequencies, average scores etc.) show that ratings 

on the 11-point scale for all four measured variables (necessity, adequacy, expect and fairness) 

are somewhat clustered at the extremes. This finding is similar to those described in Nock & 

Rossi (1982). They mention several possible causes for this, ‘not mutually exclusive (p. 43)’. 

Due to the nature of the factorial survey method, any of these causes may occur more 

frequently using this method relative to other methods used in social scientific research (e.g. 

‘normal’ surveys). An additional reason, not mentioned by Nock and in fact a notion that is 

opposed to some of the things he claims is that in fact the extreme answers occur more often 

due to respondents’ ability to make an accurate decision because there’s more information 

available. This information enables respondents in providing a clearer answer compared to a 

situation where they have to think of a situation themselves and answer a similar question, as 

would be the case in normal surveys. The fact that distributions on variables are clustered at 

the extremes is a problem, as the assumption for regression analysis (a standard normal 

distribution of responses on a variable) is violated.  

The variables that are the result of the questions underneath the vignettes are all on a 

11-point scale. The first, Necessary, has a median (the middle value that separates the higher 

half from the lower half of all available values) between 8 and 8.5. This means that rules are 

considered to be Necessary in most cases (50% of all answers lies above a number between 8 

and 8.5). Table 5 depicts information on the average score, the median of this variable and 

others. These scores may be somewhat biased, as the sample of students was not randomly 

selected and students in these classes may be inclined to give certain answers more often than 

would happen in other classes. Also, the fact that all respondents answered the same questions 

on between 7 and 9 different vignettes is likely to be a source of bias. This issue was already 

discussed in the method section. Further analyses will be conducted with unbiased scores as 

the data will be split (see method section). 

 

 Average score Median score 
Intra-class 
correlations 

    
Adequacy 7.1576 7 0.394 
Necessity 7.7118 8 – 8.5 0.382 
Fairness 7.7118 7.5 - 8 0.340 
Expect 6.7611 6.5 - 7 0.185 
Accept 5.7044 5.5 - 6 0.250 

Table 4: The five variables that relate to the questions asked after each scenario. All variables are measured on 
an 11-point scale. Average and mean scores are calculated in SPSS, version 14.0 (2006), intra-class correlations 
are calculated using SPLIT2, Hox (1999). 
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Analysis of the scenarios 

The results discussed in this section can be found in table 5. Quite some significant effects 

have been found and explained variance is high (especially for the judged fairness of rules, 

57%), but the model as a whole is not accepted based on the chi-square test (p=.058). 

However, the RMSEA in this model (calculated without using the chi-square) approaches an 

acceptable value (.066, below .05 is considered acceptable).  

Rules in a work situation are expected in comparison to arbitrarily chosen null level 

dummy variable ‘relational situation’, whereas acting in a hallway situation is perceived as 

more strange. Perhaps Norwegian students in this school do not expect teachers to deal with 

their behaviour outside the classroom. It is also more acceptable for something to be done if 

work in class is interrupted by too much noise (again compared to the null level).  

It is also not considered acceptable to break etiquette (more specifically when borrowing other 

student’s materials without asking) compared to the ‘personal situation’ null level. This brings 

some nuance to an early finding reported by Thornberg (2008), which states that etiquette 

rules are unimportant and unnecessary. Breaking etiquette is apparently not accepted, making 

it an offence that needs to be dealt with somehow. His statement that a rule is unnecessary 

finds confirmation in this data. It is likely that students prefer to deal with this unwanted 

behaviour by themselves, without the need for a rule. Etiquette rules may be unnecessary and 

even the least important (according to Thornberg), but the sort of behaviour is not accepted. 

It is considered unusual when a fellow student comes up with a rule in the scenarios. 

Compared to the neutral dummy variable ‘your teacher’, rules are also considered less fair if 

made by fellow students and both male and female teachers. These dummy variables are 

compared to the null level ‘your teacher’ as the person who comes up with a rule. Oddly 

enough, compared to this same null level, it is considered less acceptable if male and female 

teachers come up with rules. An explanation could be that in the scenarios male and female 

teachers were referred to as ‘he’ or ‘she’, which probably makes less of an impression than a 

formulation as ‘your fellow classmate’ or ‘your teacher’. The fact that both male and female 

teachers (when specified) coming up with rules is less acceptable to students does show that 

teachers are being treated equally in this respect. Judging whether or not ‘things that happen 

in a scenario’ are acceptable or not shows some additional significant effects: work and 

etiquette situations showed positive effects. This outcome sheds some light on work by 

Hofstede (1980) and shows that the issue of power distance has a contextual component: 

Acceptance of rules differs in different situations. One sees the same pattern if expectations 
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are considered, which are also varied. The averages Hofstede presents for countries are of 

course national averages, this data being far more detailed. 

Necessity of a rule is lower compared to the null level when the hallway situation is 

considered. It is mentioned already outcome that rules are not expected in this situation either 

and looking further in the table, rules that are made on hallway behaviour are also considered 

less fair (in all cases compared to the ‘relational situation’). One reason for this could be that 

students think that the particular situation presented to them (running, then slipping in the 

hallway) does not happen in their school and that a rule for this situation is also not necessary 

(perhaps because it is very hard to slip on the floors in school or because no one runs in the 

hallway in the first place). But given the fact that in the scenario something serious could 

happen (a student could be harmed) it is a bit strange that rules are considered less fair as well. 

This supports the idea that what happens outside the classroom is a student’s own 

responsibility.  

As expected, more negotiation makes rules more adequate. Norwegian students in this 

school do not seem to expect the possibility to negotiate about rules and the relation between 

negotiation and fairness is seen as positive, but not significantly so (statistically speaking). 

This is contradictory to expectations, as the low power distance that exists in Norway would 

suggest that students consider rules that are negotiated with them fairer. This does not seem to 

be the case, at least not to a significant degree. Some negotiation is seen as a negative thing 

compared to no negotiation (the null level). This can be explained by the way the idea of 

some negotiation was used in the scenarios. Students were offered a chance to give their 

opinion in these cases, but then it wasn’t apparent that something was done with their input. 

This may trigger a negative reaction. The fact that there is no significant effect on fairness of 

a rule when there is opportunity to have input in the rule-making process with the advise 

clearly be taken into account (the teacher and you agree on the following rule)  is somewhat 

surprising. 

Rules are considered less adequate if they refer to personal issues (the example was 

used that a student lied about the reason for not being in school). A rule for this situation may 

not be seen as adequate, it is considered to be fairer compared to the relational situation. 

Lying is something rules probably can not deal with very effectively, but students do see them 

as fair, meaning they do not condone lying.  
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 Expected Acceptable Necessary Adequate Fair 
Work 1.45* 1.31* .09 .25 .38 
Hallway -1.00* .95 -2.29* -.67 -.72* 
Personal -.46 .81 .11 -.89* .68* 
Etiquette .23 1.42* -.30 .21 .42 
Male -.86 -.95*   -.93* 
Female -.16 -1.49*   -.66* 
Student -.92* -.47   -.95* 
Negotiate .42 .19  .76* .26 
Negotiate some .11 .09  .42 -.57* 
Positive 
formulation 

.30 .13  .52 .65* 

Expected xxx .21* .20* .15* .08 
Acceptable  xxx -.07 .05 -.02 
Necessary   xxx .42* .20* 
Adequate    xxx .40* 
      
Explained variance 16% 15% 25% 43% 57% 
 
N=203, *=sign. (p<.05). Df = 9, NTWLS Chi square = 16.44 (p = 0.058), RMSEA = .066 

Table 5: Outcomes of the multivariate analyse of the path model tested with Lisrel. All outcomes are 
unstandardized coefficient.  

 

 

Moving to effects that exist between the five variables that are obtained from the answers on 

the five questions following each scenario, there mainly is confirmation of what was expected. 

Most noticeable is the lack of significant effects from acceptability of ‘things that happen in a 

scenario’ on necessity, adequacy and fairness of a rule. If a scenario unfolds as expected, it is 

more easily accepted (positive, significant effect of .21). But it stops there. If things that 

happen in a scenario are considered more acceptable, they are not considered more (or less) 

necessary, adequate or fair. 

The same can not be said about expectations students have. Besides the positive effect 

this variable has on acceptability (the more in line with expectations, the more easily a 

scenario is accepted), there are positive relations with necessity and adequacy as well. 

Scenarios that unfold according to expectations are more easily recognized as needing a rule 

and lead to a more adequate rule. The rule is not automatically considered fairer though. This 

suggests that in real life rules are not automatically accepted either. More familiarity with real 

life would increase the chances of a rule being more adequate and necessary. 

 A higher necessity for a rule leads to rules being accepted more easily. This shows that 

students recognize the importance of rules. As soon as the need for one is high enough, rules 

are judged as more adequate, other things kept equal. Both higher necessity and adequacy 
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lead to more just rules, with adequacy as the most important contributor to the explained 

variances of 57%. Again, and this is one of the main findings, students actively consider a 

variety of things before considering a rule to be fair and patterns in which rules are considered 

fair are not similar across factors. 

   

 

Conclusion and discussion 

Many factors are weighed to come to a judgement on rules, while other factors that were 

considered important did not show expected effects. The effects that are found in this study 

are never contradictory to results from previous research. Some earlier findings are confirmed. 

There were also quite a few nonsignificant effects (which can in fact be just as interesting). 

Most importantly though, new nuances can be added to previous outcomes and the overall 

picture adds to a subject area that has mainly relied studies using qualitative data. In itself this 

is not bad: using qualitative data can lead to more complex patterns being discovered and 

respondents’ reasoning can be explored with greater ease. However, a limitation is the usual 

lack of a high number of respondents and a lack of opportunities for systematic hypothesis 

testing. Using factorial surveys seems to be a way to benefit from the positive aspects of 

quantitative and qualitative methods. Scenarios can be set up to reflect ideas from qualitative 

research. These scenarios are systematically generated and can then be distributed to a 

relatively small number of respondents, leading to datasets that can be analyzed using 

quantitative methods. The benefit here is that outcomes can be generalized over a larger 

population with some degree of certainty, although caution must be kept in doing so with this 

study. 

The outcomes of the analysis in this study are generally in line with what was 

predicted in the theoretical framework. Where no predictions were made (because the 

literature did not provide such detailed insights for the creation of hypothesis) some 

interesting outcomes have been found. An interesting notion is for instance that negotiation 

does not automatically lead students to think of rules as more just. With a low power distance, 

as is the case in Norway, it is said that those in lower hierarchical positions want their 

opinions to be heard. Norwegian students do not seem to mind a lack of negotiation, as rules 

do not become less fair according to them if this is the case. This fact may be explained if the 

observations that were done in school are considered. One of the outcomes of the observations 

made at the school was that students seemed somewhat passive (as opposed to Dutch students, 

this researcher is more familiar with this situation). Although the cause of passivity is 
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unknown, there could be a common cause for this observation and why negotiation seems not 

very important to these students (or a direct effect). Adding such observations may prove 

useful in similar future studies as well. The fact that the behaviour in the ‘etiquette-situation’ 

was not accepted, but that a rule was not expected and not considered necessary or fair offers 

some room for speculation. Rules may in fact not be the only thing regulating behaviour. 

Students are likely to have their own ways to deal with such behaviour, without the need for 

rules being imposed. The hallway situation also makes for an interesting case, as what is 

expected, judged necessary and fair seems to follow its own unique pattern. It is clear that 

either judging rules is a complex process, or that finding the exact patterns is difficult. 

The percentages of explained variance for necessity (25%), adequacy (43%) and 

especially fairness (57%), are high. This shows one of the main advantages of factorial survey 

design, especially because it is clear that these high percentages are not simply a consequence 

of a different set up compared to ‘normal’ surveys, as mentioned by Taylor (2006): 

“Commonly, factorial surveys explain about 30 per cent of the variance in decisions. More 

fundamentally, however, if the factors included are irrelevant or insufficient to reflect 

adequately the complexities of real decision making, then the factorial survey achieves little 

more external validity than the factorial experiment. As decisions are being made in the 

context of the other factors present in the vignettes, omission or distortion of significant 

factors might affect the judgment of the respondent.”  

Necessity of a rule was predicted to be dependent on the situation. The somewhat 

lower explained variance on this variable suggests that there are other factors that will 

influence this judgement. What these factors are remains unclear and would need to be 

investigated further. The explained variance on other dependant variables is quite high and 

even exceeds the commonly found 30% (fairness almost doubles it!) mentioned by Taylor 

(2006). This shows that the vignettes did contain the proper categories for most of the issues 

that were studied, especially fairness, the most important issue in this study. One possible idea 

to increase explained variance in ‘necessity of a rule’ is to make the situations that were used 

in this study more detailed. The same situation can occur inside or outside a classroom and 

then also inside or outside the school. There’s some indication that these may be relevant 

categories for Norwegian students, although in this study that can’t be said with certainty. If 

such notions are further developed, explained variance in ‘necessity’ could increase, as well 

as that of other variables. A more detailed analysis the situational factors would benefit 

explanatory power, as now it is hard to tell what aspects of the situations cause the effects that 

were found. Factorial survey design is perfect for incorporating exactly such notions and thus 
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offers opportunities for further research. More light could be shed on issues such as power 

distance as well. This study indicates that the although the general thought on cultural 

differences between nations may be correct, situational factors and context play a role that 

may counter some of the effects found by Hofstede (1980). 

Another suggestion that can be made and may boost the percentage of explained 

variance further is the opportunity to model interaction effects. This could be done by creating 

sub groups in the data, but this was not done in this study, as it requires large sample sizes. 

According to Jaccard & Wan (1996) group sizes below 50 respondents cause power of 

statistical tests to be unacceptably low in a multi-group analysis using qualitative moderator 

variables (p.73). However, larger sample sizes are quite easily obtained using factorial survey 

design. Modelling interaction effects would provide even further insight in judgement 

processes. For instance, a rule could be judged as maximally fair when it is made ‘in a certain 

situation, with a teacher making a rule, with students having a lot of negotiating power and 

with a positively formulated rule’. Now, these factors are considered important, but they are 

only tested separately. Interaction effects could show that several things are important to 

students at the same time. 

 More information is now available on judging rules and some suggestions have been 

made for future research. Additional categorization, new relevant factors and modelling of 

interaction effects can lead to an even better understanding of the judgement of rules. This 

study can provide a good basis to start from and in fact the suggestions made can easily be 

incorporated in a similar study. It is strongly believed that a countries’ culture, school culture 

and possibly even classroom cultures affect certain outcomes (for instance with respect to 

power distance and situations) and therefore caution must be kept with all generalizations of 

this study. It would be very useful to repeat this same study in other schools and even schools 

in different countries to observe the potential differences in attitudes towards rules. 

For now, teachers can benefit from this study by avoiding some crucial mistakes. First, 

if you negotiate with students, make sure you show you have taken their input seriously when 

presenting a rule. Make sure whatever rule you make, you only do so if it is necessary (and 

the results show that students do not always consider rules necessary) and adequate. There is 

some indication that it is important that students see you as their teacher (that is an 

authoritative figure), because when a teacher is referred to as ‘he’ or ‘she’ in the scenarios, 

scenarios are considered less acceptable and rules are judged as less fair. Finally, beginning 

and foreign teachers should try to act as students expect, because the more different a teacher 

acts in the opinion of students, the lower necessity and adequacy of a rule will be judged. 

Generated by Foxit PDF Creator © Foxit Software
http://www.foxitsoftware.com   For evaluation only.



 22 

References 
 
Alerby, E. (2003). ‘During the break we have fun’: A study concerning pupils’ experience of school. 
Educational Research 45: 17–28. 
 
Alexander, C.S. and H.J. Becker (1978). The Use of Vignettes in Survey Research. The Public 
Opinion Quarterly 42/1: 93-104. 
 
Dyer, N.G.; Hanges, P.J. & R.J. Hall (2005) Applying multilevel confirmatory factor analysis 
techniques to the study of leadership. The Leadership Quarterly 16/1: 149-167. 
 
Heck, R.H. & S.L. Thomas (2000). An introduction to multilevel modeling techniques. Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc. 
 
Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture's Consequences, International Differences in Work-Related Values 
(Cross Cultural Research and Methodology). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
James, A. & Prout, A. (1990). Constructing and reconstructing childhood: new directions in the 
sociological study of childhood. 2nd edition. London, New York and Philadelphia: The Falmer Press. 
 
Jones, M.  & I. Alony (2007). The Cultural Impact of Information Systems – Through the Eyes of 
Hofstede – A Critical Journey. Issues in Informing Science and Information Technology 4: 407 – 419. 
 
Jaccard, J. & C.K. Wan (1996). Lisrel approaches to interaction effects in multiple regression. Sage 
University Paper on Quantitative Applications in the Social Sciences (series no. 07-114). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Malone, B.G. & C.L. Tietjens (2000). Re-examination of classroom rules: The need for clarity and 
specified behavior. Special Services in the Schools 16: 159 – 70. 
 
Nock, S.L. & P.H. Rossi (Eds.). (1982). Measuring Social Judgments: The factorial survey approach. 
Beverly Hills/London/New Delhi: Sage Publications 
 
Ntuk Idem, M. (1991). Youth needs: contextual variations and approaches to change. In: Evans, K. & I. 
Haffenden (Ed.). Education for young adults: International perspectives. London and New York: 
Routledge. 
 
Schimmel, D. (1997). Traditional rule-making and the subversion of citizenship education. Social 
Education 61: 70 – 4. 
 
Taylor, B.J. (2006). Factorial Surveys: Using Vignettes to Study Professional Judgement. British 
Journal of Social Work 36: 1187–1207. 
 
Thornberg (2008). A categorisation of school rules. Educational Studies, 34/1: 25 – 33. 
 
Veenma, K.; Batenburg, R. & Breedveld, E. (2004). De vignetmethode: Een praktische handreiking 
bij beleidsonderzoek. Tilburg: IVA . 
 
Weinstein, C.S. & A.J. Mignano (2007). Elementary classroom management: Lessons from research 
and practice. 4th ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Generated by Foxit PDF Creator © Foxit Software
http://www.foxitsoftware.com   For evaluation only.



 23 

Appendix 1: Example of a vignette 
You are in a classroom with some fellow classmates before class starts. You are playfully pushing a 
fellow classmate around and soon others join as well. Suddenly someone trips after being pushed and 
falls on the floor. Your teacher just walked in and saw what happened.  
 
He says that this is incorrect behaviour and that something has to be done about it. He walks up to 
you and starts talking about what just happened. 
 
The two of you talk about this issue and discuss some possible solutions. Finally, you both agree on 
the following rule to solve the issue: 
 
“Pupils should make sure other pupils do not get hurt.” 
 
 
 
Please read the following 5 statements with the above scenario in mind. Indicate for each statement 
on the line to what degree you (dis)agree with that statement. 
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Appendix 2: Matrices obtained splitting the full data set in SPLIT2, version 1.2 by Hox 
(1999) 

number of groups:   24   number of cases:  203 
df within:         179   df between:        24 
 
between model scaling constant and its square root: 
  8.455772  2.907881 
 
 
Pooled Within Groups Correlations and Standard Deviations 
 
  1.000000   
  0.541968  1.000000   
  0.629985  0.561157  1.000000   
  0.385631  0.279751  0.372430  1.000000   
  0.125304 -0.021778  0.098239  0.243720  1.000000   
  0.258769  0.174330  0.216975  0.308762  0.160993  1.000000  
 -0.326672 -0.444367 -0.415440 -0.205798 -0.019377 -0.234518  1.000000  
 -0.150520  0.102428  0.064838 -0.122235 -0.060875 -0.277565 -0.231043  1.000000  
  0.126813  0.036777  0.109669  0.027093  0.102614 -0.261248 -0.255123 -0.245366 1.000000   
 -0.004984  0.067675 -0.036046 -0.069042 -0.086514 -0.039856 -0.034969  0.037676 0.023851  1.000000  
 -0.034688 -0.049899  0.001779  0.081147 -0.145464 -0.001335 -0.030357  0.056760 0.025372 -0.233289  1.000000  
  0.030114  0.007563 -0.099815 -0.108859  0.047038  0.028151 -0.002471 -0.040499 0.015706 -0.412936 -0.386291  1.000000  
  0.161733  0.067667  0.200837  0.075102  0.058754  0.041252  0.025889 -0.006503 -0.007551  0.031523 -0.032171 -0.004416  1.000000  
 -0.064959 -0.158715 -0.205770 -0.019821 -0.011921 -0.017417 -0.003695 -0.009411 -0.006139 -0.050256  0.021475  0.009015 -0.539885  1.000000   
  0.203614  0.151718  0.258743  0.066648  0.048603  0.017413  0.021374 -0.007618 0.010102  0.014321  0.002366 -0.023024 -0.020308  0.038880  1.000000 
 
  2.193768  2.270010  2.255092  2.462794  2.436083  0.429201  0.404594  0.426052 0.420632  0.430902  0.406111  0.510074  0.492078  0.489334  0.519110 
 
Scaled Between Groups Correlations and Standard Deviations 
 
  1.000000  0.276962  0.450990  0.368856  0.073256  0.121078  0.117160 -0.018070 -0.251729  0.047398  0.001328  0.150645  0.055224 -0.056369  0.135135 
  0.276962  1.000000  0.645552  0.305953 -0.425262  0.172570 -0.010699  0.157587 -0.142775  0.077476 -0.183286  0.049738 -0.428090  0.229066 -0.202131 
  0.450990  0.645552  1.000000  0.296496 -0.176797  0.033355  0.041337  0.152357 -0.323771 -0.091907  0.227524  0.402283 -0.081456 -0.065335 -0.010106 
  0.368856  0.305953  0.296496  1.000000 -0.006116  0.224994  0.002344  0.191167 -0.252781 -0.262487  0.044541  0.132135 -0.218381  0.064637 -0.277285 
  0.073256 -0.425262 -0.176797 -0.006116  1.000000  0.003585 -0.230617 -0.037598 0.333421 -0.088520  0.224576 -0.155155  0.255330  0.053632  0.347511 
  0.121078  0.172570  0.033355  0.224994  0.003585  1.000000 -0.585328  0.217865 -0.247009 -0.000709 -0.006787 -0.213221  0.027831  0.221985  0.081363 
  0.117160 -0.010699  0.041337  0.002344 -0.230617 -0.585328  1.000000 -0.595387 0.298779  0.066128 -0.029131  0.247746 -0.236515  0.004206 -0.019521 
 -0.018070  0.157587  0.152357  0.191167 -0.037598  0.217865 -0.595387  1.000000 -0.660399 -0.340865  0.359567 -0.166493  0.141219 -0.317661 -0.271171 
 -0.251729 -0.142775 -0.323771 -0.252781  0.333421 -0.247009  0.298779 -0.660399 1.000000  0.299306 -0.376715  0.046545 -0.323651  0.352119  0.251923 
  0.047398  0.077476 -0.091907 -0.262487 -0.088520 -0.000709  0.066128 -0.340865 0.299306  1.000000 -0.717822 -0.207391  0.042589  0.614068 -0.141688 
  0.001328 -0.183286  0.227524  0.044541  0.224576 -0.006787 -0.029131  0.359567 -0.376715 -0.717822  1.000000  0.083907  0.263385 -0.560028  0.103613 
  0.150645  0.049738  0.402283  0.132135 -0.155155 -0.213221  0.247746 -0.166493 0.046545 -0.207391  0.083907  1.000000 -0.191874 -0.191235  0.417843 
  0.055224 -0.428090 -0.081456 -0.218381  0.255330  0.027831 -0.236515  0.141219 -0.323651  0.042589  0.263385 -0.191874  1.000000 -0.326158  0.198793 
 -0.056369  0.229066 -0.065335  0.064637  0.053632  0.221985  0.004206 -0.317661 0.352119  0.614068 -0.560028 -0.191235 -0.326158  1.000000 -0.078547 
  0.135135 -0.202131 -0.010106 -0.277285  0.347511  0.081363 -0.019521 -0.271171 0.251923 -0.141688  0.103613  0.417843  0.198793 -0.078547  1.000000 
  5.589187  5.662672  5.223683  4.211600  4.761669  0.199719  0.203723  0.188620 0.213519  0.230966  0.243603  0.205930  0.285780  0.395735  0.329875 
 
Rough Estimate of Between Groups Correlations and Standard Deviations 
Use for exploratory purposes only; matrix is likely to be non-gramian! 
 
  1.000000  0.227490  0.414934  0.375745  0.060857  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.227490  1.000000  0.663676  0.323445 -0.534572  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.414934  0.663676  1.000000  0.276715 -0.256112  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.375745  0.323445  0.276715  1.000000 -0.113384  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.060857 -0.534572 -0.256112 -0.113384  1.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  1.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  1.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  1.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 1.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  1.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  1.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  1.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  1.000000  0.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  1.000000  0.000000 
  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000 0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  0.000000  1.000000 
 
  1.767838  1.784036  1.620369  1.174898  1.406980  1.000000  1.000000  1.000000 1.000000  1.000000  1.000000  1.000000  1.000000  1.000000  1.000000 
 
Estimates of Intra-class correlations for all variables 
 
   0.394   0.382   0.340   0.185   0.250  -0.102  -0.097  -0.105  -0.096  -0.092 
  -0.082  -0.110  -0.085  -0.043  -0.076 
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Appendix 3: School rules in a Norwegian Upper Secondary school. The rules were 
translated from Norwegian by Tone Lise Ludvigson. 
1. General  
All upper secondary schools in the county have the same general school rules, and common general guidelines for local rules. The rules are 
based on the guidelines in the national education act. 
 
The rules are intended to contribute to a good working environment for the students, and to the development of their social skills. The rules 
should give the students experience with some of the demands an expectations they will face in future work. It gives the students information 
about both rights and duties attached to the role as a student at upper secondary school in Sør-Trøndelag county. 
 
2. Student democracy and participation. 
 
2.1. Student participation in planning, implementation and assessment of the education.  
The students have the right to participate actively in the planning, implementation and assessment of the learning process, and to be given 
training in how to participate actively in this work. 
 
2.2. Student representative 
The students’ influence is taken care of with a system of representatives and student council. Organized student groups elect a representative 
and a substitute representative for one school year in a written election. The representative is the students’ voice towards contact teachers and 
subject teachers, in the student council and with the principal in cases that concerns the group they represent. The student representatives 
make up the student council. 
 
The student council elects their chair person, deputy chair person and secretary, and other members of the board and working committee. 
They elect 2 representatives with personal substitute representative for the school committee, 4 reps. for the school environmental committee, 
where the students are in majority and 2 reps. for other councils and committees where the students are represented. All students are elected 
for one year at a time. The student council works for the learning environment, working environment and student welfare. (See Education 
Act § 11-6.) 
 
The school is to arrange for the student representatives to be able to perform their duties locally at school, and on a county and national level. 
 
2.3. Student council and general assembly. 
If the student council or one fifth of the student body wishes, a general assembly for all students should be held. The student council is bound 
by decisions made in assembly in cases mentioned in the notice of meeting when more than half of the students in school participate and vote. 
 
3. Education, students’ rights and duties, absence. 
 
3.1. Students’ rights. 
All students according to the Education Act § 9a-1 have the right to a good physical and psychosocial environment that encourages health, 
welfare and learning. 
Students according to the Education Act §1-2 have the right to an education that is individually adjusted to skill and ability. 
Students have the right to be evaluated in accordance with the rules in chapter 4 in Regulations to the Education Act. 
 
3.2. Students’ duties are to 
-be on time, be present and participate in organized education, unless other arrangements are made with a teacher or the principal. 
-follow the safety rules, and use protective gear where this is required. 
-obtain books and other necessary equipment in accordance with school requirements. (Shoes with black soles are not allowed in the 
gymnasium.) 
-be responsible for books and other equipment borrowed from school. 
 
The student can be held financially responsible for loss of or damage to fellow students’, staff’s or school property if the loss or damage is 
due to the student’s recklessness.  
 
3.3.Absence  
Absence due to illness 
The student should hand in a notice to the contact teacher about absence due to illness lasting from 1 hour to 3 days at a time –within two 
school days. Personal notice can be given for up till 12 days in one school year. The specific form can be found on the school web page. 
 
Absence not documented by leave of absence, personal notification or notice from a doctor is considered invalid and can affect the order 
grade. Excessive absence can make evaluation difficult and may cause “non-evaluation” in subjects. 
With absence exceeding 3 days at a time, or at frequent day or class absence, the school can demand a notice from the doctor. In such cases 
the student or guardian should notify the school. On exam days, or days with other major tests the school should be notified the same day. 
Students can demand that the reason for absence be given on the school diploma. In such cases the student is required to provide 
documentation.  
 
Other absence 
Leave of absence can be given for  
-organized or personal study work with permission from a teacher or the principal 
-students participating in school administrational work 
 
Limited to 14 days per school year the following does not count as absence: 
-work on regional or national level as a representative in national organizations or student organizations 
-documented legally required attendance such as examination of men liable for military service or being a witness in a trial 
-documented absence for health and welfare reasons 
-organized relief work 
-school representation –in athletic meets or fairs 
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-students of other religious communities than the Church of Norway, can take two days off on religious holidays 
 
Normally the students should apply for leave in advance. The official form should be used for leave of absence. Only absence that goes on 
the diploma can affect assessment in subjects.  
 
Leave of absence and taking attendance 
Subject teachers can give leave of absence in own classes. The contact teacher can give a student leave for up till 5 days. Leave for more than 
one week can only be given by the principal. All applications for leave of absence for one day or more should be written on the official form. 
For students who are under 18 the application must be signed by a parent /guardian.  
 
 
Order and conduct. 
 
The students shall – together with the other parties in the school society – contribute in promoting a good psychosocial environment, where 
the individual student experiences security, social belonging, welfare, cooperation, engagement, respect and joint responsibility for everyone 
in the school society and where no student is exposed to demeaning words or actions like bullying, discrimination, violence or racism. 
 
Students’ order should be characterized by 

- showing good work effort and meet deadlines 
- maintaining responsible and orderly working habits 
- being on time to class and appointments 
- giving notice to school should they have to leave school during the day (failing to do so may count as non-valid absence and may 

affect the order grade) 
- keeping school premises clean and tidy, separate regulations posted in speciality rooms 
- taking good care of school property, outside and inside, and taking good care of books and other learning materials/equipment 

 
Students’ conduct should be characterized by 

- being considerate and respectful of others 
- maintaining peace to work in class and being respectful of the education 
- behave fairly, trustworthy and polite with others 

 
This applies both on school premises, on the way to and from school, and whenever school is responsible for the supervision.  
 
At exams and other test related situations the students are obliged to follow the regulations in force, both national and local. The principal 
can tell students to leave an exam, whereas individual teachers can make a student leave a test, should the student not follow the regulations. 
 
In a case of cheating or attempts at cheating the exam can be annulled by the principal. The principal’s decision can be appealed to the 
county governor (Fylkesmannen). The student still has the right to complete the exam on the exam day. (Look at Regulations to the 
Education Act § 4-25.) 
 
Use of tobacco, and use or possession of alcohol and drugs in school or places where the school is responsible for teaching or training is 
illegal. It is also prohibited to show up for school when under the influence of intoxicants. 
 
Possession of weapons, replicas of weapons and other dangerous objects that may be used to harm, scare or threaten others is illegal in 
school or places where the school is responsible for teaching or training. This does not apply to equipment used in teaching. 
 
All motorised vehicles and bikes must be parked in parking areas. 
 
Mobile telephones and other electronic equipment must be used in a manner that does not disturb teaching, that is legal and that does not 
offend others (hidden video or audio recordings or photographing). During tests such equipment can be demanded placed in the custody of 
the school. 
 
The school rules apply to all activities organized by the school, not depending on time or place. 
 
When addressed by school employees the students are obligated to state name and contact teacher, wherever these rules apply.    
 
5. Student activities 
 

- The school shall accommodate for the students who want to participate in political or other organizational activities, by permitting 
use of the school and the school’s equipment. Student organizations (elevlag???) and other political and religious interest groups 
who wish to have meetings at school shall notify the principal of this. 

- If the students wish to publish a school newspaper, separate regulations must be made for this. Such regulations will be 
considered part of school rules. 

- Bulletin boards can only be used as assigned by the principal. All postings must carry the school stamp. All postings in other 
areas can only be allowed by the principal.  

 
The following rules apply to parties organized by students: 

- Students may hold school dances and similar events for the students of the school and invited guests, with permission from the 
principal. 

- Applications for permission to host such parties must contain information about date, time, place, program, participants, security 
and who is responsible. At bigger events it is required that other adults be present in addition to the students’ own security. A 
schedule for the security must be approved by the principal before permission is given. 

- Any profit made goes to the organizers in full. A deficit must be covered by the organizers. 
- The school rules also apply to such events. 

 
6. Excursions. 
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On excursions, trips and outings the school rules apply in full. The school has the same responsibility for both education and security as in 
other cases. Students and teacher(s) can in agreement with the principal decide on additional rules for the individual excursion. 
 
All excursions held by the school must be approved by the principal. Program, travelling arrangements and financing must be in order before 
an approval is given. 
 
On excursions arranged by the school there needs to be a minimum of one adult per 15 students. Here students are not considered adults. 
(This does not apply to Russe-trips arranged by the Russe-board not on school time.)   
 
7. Measures taken when the school rules are broken. 
 
When the school rules are broken the school can take measures towards the students. These measures must be founded on the school rules 
and must be in propotion to the violation, and the measures must be taken as close to the violation as possible. The pupils must be made 
aware of the consequences in advance. 
 
The following measurements may be used when the school rules are broken: 

- oral/written reprimand from the principal or a teacher 
- expulsion from a lesson by a teacher 
- expulsion for up to five days by the principal 
- expulsion for the rest of the school year by the county 
- confiscation of illegal objects 
- towing of illegally parked vehicle 
- order to correct/repair/replace any damage 
- loss of right to upper secondary education decided by the county 
- attendance at school before or after normal school hours for a talk with a teacher/the principal or to carry out tasks/assignments   
- annulment of tests/invalidation of handed in work (because of cheating or cheating attempts)  

 
Violations of the school rules can have consequences for the grades in order and conduct independent from the measurements listed. The 
grades in order and conduct should not normally be based on singular incidents (see Regulation to the Education Act § 4-9). 
 
Before decisions are made in such cases the student, and the students parents when the student is under age, should be notified and given the 
opportunity to speak/comment within a reasonable deadline. Notification should normally be given in writing, and should contain all 
information necessary for the student to look after his/her interests. The student, or legal guardians, should complain within the 3 week 
deadline from when the notification is received. (See Public Administration Act, Forvaltningsloven, ch. IV.)  
 
Matters punishable according to Norwegian law will be reported to the police.  
 
The student can be liable for compensation following compensatory regulations. Parents are liable for compensation according to the damage 
compensation law’s § 1-2 for up to 5.000 kr. 
 
A lowered grade in order and/or conduct should not be considered a measurement in this connection. The grades in order and conduct should 
not normally be based on singular incidents (see Regulation to the Education Act § 4-9). See 8.7 below. 
 
Individual decisions:  
Decisions about measurements in accordance with the points below are to be considered individual decisions with accompanying rights to 
complain. The proceedings in the Public Administration Act, Forvaltningsloven, apply. The same applies to point 4 if it is a written 
instruction/decree/order.  

- expulsion for up to five days by the principal 
- expulsion for the rest of the school year by the county 
- loss of right to upper secondary education decided by the county 
- order to correct/repair/replace any damage 

Students who perpetrate the school rules gravely or who repeatedly break the school rules can be expelled from school up to 5 days. The 
principal make such decisions after consulting teachers and others who have knowledge of the matter. 
 
Before decisions are made in such cases the student, and the students parents when the student is under age, should be notified and given the 
opportunity to speak/comment within a reasonable deadline. Notification should normally be given in writing, and should contain all 
information necessary for the student to look after his/her interests. The student, or legal guardians, should complain within the 3 week 
deadline from when the notification is received. (See the public Administration Act, Forvaltningsloven, ch. IV.)  
 
Before any decisions about expulsion are made it should be considered whether it is possible to use other and more suitable reactions. 
 
8. Additional rules 
The principal can – when it is needed, and after discussions with representatives for students and staff – make additional rules about: 

- independent study work (study days) 
- excursions and other school-organized trips  
- student participation on fairs and athletic meetings 
- use of the school and school equipment for different kinds of student activities 
- hiring out and use of the school outside normal school hours 
- parking and driving on school premises 
- use of internet 
- any other conditions, as required 

Such additional rules are set in effect immediately and should be considered a part of the school rules. 
 
9. Settling of disputes and complaints. 
Should there be disagreements about the interpretation of the school rules between the student/parents and subject/contact teacher, the case 
should be presented to the principal. Should the disagreement not be settled the student/parents can present the case to the county.  
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The students have the right to submit a complaint about evaluations, that is grades, and on any formal matters regarding the evaluation. More 
on complaints, where to complain and procedures can be found in the Regulation to the Education Act ch 5. 
 
The students’ duties regarding the school rules. 
The students are given and presented the school rules when the school year begins. They (and parents of students under 18) sign a document 
which confirms that they have been made familiar with the content. Hereby the students are also obliged to follow the rules. 
 
CONFIRMATION 
 
I hereby confirm that I am familiar with the school rules and it is my obligation to follow them. 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………… 
 
Signature/ group 
 
 
…………………………………………………………….. 
Parent’s signature (for students under 18) 
 
 
The form will be collected by the contact teacher and given to the head office. 
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