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ABSTRACT  

 The objective of this study is to determine the relation between the location of the school 

and the appearance of students’ disruptive behaviors during physical education classes.  

We set off with a hypothesis stipulating that the location of the school in a rural area and the 

students’ low socio-economic level are contributing factors to the proliferation of indiscipline at 

school. 

A video-scopic analysis of pre-recorded videos has been carried out with the help of the 

“Disciplinary Incidents Analysis System” on a total of 1900 disruptive behaviors (DB). These 

were video-recorded in 28 Tunisian schools situated in 2 contrasting areas: 14 schools in rural 

areas and the other 14 in urban ones. 

A comparative study of disruptive behaviors in rural schools and urban ones shows variability in 

both the frequency and the intensity of DBs. The findings indicate that the schools observed in 

rural areas considerably favor the appearance of level 2 DBs which disturb the class in the short 

and medium runs. However, the observed schools in urban areas rather favor level 1 DBs which 

have little influence on class life. Besides, level 3 DBs are more frequent in schools located in 

rural areas than in the ones located in urban areas.    

If the findings show that both the frequency and the level of students’ disruptive behaviors vary 

depending on which school they go to, this variable, however, is not the only source of variation 

in the appearance of the disruptive behaviors under study. The findings lead us to associate the 

varying indiscipline rates and the variations of school environment between different schools 

with other variables that are susceptible to explain this variability such as the composition of 

students’ public, the educational and organizational practices, the coherence of the pedagogical 

project and the leadership within the school frequented. 

Key words: Disruptive Behaviors; Physical Education; Schools in Urban Areas; Schools in 

Rural Areas; Location of Schools. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

Disruptive behaviors constitute a difficulty that diverts students from what they are supposed 

to learn in class. They are detrimental to learning at school and affect the teacher/learner 

relationship (Morin and Battalio, 2004). In fact, according to Supaporn, Dodds and Griffin 

(2003), these behaviors lead to a reduction, sometimes considerable, of learning opportunities. 

Those disruptive behaviors represent an enormous menace to the good functioning of the 

class, which incites to find solutions to make the disruptive elements behave appropriately in 

class in order to be good citizens (Kulinna, 2007-2008).  

Most researchers interested in the differences between classes and between schools have 

highlighted the school efficiency in terms of learning (Galand, 2009). Those researchers 

pinpoint how students’ school acquisitions might vary, based on the class or school 

frequented (Good &Weinstein, 1986; Mortimore, 1995). Meanwhile, relatively fewer studies 

have been interested in the class or school effect on students’ other behavioral aspects, or on 

disruptive behaviors in particular. We may wonder, therefore, on the extent to which the 

school-effect can impact on the phenomenon of indiscipline in class. 

The main objective of this article is going to be to analyze and compare the students’ 

disruptive behaviors in physical education classes depending on the location of the school 

frequented. For instance, in Tunisia, as is the case elsewhere, economic development is 

characterized by regional inequality. Indeed, some districts or towns are more favored than 

others. The establishment of schools determines the social students’ features. In other words, 

we are looking into the impact of the students’ socio-economic level on the proliferation of 

indiscipline in schools.  

 

 2. THEORETICAL INSCRIPTION 

As it is found mainly in North American research works, the paradigm of classroom ecology has 

provided a better insight of classroom activities. According to ethnographic approaches, this 

paradigm aims at “the study of the relationship between the environment requirements that is the 

classroom situations and the way individuals respond to them” (Doyle, 1986, p. 452). 

Considering naturalist and anthropological approaches, the ecological approach aims at 

supplying a coherent description of its functioning. The methodologies target “a better 

understanding of the significance of the events and an examination of less apparent and less 

known aspects of what goes on in the classroom or at school” (Piéron,1993, p. 6). The 

descriptions supplied by the ethnographic observations contribute to the explanation and 

interpretation of the phenomena that take place in the classroom. Hence, what is studied from an 

ethnographic perspective is closely related to the context and specificities of the teaching fields. 

The ecological trend in the study of physical educations not only attempts to characterize the 

students and teachers’ different behaviors, but also is interested in the teaching and learning 

contexts, taking into consideration a multiplicity of variables that help account for the classroom 

“ecological” equilibrium (Siedentop, 1994). 

In their review, Hastie and Siedentop (2006) stipulate that this paradigm’s main input is the 

association of the learning and the teaching within a continual interactive process. Besides the 

interactions related to the immediate context of the practice such as the classroom or the school, 

the researchers equally take into account the influences that derive from other contexts such as 

the family background, the community environment, and the cultural and socio-economic 

background. 
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The descriptive studies which we refer to in this study are part of the research trend on discipline 

launched by Piéron (1993) and are based on the studies achieved in Quebec using the 

“Disciplinary Incidents Analysis System”. In fact, the interest in classroom management has led 

a group of researchers (Brubelle, Brunelle, Gagnon, Goyette, Martel, Marzouk, Spallanzani, 

1993) to establish a “Disciplinary Incidents Analysis System” to highlight the students’ 

disruptive behaviors and the teachers’ reactions to face these behaviors. 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

For the analysis of students’ disruptive behaviors in physical education classes, we have relied 

on the “Disciplinary Incidents Analysis System” devised by Brunelle et. al. (1993). This system 

helps describe disciplinary incidents (DI) among which disruptive behaviors (DB) take place 

during physical education sessions depending on their appearance moment. The observation grid 

used shows 8 categories: 

1) Students’ disruptive behaviors; 2) intensity level of DB; 3) DB’s moment of occurrence; 4) 

number of students involved; 5) the effects of the DB on the proceeding of the session; 6) the 

interns’ types of reactions to DB; 7) the effects of the interns’ reactions on the DB; 8) DB’s 

accessibility or inaccessibility level for the intern. 

In this article, we are going to address the first two categories only so that we can draw a portrait 

of the disruptive behaviors during the physical education sessions and decide upon their intensity 

levels. 

There are 19 disruptive behaviors that students might adopt. These are divided into 3 levels, 

depending on the intensity of the behavior and its possible impact on the good proceeding of the 

teaching session. 

Level 1 includes those DBs which have little influence on class life but which can be annoying to 

the teacher. Level 2 is about DBs that are likely to disturb the class in the short or medium run. 

Level 3 encompasses all DBs that actually disturb the good proceeding of the lesson as soon as 

they occur in class. 

Our sample is made up of a total number of 650 secondary school students. The students’ age 

ranged from 13 to 14, representing 70.6% and 29.4% respectively. During the observation phase, 

those students were involved in team sport activities within their own schools.  

The study involves 28 physical education Tunisian male student teachers informed beforehand of 

our study objectives and research plan. 

Our selection includes 28 schools, representing 14.2% of the total number of schools (n=40). 

These schools lie in two different governorates: 

- 14 schools lie in a peripheral urban area in the governorate of Manouba (Western part of 

Greater Tunis). This governorate has an urbanization rate that hardly reaches 74% and that is the 

lowest in the district of Greater Tunis. This is mainly due to the agricultural aspect of this area. 

That is why the schools include students from different social layers, some of whom belong to 

middle layers while others come from a farming background. The schools, therefore, are 

characterized by student heterogeneity. 

- 14 schools lie in a favored zone in the governorate of Tunis (Eastern part of Greater 

Tunis). This governorate is the main district of Tunisia’s administrative, political and economic 

capital city. Hence, it represents the densest urban pole (100%) and has students coming from 

well-off backgrounds. 

In order to account for the distinction between the two governorates and to describe the 28 

schools, we do not consider the standard wealth indicator, which is the “Gross Domestic 
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Product” (GDP) per capita, but rather the “regional development indicator” (issued by the 

Tunisian Institute of Competitiveness and Quantitative Studies, ITCEQ, 2012). This choice is 

made in order not to overlook household material wealth and in order to take into consideration 

the production of the underground economy which eludes the State’s view and makes up a 

considerable part of the production in a developing country such as Tunisia. This choice is also 

made so that we might be able to account for the inequalities such as those related to income 

distribution among the population or those related to the access to education, public services, 

health care, etc…, which cannot be revealed by the GDP. 

The “regional development indicator” covers each governorate’s socio-economic dimensions and 

reveals inequalities in terms of living conditions, education, employment, health care, etc… It is 

the simple average of 17 variables divided into 4 categories (wealth and employment, 

knowledge, health and population, justice and equity) which allow us to consider that the 28 

schools chosen are different in terms of student recruitment: the 14 rural area schools are more 

likely to have students from middle to low social layers whereas the 14 urban area schools have 

students from upper layers. 

We have used two Sony cameras (model Handcam 4K) with integrated projector and a Boom 

Tone DJ wireless microphone equipped with a transmitter receiver (VHF 10HL F4 Micro H.F) 

and a scope of 100 meters to be able to intercept the student teacher’s verbal interventions.  

The collection of data is achieved with the help of two came-scopes and a wireless microphone. 

The two cameras are placed in such diagonally-opposed positions that they cover the different 

angles of the entire area where the session takes place.  

Given the observation technique is pre-recorded, the data analysis is carried out through a matrix 

that corresponds to the 8 different categories on the observation grid, previously defined, which 

allows the research data entry. The data is later analyzed statistically. The analysis consists in 

counting the absolute and relative frequencies of disruptive behaviors per category according to 

the grid of the “Disciplinary Incidents Analysis System” borrowed from Brunelle et. al. (1993), 

and in a later comparison of the findings depending on the school location. 

To insure inter-coder reliability, two other researchers had been trained on the codification 

procedure of the “Disciplinary Incidents Analysis System”. When their perceptions of the 

different findings on the codification of the same teaching session were confronted, it was found 

out that there was an 87% concordance concerning the 20 disciplinary incidents in question. 

 

4. FINDINGS  

4.1. DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIORS IN URBAN AREA SCHOOLS 

The findings shown in table 1 below specify the appearance frequency of codable disruptive 

behaviors in relative and absolute terms in urban area schools. The absolute frequency is 

expressed in accordance with the total number of codable incidents (n=1379) 

For these incidents, we notice a dominance of DBs level 1 with a rate of 29% followed by those 

of level 2 (19.5%). The level 3 DBs are of a very low rate that hardly reaches 2.8%.  

For level 1, it is the “nattering” category which has the highest frequency: 15.1% of all incidents. 

Level 2 incidents go mostly under the “squabbling” category with 6.7%. The “criticizing” 

category dominates level 3 DBs with a rate of 1.4% of the total number. As it is clearly shown in 

table 1, it is the disruptive behaviors susceptible of not really disturbing the good proceeding of 

the session (levels 1 and 2) that dominate with a rate of 48.5%. 
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Table 1: Relative (f) and absolute frequencies (%) of codable DBs in urban area schools 

(Total=1379) 

Categories Frequencies (F) Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) 

Absolute 

frequencies/ 

intensity level 

DB level 1 (n=401) 

Distracted 89 6.4  

 

     29% 
Nattering 209 15.1 

Late 56 4.1 

Absence of costume 16 1.2 

Leaving the classroom 31 2.2 

DB level 2 (n=269) 

Fooling around 33 2.4  

 

 

     19.5% 

Squabbling 92 6.7 

Bullying 11 0.8 

Making noise 47 3.4 

Distorting the activity 31 2.2 

Breaking the rules intentionally 51 3.7 

Giving up practice 4 0.3 

DB level 3 (n=39) 

Criticizing 19 1.4  

 

 

    2.8% 

Lashing out at material 10 0.7 

Mugging 6 0.4 

Dangerous behavior 0 0 

Being rude 4 0.3 

Ridiculing 0 0 

Resisting instructions 0 0 

 

As for non-codable disciplinary incidents, table 2 below illustrates the appearance frequencies of 

disruptive behaviors in relative and absolute terms. The absolute frequency is expressed in 

accordance with the total number of non-codable disciplinary incidents (n=521). 

Level 1 DBs are proportionately more important (17.4%) than those of level 2 (13.3%) which 

themselves outnumber those of level 3 (10%). 

For level 1, the “distracted” category predominates with 10.4% in comparison to each of the 

“absence of costume” and “leaving the classroom” categories (1.5%). At level 2, the “distorting 

the activity” has the highest proportion (3.3%) as is the case with the “dangerous behavior” 

category (207%) in level 3. 
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Table 2: Relative (f) and absolute (%) frequencies of non-codable DBs in urban area schools 

(Total= 521) 

Categories Frequencies (F) Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) 

Absolute 

frequencies/ 

intensity 

level 

CP Niveau 1(n=91) 

Distracted 54 10.4  

 

17.4 % 
Nattering 11 2.1 

Late 10 1.9 

Absence of costume 8 1.5 

Leaving the classroom 8 1.5 

CP Niveau 2 (n=69) 

Fooling around 0 0  

 

 

13.3% 

Squabbling 7 1.3 

Bullying 1 0.2 

Making noise 13 2.5 

Distorting the activity 17 3.3 

Breaking the rules intentionally 16 3.1 

Giving up practice 15 2.9 

CP Niveau 3 (n=52) 

Criticizing 2 0.4  

 

 

10 % 

Lashing out at material 12 2.3 

Mugging 10 1.9 

Dangerous behavior 14 2.7 

Being rude 4 0.8 

Ridiculing 5 0.96 

Resisting instructions 5 0.96 

 

4.2. DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIORS IN RURAL AREA SCHOOLS 

The findings shown in table 3 below specify the appearance frequencies of disruptive behaviors 

in relative and absolute terms in rural area schools. The absolute frequency is expressed in 

accordance with the total number of codable disciplinary incidents (n=1379). 

For these incidents, we notice a dominance of DBs level 2 with a rate of 27.2% followed by 

those of level 1 (14.7%). The level 3 DBs only stand at 6.8%. 

For level 1, it is the “nattering” category which happens most frequently with 7.2% of the total 

number of incidents. Level 2 is dominated by the “bullying” category representing 7.3%. Level 3 

is dominated by the “criticizing” category representing 2.4% of all DBs. As it is shown in table 

3, disruptive behaviors susceptible not to disrupt the good proceeding of the session are the ones 

which are clearly the most prevalent with a rate of 41.9%. 
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Table 3: Relative (f) and absolute (%) frequencies of codable DBs in rural area schools 

(Total=1379) 

Categories Frequencies 

(F) 

Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) 

Absolute 

frequencies/ 

intensity 

level 

DB level 1 (n=203) 

Distracted 59 4.3  

 

     14.7% 
Nattering 99 7.2 

Late 28 2 

Absence of costume 4 0.3 

Leaving the classroom 13 0.9 

DB level 2 (n=375) 

Fooling around 19 1.4  

 

 

     27.2% 

Squabbling 76 5.5 

Bullying 101 7.3 

Making noise 73 5.3 

Distorting the activity 53 3.8 

Breaking the rules 

intentionally 33 

2.4 

Giving up practice 20 1.5 

DB level 3 (n=92) 

Criticizing 33 2.4  

 

 

    6.8% 

Lashing out at material 28 2.1 

Mugging 19 1.4 

Dangerous behavior 0 0 

Being rude 12 0.9 

Ridiculing 0 0 

Resisting instructions 0 0 

 

As for non-codable disciplinary incidents, table 4 below illustrates the appearance frequencies of 

disruptive behaviors in relative and absolute terms. The absolute frequency is expressed in 

accordance with the total number of non-codable disciplinary incidents (n=521). 

The level 3 DBs are proportionately more important (38.1%) than those of level 2 (17.5%), 

which themselves largely outnumber those of level 1 (3.7%). 

As for level 3, it is the “lashing out at material” category (12.7%) which predominates.  The 

“giving up practice” is the category which has the highest proportion of students (7.3%), while 

the “distracted” category is the most important (1.1%) in level 1 DBs. 
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Table 4: Relative (f) and absolute (%) frequencies of non-codable DBs in rural area schools 

(Total=521) 

Categories Frequencies 

(F) 

Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) 

Absolute 

frequencies/ 

intensity 

level 

DB level 1 (n=19) 

Distracted 6 1.1  

 

     3.7% 
Nattering 4 0.8 

Late 3 0.6 

Absence of costume 4 0.8 

Leaving the classroom 2 0.4 

DB level 2 (n=91) 

Fooling around 1 0.2  

 

 

     17.5% 

Squabbling 3 0.6 

Bullying 2 0.4 

Making noise 2 0.4 

Distorting the activity 23 4.4 

Breaking the rules 

intentionally 22 

4.2 

Giving up practice 38 7.3 

DB level 3 (n=199) 

Criticizing 8 1.5  

 

 

    38.1% 

Lashing out at material 66 12.7 

Mugging 58 11.1 

Dangerous behavior 39 7.5 

Being rude 7 1.3 

Ridiculing 8 1.5 

Resisting instructions 13 2.5 

 

4.3. COMPARISON OF DB DISTRIBUTION BASED ON THE SCHOOL LOCATION 

The general analysis of the dispersion of codable disruptive behaviors shows that there is very 

little significance (p=0.81) between rural and urban area schools. Table 5 below sums up the 

absolute frequencies of codable DBs in both rural and urban area schools. 

 

Table 5: Comparison of absolute frequencies of codable DBs, based on school location. 

DB levels Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) for schools in 

urban areas 

Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) for school in a 

rural area 

Total absolute 

frequencies of 

codable DB   

DB level 1 29% 14.7% 43.7% 

DB level 2 19.5% 27.2% 46.7% 

DB level 3 2.8% 6.8% 9.6% 
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The general analysis of non-codable DBs equally shows that there is very little significance 

(p=0.17) between schools in rural and urban areas. Table six below sums up the absolute 

frequencies of non-codable DB at rural area schools and those in urban areas. 

 

Table 6: Comparison of absolute frequencies of non-codable DBs, based on school location 

DB levels Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) for schools in 

urban areas 

Absolute 

frequencies  

( %) for school in a 

rural area 

Total absolute 

frequencies of  non-

codable DB   

DB level 1 17.4% 3.7% 21.1% 

DB level 2 13.3% 17.5% 30.8% 

DB level 3 10 % 38.1% 48.1% 

 

The general findings on the dispersion of codable and non-codable disrupting behaviors in 

relation to the school location do not actually match with the findings in the literature 

(Debarbieux, 1999; Quarles, 1993; Vasselier-Novelli, 1999). For this end, a more subtle analysis 

of the findings per level of codable and non-codable DBs is necessary in order to reach more in-

depth findings. 

As for the findings on codable DBs of level 1, as it is clearly shown by figure 1 below, we 

observe a significance between the schools in urban areas with 401 DBs and those in rural areas 

with 203 DBs and with p<0.05. The students in urban area schools present a higher percentage of 

level 1 DBs to that of students in rural area schools (29 vs. 14.7%). 

 

 
Figure 1: Impact of school location on the variation of codable level 1 DBs. 

 

As far as level 2 is concerned, the findings are of no significance between the schools in urban 

areas and those in rural ones, with p=0.33 noting respectively 269 DBs and 375 DBs. The 

students’ level 2 DBs are identical to a great extent whatever the school location. 



International Journal of Advanced Scientific and Technical Research                      Issue 5 volume 3, May-June 2015 

Available online on   http://www.rspublication.com/ijst/index.html                                                     ISSN 2249-9954 

R S. Publication, rspublicationhouse@gmail.com Page 471 
 

As for level 3, we have detected a significant difference between schools in different areas for 

p<0.05. The students’ codable DBs in rural area schools (92) largely outnumber those in urban 

area schools (39) as figure 2 below indicates. 

 
 

Figure 2: Impact of school location on the variations of codable level 3 DBs. 

 

Finally, as for non-codable level 3 DBs, a significant difference has equally been observed 

between the schools lying in the two areas under study with p<0.05. The students’ non-codable 

DBs in the rural area schools largely outnumber those in urban ones. These findings are shown in 

the following table 3. 

 

 
Figure 3: Impact of school location on the variation of non-codable level 3 DBs. 
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5. DISCUSSION 

Gottfredson (2001) cites a study carried by Bryk and Driscoll (1988) about the effect of school 

on problems of discipline, absenteeism and dropping out of school. These authors have 

examined, in particular, the role of community environment on the classroom. Their findings 

show that a lot of differences between schools are due to the size and composition of the schools 

(average level of school performance, socio-economic level, and social heterogeneity of 

students). A community environment, however, reduces problematic behaviors and covers some 

of the effects of the school composition. In a study on a dozen schools, Rutter,  Maughan, Meyer, 

Pickles, Silberg, Simonoff and Taylor (1997) observed that the level of indiscipline and 

delinquency among students varied substantially. Their analyses point out that the level of 

indiscipline depends to a large extent on the school organization. More recently, Payne, 

Gottfredson and Gottfredson (2003) showed that school organization of the community type was 

associated with a lower delinquency level and that the effect in question was partially covered by 

the students’ attitude towards school. 

Otherwise, we have not found any studies dealing with the effect of school location on the 

appearance of DBs and using the “Disciplinary Incidents Analysis System”. Meanwhile, a 

number of studies relying on questionnaires or on direct observation (Debarbieux, 1999; Quarles, 

1993; Vasselier –Novelli, 1999) conclude that the school location is always influenced by the 

environment where the school lies such as an urban or popular background, representing socio-

economically underprivileged neighborhoods with low family income. 

These studies advance that the underprivileged backgrounds accentuate the appearance of 

indiscipline at school. Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne and Gottfredson (2005) clearly explain 

that the risk of indiscipline among students varies according to the schools frequented. The 

authors stipulate in this respect that the location in a rural area where the level of poverty or the 

parents’ disadvantaged socio-economic  conditions increases the appearance of disruptive or 

undisciplined behaviors among students. In the same trend, the research works of Janosz, 

Georges and parent (1998) point out that there are more behavior problems in the schools located 

in the neighborhoods with more poverty, immigrants, housing instability and/or criminality. 

Many other research works are interested in the factors contributing to students’ behavior 

difficulties (Conseil Supérieur de l’éducation, 2001; Frontin & Strayer, 2000; Rousseau & 

Leblanc, 1992). They all agree that the factors related to the different levels of the youth’s 

ecosystem, among which the family micro system, especially when it is at a socio-economic 

disadvantage (popular neighborhood), favor the development of the appearance of DBs at school.  

Bennacer (2005) affirms that the children coming from well-off middle class families (urban 

neighborhoods) are the ones who display less disaffection towards the school environment and 

who succeed better than those coming from underprivileged backgrounds (popular 

neighborhoods) who behave more disruptively (Jeantheau and Murat, 1998). 

Our findings converge with all past studies in the field and support the claim that there is a 

school effect on the students’ disruptive behaviors. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Our finings highlight the higher frequencies of DBs in rural area schools than in those located in 

urban areas. Besides, the schools under study in rural areas highly favor the appearance of level 2 

DBs which disrupt the classroom in the short and medium terms, while the schools observed in 

urban areas favor level 1 DBs which have hardly any influence on class life. Level 3 DBs, as 

well, are more frequent in rural area schools than in urban area schools. 
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It is true that the findings point out that the frequency of the levels of students’ disciplinary 

behavior vary depending on the schools frequented. Yet, this variable cannot be the only source 

of variation in the appearance of the behavioral incidents studied. For this reason, we are invited 

to associate the variations of indiscipline rates and the variations of the school climate between 

schools to other variables that might explain that variability. For instance, further studies might 

give an insight into the relationship between the composition of the students’ public that these 

schools keep, the educational and organizational practices implemented in those schools, and the 

coherence of the pedagogical and leadership project applied by the pedagogical staff in those 

schools, on the one hand, and the frequency and the level of disruptive behaviors in these 

institutions, on the other. 
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