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Abstract:	This study examined hope as a motivational tool of learning through the lived 

experience of fifth-grade students in an urban public elementary school. This paper explored the 
intersection of hope, consisting of willpower, waypower, and agency with Vygotsky's concept of 
perezhivanie, or lived experience. Through discourse analysis of classroom discussions, we made 
visible both the academic and social aspects of hope. In addition, the students' lived experiences 
and sense-making within the classroom contributed to a shared, collective sense of hope. Thus, 
results indicated that the classroom became an intersubjective space where norms, expectations, 
and relationships functioned as catalysts for hope. This shared meaning-making process suggests 
that hope is not merely internal but may be nurtured through interaction, shared values, and 
mutual support, leading to what may be termed collective hope. In addition, results demonstrate 
the interrelationship of perezhivanie and hope in pursuit of common academic and social goal 
attainment, fostering not only personal resilience but also collective motivation.		
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INTRODUCTION 
 

In a fifth-grade classroom the university-based ethnographer asked students to clarify why 
they had a different kind of community. She asked, “Why is your classroom different?” Davina 
responded, “We’re a kid operated classroom,” followed by Carlos, who explained, “Most teachers 
set up the rules before, so you don’t know what’s happening…Ms. Falls lets us set up our rules 
…we learn from each other.” Lorenzo reiterated, “It’s kid operated. Ms. Falls uses the overhead 
and likes us to explain,” followed by Michael, who noted, “Everyday… questioning, commenting, 
answering, questions of how come - stuff in our class is created in our classroom – you go beyond 
yes and no and explain why.” 
 The opening vignette illustrates how students in this 5th grade classroom of a highly diverse 
urban public elementary school, viewed what it meant to be a kid-operated classroom. For this 
study, we activated an archival record (Green, in press; Putney, in press) of data previously 
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examined in order to create a new analysis using a different theoretical lens. In the opening 
vignette, the articulation of what counts as a kid-operated classroom presented us the opportunity 
to examine the concept of engendering hope as a motivational tool for constructing a forward-
thinking classroom community. We initially looked to hope theory (Snyder, 1994, 2000) as a 
source of motivation to enhance learning with teachers as facilitators of successful classrooms. In 
this study, we further examined hope in relation to the Vygotskian notion of perezhivanie 
(Vygotsky, 1935/1994), or lived experience, of the classroom participants as a means of providing 
an avenue for fostering hope. 
 For this research we formulated a theoretical framework combining the construct of hope 
as a goal oriented motivational theory initially articulated by Snyder (1994, 2000). To better 
understand how hope is enacted in an elementary classroom setting, we incorporated a Vygotskian 
(1997) lens on individual and collective lived experience (perezhivanie). As such we provide a 
review of literature based primarily around these theoretical constructs.  
 
HOPE THEORY 
 Psychological literature has defined hope as “the perceived capability to derive pathways 
to desired goals, and motivate oneself via agency thinking to use those pathways” (Snyder, 2002, 
p. 249). Snyder (1994; 2002) further examined hope through the three factors of willpower, 
waypower, and agency. Willpower consists of drive and persistence as a motivational factor of 
goal attainment. Waypower is the individual’s capacity to generate multiple ways of reaching a 
goal. Agency is the individual’s ability to choose how they will pursue a goal. Furthermore, Snyder 
(1994) illustrated how hope is a key element of motivation in terms of finding pathways to goals 
and then finding motivation to complete them. He also noted, “Hope involves the perception that 
one’s goals can be met. It is how we think about reaching those goals that provides the key to 
understanding hope” (Snyder, 1994, p. 3). We examined this concept of hope in prior work in 
relation to the reciprocity of hope and collective classroom efficacy (CCE) (Jones & Putney, 2019; 
Jones et al., 2024).  However, we determined a need for a more in-depth investigation of additional 
dialogue from the data set to illustrate further the elements of hope as examined through the 
students’ perezhivanie or lived experience. 

According to Lopez (2013), those with high hope will find a way to work through difficult 
situations and will ascertain another route when faced with barriers. Snyder (1994) further noted 
that those with high hope gain an advantage in facing obstacles because they focus on the pathway 
most likely to move them toward their goal. In addition, Snyder and colleagues, (2004, p. 258) 
explain “pathway and agency thoughts are iterative as well as additive over the course of a given 
sequence of goal-directed cognitions.” This implies a need for further research that demonstrates 
the pathway construction and development over time.  

Additionally, hope theorists have noted that high-hope individuals have higher academic 
performance, and a greater problem-solving focus. Compared to low-hope individuals, those with 
high hope are more productive (14% higher), are happier (10% higher) and have better health with 
fewer sick days (Dixson et al., 2017; Lopez, 2013; Rand et al., 2011; Snyder et al., 1991). Applied 
to classrooms, we are aware of numerous obstacles that first may seem insurmountable, 
particularly among students experiencing economic inequities and from communities historically 
underserved by educational systems. However, our prior research demonstrates that teachers can 
foster high hope among their students (Jones & Putney, 2019). 
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COLLECTIVE HOPE 
Teachers also can aid students in collaboratively creating a hope-filled classroom. Along 

with his work on hope among individuals, Snyder and Feldman (2000) conceptualized collective 
hope among people with shared goals who also share pathways and make communal choices 
regarding those pathway choices. In addition, “when individuals seek to achieve an outcome as a 
group, hope is inevitably involved.” (Braithwaite, 2004, p. 128). Furthermore, this shared hope 
allows a group to deeply understand and commit to their collective goals and plans, while 
providing them with a unified purpose and structural clarity. Krafft and colleagues (2023) add that 
collective hope is characterized by unified principles and aspirations, alongside a collective 
confidence in a better tomorrow, cooperative effort, and reciprocal support. 

Krafft and colleagues (2023) further explain that collective hope includes “an interest in 
shaping the world in a positive way so that all members of a community can live better” (p. 105). 
Thus, collective hope binds members to a common purpose, helps them navigate the 
implementation process, and brings structural clarity to their mission. 

To build collective hope in society, Snyder and Feldman (2000) articulate three areas in 
which children need to build skills. The first area is better communication skills being taught in 
schools such that young people may “clearly vocalize their desires, and concerns” (p. 397). The 
second area they profess is the need for active listening. The third component of the collective 
hope formula is compromise. Snyder and Feldman further note that when members of a group 
truly listen to each other, they may more readily negotiate a compromise that incorporates 
multiples views in achieving their goals.  

For the most part, collective hope is discussed by Snyder and Feldman (2000) in terms of 
home, work, and government. However, we can see direct application of these ideas in classrooms 
when teachers and administrators set out to apply their directions for engendering hope. Indeed, in 
closing Snyder and Feldman (2000) state,  

What is needed are environments in which people can interact in supportive 
atmospheres so as to reach both individual and collective goals. This would mean 
that people, in whatever settings they reside, increasingly could perceive that they 
have the agency and pathways to succeed (p. 410).   

 
In prior work (Jones, et al, 2023; Jones, Putney & Qian, 2024), we applied the construct of hope 
and the actions of high-hope individuals to elementary school classrooms. The next logical step is 
to examine classroom data to reveal whether collective hope is a classroom phenomenon, and if 
so, how it can be developed, fostered, and embodied by classroom members. 

Additionally, in that prior work (Jones, et al, 2023; Jones, Putney & Qian, 2024), we noted 
that hope is not an emotion but rather is a motivational factor in educational settings. Emotional 
responses are quick, automatic, and occur unconsciously (Rosenberg, 1998) in response to a person 
or an event (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). In contrast, “hope is a process constantly involving 
what we think about ourselves in relation to our goals. Our thoughts, in turn, can influence our 
actual behaviors. At times, the external environment obviously has an enormous impact on us” 
(Snyder, 1994, p. 12). Snyder (1994) also notes that hope is not merely optimism as optimism does 
not involve clear plans for how one might achieve a goal. 

Hope is distinct from efficacy beliefs. The major difference between hope and efficacy is 
that “hope theory emphasizes the person’s self-referential belief that she or he will initiate (and 
continue) the requisite actions. A key difference is between the words can and will, with the former 
pertaining to the capacity to act and the latter tapping intentionality to act” (Snyder et al., 2004, p. 
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262). Thus, hope moves beyond belief as the construct incorporates an action component. 
 
PEREZHIVANIE OR LIVED EXPERIENCE 

The recognition of hope having a distinct action component (rather than emotion) led us to 
explore the interrelationship with the Vygotskian (1997) construct of perezhivanie, or lived 
experience. In his explanatory work on Vygotsky’s construct, Michell (2016) notes that 
perezhivanie is not so much a product of emotion felt during an experience, but rather as “a prism 
of psychological development, as a unit of human consciousness, and as intelligent perception of 
one’s environment” (p. 5). Michell (2016) further notes, “… perezhivanie is a generative, 
developing system of consciousness in which the child’s whole personality is vitally engaged in 
the reflective activity of interpretative perception and sense-making of their lived social 
environment” (p. 26).  In addition, Vygotsky (1998) noted, “…only those components of the social 
environment that are refracted by the subjective perezhivanie of the individual achieve 
developmental significance” (p. 294). Therefore, development is an active process of constructing 
meaning through personal experience. 

From this perspective, the experience of the lived environment is considered personal and 
intellectual for individuals as it accounts for their “mental, affective, and cognitive perceptions and 
experiences of the world” (Levrant et al., 2021, p. 121; Veresov & Mok, 2018). Thus,  different 
individuals encountering the same activity will make different interpretations through their 
cognitive awareness of their lived experience (Jones et al., 2024).  

In examining the reciprocity of hope and perezhivanie, two research questions guided this 
study: In what way does the classroom structure engender hope?  How does perezhivanie as 
illustrated through the classroom activities provide an avenue for hope among classroom 
participants? 
 

METHODS AND DATA SOURCES 
 
This telling case study (Mitchell, 1984) is a subset from an ongoing four-year ethnographic 

study. It includes participant data from one teacher’s fifth-grade classroom in an urban, highly 
diverse public school. A telling case (Mitchell, 1984) makes visible theoretical relationships 
through detailed analysis of a particular case, demonstrating how actions are linked together 
theoretically. Additionally, a telling case illustrates in more depth the details of a particular 
theoretical construct or framework. Using a telling case, we revealed underlying relationships 
between specific classroom practices, in the institutional context in which they occurred (Sheridan 
et al., 2000). We used the telling case to make visible the reciprocity of hope and perezhivanie, 
constructs not previously connected. 

This study resulted in analytic generalization (Yin, 2013) in which a “previously developed 
theory is used as a template with which to compare the empirical results of the case study” (p. 
233). Specific to this study is the generalization of the data results to the construct of CCE (Putney 
& Broughton, 2011) and hope theory (Snyder, 1994; 2002; Snyder & Feldman, 2000) in relation 
to learning environments as illustrated in our literature review.   

In an earlier work, Putney (2007) examined the construction and utilization of classroom 
norms in one teacher’s fifth-grade classroom across four years of an ethnographic case study in 
which the researcher engaged as participant-observer. The norms were viewed by Putney as part 
of discursive classroom practices jointly constructed by the teacher and students that became 
cultural resources for learning. In another study (Putney & Broughton, 2011), a sample of the Year 
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4 data set was examined to illustrate how the teacher established herself as Community Organizer. 
For this study we re-entered the archival record of data (Putney, in press) from Year 4 to bring 
forward additional data regarding the fifth graders’ construction of and adherence to their norms 
within and beyond their classroom. In revisiting this Year 4 class, we used a different theoretical 
lens, focusing more on the student leaders in discussions with other student participants. We make 
visible how the norms became a structure for students within and beyond the classroom, and how 
their perezhivanie (Vygotsky, 1935/1994), or lived experience, served to build an avenue for hope 
to thrive and persist.  
 
PARTICIPANTS  

A representative school population description across all four years consisted of 
approximately 85% participating in the free and/or reduced lunch program. The official transience 
rate was 65% with a school population representing approximately 50% Hispanic, 29% Anglo-
American, 14% African American, 6% Asian, 1% Native American, 15% Special Education, and 
46% Limited English Proficient. The population did not greatly differ from year to year, and this 
Year 4 classroom mirrored these demographics.  

The teacher, Ms. Falls, had 10 years of teaching experience with a background in inquiry-
based curriculum development and teaching. She was well known by her colleagues as one who 
incorporated inclusive practices with excellent classroom management techniques. For example, 
the principal often called upon this teacher to send students to serve as School Hosts to escort 
guests who were visiting the school.  

She modeled an inquiry process, encouraging her students to take responsibility for their 
own learning. As she told a class on day one of school, “Take a risk, kids!” This is the kind of 
positive reinforcement the students would receive from the first day onward. From day one of 
school, she would construct with the students a lived classroom experience (perezhivanie) based 
upon relevance, responsibility, relationship, collaboration, and caring. These constructs permeated 
norms that the class co-constructed from Day 1, then revisited on a daily basis to ensure that they 
were all following their agreed upon ways of being. Through her classroom structure, she 
scaffolded the students’ learning as they continually adapted the structure, becoming more adept 
at self-governance and more confident in their learning. In addition, toward the end of the academic 
year she would host a Network for Learning Conference (NFLC) (Putney & Broughton, 2011) in 
which students in the current 5th grade classroom led activities for the incoming 4th graders so they 
could understand the workings of Ms. Fall’s classroom community. 
 
DATA SOURCES  

Data sources included field notes from classroom observations, transcriptions from videos 
of classroom learning activities, and notes from teacher interviews. Data selected for in-depth 
discourse analysis consisted of whole class discussions among the students and classroom teacher. 
The dialogue we examined consisted initially of classroom activities in which students reviewed 
classroom norms. These norms became ways in which the students agreed to work together to 
accomplish their academic work and build their interpersonal interactions into a collectively 
efficacious classroom. The teacher used the daily review of their norms as a means of assessing 
how well the students were cohering in terms of constructing their kid-operated classroom 
community. We further reviewed other dialogue-rich classroom events involving discussion of the 
norms to examine patterns that were constructed in the classroom discourse as they related to the 
essence of hope-based learning.  
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PROCEDURE 

For the original ethnographic data set, video data and field notes were collected daily 
during the first three weeks of school and then periodically throughout the academic year across 
four years. In addition, copies of student artifacts such as essays were collected for content 
analysis. To analyze the initial video data, event mappings of the days were constructed to make 
visible patterns of activity. For the current study, we re-examined selected field notes and 
transcriptions to find the richest data exhibiting construction of the classroom culture that 
exemplified the reciprocity of hope and perezhivanie. 
 
ANALYSIS 

The initial coding consisted of a priori elements of hope (willpower, waypower, and 
agency) from Snyder (1994; 2002). Additionally, through discourse analysis (Castanheira, et al. 
2001), we constructed emergent themes that showed the relationship between hope and 
perezhivanie. We further reviewed dialogue-rich classroom events to examine patterns that were 
constructed in the classroom discourse as they related to the essence of hope-based learning. 
Researchers coded data separately and then combined efforts to establish intercoder agreement 
(Creswell, 2014). The majority of our results were equivalent, and in the case that we did not have 
total agreement on elements within categories, we re-examined the data together to determine the 
better placement of the data. This way of working first as independent researchers and then as a 
research team was a form of researcher triangulation through peer debriefing (Lincoln & Guba, 
1985).  
 
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 

The dialogue we examined consisted initially of classroom activities in which students 
constructed, reviewed, and reconstructed classroom norms. Edwards and Mercer (1989; 2013) note 
that while classrooms typically have norms for what is acceptable behavior, they are rarely made 
explicit.  What made these data remarkable is that this teacher and students co-constructed the 
norms, which then became ways in which they agreed to work together to accomplish their 
academic work and build their interpersonal interactions into a collectively efficacious classroom. 
We initially examined the norms through analysis of classroom discourse (Castanheira, et al. 
2001), as a means of understanding the perezhivanie o lived experience among the students as they 
jointly constructed their classroom procedures. We further examined their use of norms throughout 
the school year to show how the students’ experience of the norms continued to be an avenue for 
fostering hope as they promoted positive action toward learning. 
 

RESULTS 
 

In examining the data in relation to research question one, In what way does the classroom 
structure engender hope, we first noted the co-constructed norms that were relatively consistent 
across all years. Established in year one, Ms. Falls and her students jointly created the Network 
for Learning Conference (NFLC) (Putney & Broughton, 2011) held toward the end of the school 
year, as a means of introducing the incoming fourth graders to the ways of being citizens in this 
classroom community. At the beginning of each NFLC, the current fifth graders introduced their 
norms and explained how they were used to help structure the classroom. When the incoming 
fourth graders began their fifth-grade year, from the first day of school, they would review the 
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norms (Putney, 2007, p. 138) from the prior year (Table 1) to determine whether to keep them as 
is, modify them, or replace them with something else. Additionally, they reviewed the norms daily 
to remind each other of their ways of being and working together in the classroom.	

 
TABLE 1 
 
Comparison of Norms, Year 3 and Year 4 
 
Norms from Year 3 Norms as Modified in Year 4 
1. Treat others the way you wish to be 

treated.	
1. Treat others as you want to be treated. 

2. Be responsible.	 2. Be responsible, be organized, and persevere 
at all times. 

3. Don’t say a person is “wrong;” say that 
they are on a detour. 

3. Don’t stop a person from thinking - just say 
you’re on a detour. 

4. Listen and follow directions. 
 

4. Listen and obey directions the first time 
with respect and concern. 

5. Never say never; you can do it if you put 
your mind to it. 

5. Never say never - you can do it if you put 
your mind to it. 

6. Respect others’ opinions. 6. Respect everyone’s opinion. 
 

By mid-October (8 weeks into the school year), the students were reviewing the norms at 
the beginning of class, as per usual, when they decided that the norms needed some revision. In 
their discussion of the norms, they voted to keep the first one with only a slight modification of 
the language. For purposes of this study related to hope, we will focus on norm numbers 2, 3, and 
5. We illustrate their process of reworking Norm 2 as an example of their joint construction of the 
norms promoting willpower, waypower, and agency as elements of hope. 
 
TABLE 2 
 
Reworking Norm 2 

Actor Reworking Norm 2 Researcher Comments 
Ms. Falls You want to do what with Norm #2? 

Elmer? 
Ms. F at overhead with Norms 
from prior year 

Elmer Find another way to write it Waypower 
Devante Be responsible and stay on task Willpower/Waypower 
Ms. Falls We need to connect be responsible to a life 

skill.  
Facilitating connection to the 
life skills 

Chris I found another life skill  
that goes with stay on task  
Be responsible and persevere 
So when you start something,  
go along until you are all the way done  

Negotiating a life skill to stand 
in for stay on task 
Willpower 

Devante Perseverance –  
the next day you can always finish it 

Names the Life Skill and 
explains it – Willpower 
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Ms. Falls Learning is continuous – that’s a good point, in 
our unit of study, we may not find all answers, 
some situations are with no particular answers. 
We have a slight issue now, how to write 
norms, and we are quietly listening as well as 
writing ideas 

 
 
 
 
 
Returning them to the norms 

Devante Be responsible and organized Waypower 
Ms. Falls Be responsible, be organized and persevere Bring all ideas together 
Chris Its perseverance Referring to the Life Skill 
Ms. Falls For the norm let’s use the verb Redirects to fit the structure of 

the norm 
Devante Stay on task at all times Willpower and Agency 
Ms. Falls Be responsible, be organized and persevere at 

all times 
Takes Devante’s addition of “at 
all times” 

Ms. Falls I like this, you’ve got it, I don’t think you can 
make it better.  
Please write it down. Revised #2  
Be responsible, be organized, and persevere at 
all times  

 
 
 
(writes it on overhead and reads 
aloud) 

 
For example, in discussing Norm 2, Elmer expresses the need to rewrite it. Thus, 

challenged with a perceived obstacle of revision, students discussed what it would take for the 
norm to better reflect the life-skills they had been experiencing. Enacting their waypower, they 
determined that Be responsible, did not represent the life-skills that they were encouraged to use 
on a regular basis. Devante noted that being responsible means they should stay on task. As Ms. 
Falls encouraged, “You want to connect be responsible to the life skills.” Building on Devante’s 
response, Chris noted that staying on task was like the life-skill of perseverance. Thus, the students 
demonstrated ownership of the norms in a way that reflected the reciprocity of their perezhivanie 
and hope (willpower, waypower and agency). Ms. Falls, in the role of community organizer 
(Putney & Broughton, 2011), structured the revision of the norm by bringing together their ideas. 
Moreover, revising this norm by adding persevere at all times, indicated the hope elements of 
willpower and agency, which became part of their daily classroom lived experience.  

In a similar way, the students initially chose to revise Norm 3 from Don’t say a person is 
“wrong;” say that they are on a detour, to Don’t stop a person from thinking - just say you’re on 
a detour. This perspective originated and was taught by Ms. Falls throughout the first days of class. 
After reworking Norm 2, Ms. Falls said, “We’ve already got #3, you revised #2, and you accepted 
#1.” Toni continued the activity by reading aloud Norm 3 so they could discuss the meaning. Ms. 
Falls noted, “We have to keep it… That’s the one I want. I use that term, and I want you to use it 
as well.” In this way, Ms. Falls continued to direct the community co-construction of the norms to 
reflect her academic and social expectations while still honoring the students’ voice. By the 8th 
week of school, students had internalized and valued the phrase Don’t stop a person from thinking 
and they agreed to keep Norm 3 to emphasize the importance of not saying a response to a question 
is wrong. 
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STUDENTS’ PEREZHIVANIE OF APPLYING THE NORMS 
In answer to research question number two, How does perezhivanie (lived experience) of 

the classroom norms provide an avenue for hope among classroom participants, we examined 
instances of other classroom discussion of the norms to see if evidence of hope was present through 
the students’ lived experiences of the norms. Continuing their practice of discussing why the norms 
were important, and how they were working for building community, students noted that they 
maintained some of the norms from the previous class year. They also noted that some of the norms 
required modification, and they voted to accept the revisions, which process exemplified the 
agency element of hope. In the dialogue that follows, we illustrate the reciprocity of hope and 
perezhivanie as students finalized the co-construction of the norms (Table 3).  

 
TABLE 3 
 
Reciprocity of Hope and Perezhivanie 
 
 
Actor 

Students responding from their lived 
experiences of enacting the class norms 

Hope Elements and 
Perezhivanie 

Amber 
 

I’m city clerk at the beginning of last year we 
got them [in the NFLC] so we voted on them 
and made up some others 

Agency 

Brittany I would like to add that the norms from last 
year, some we voted to keep and some we 
changed a little  

Agency – students 
decided on the norms 

Ms. 
Falls 

Why did you keep some?  

Vanessa The ones we wanted to keep were important to 
use so we kept them 

 

Chris We figure those tell us what we’re trying to say 
to us all as learners 

Perezhivanie 

Toni We felt we’d keep the norms, those are 
important and worked fine with our 
Community 

Perezhivanie – 
collective unity 

Jaz But why are they still important? 
 

Student asks a 
probing question 

Toni 
 

It has to do with our learning- it’s a big part of 
our learning.   STS applaud 

 
Collective unity 

Brittany I thought they were really important. 
They are kind of like rules but norms are more 
creative. 
If we follow them, we have a better Kid 
Operated Classroom,  
So, we don’t put people down 

 
Waypower 
 
Social Waypower 

Jaz Norms are different than rules. We go by them 
and learn from them.  
Rules make you do,  
Norms are what you should do  

 
 
 
Social Agency 
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Chris I want to add that norms are different. 
Rules you really do have to follow,  
norms you learn from 

 
 
Social Agency 

Ms. 
Falls 

Do I hear you saying that it gives you a chance 
to make choices? 

Personal and 
collective agency 

 
In the above dialogue we were further able to identify the element of social agency as a component 
of hope. This was evidenced when Jaz notes that norms are different from rules as norms are what 
they go by and learn from. They are making positive choices about how they are acting toward 
each other. Chris reiterates that “rules you really do have to follow, norms you learn from.”  

In addition, the reciprocity of waypower and perezhivanie evidenced in the co-construction 
of the norms provided an avenue for students to be creative. As noted by Brittany, she thought that 
norms were important because, unlike rules, norms are more creative. She also noted that 
following the norms relates to a better Kid Operated Classroom. In addition, various students 
recognized that the norms were a part of their community actions as well as their learning, resulting 
in a collective unity of purpose.  

As various students noted (Table 2) they revised some norms, and they maintained some 
norms from the prior year. It is interesting to note that the students chose to maintain Norm 5, 
Never say never - you can do it if you put your mind to it. In this instance, the students saw value 
in the way the norm was structured and how it reflected the life-skill of perseverance. This life-
skill of perseverance really resonated with this group of students, as they mentioned it often 
throughout the day in different learning contexts. For example, in their literacy groups they often 
discussed how one or more characters from their readings displayed perseverance, and then they 
would relate that character’s actions to their own examples of perseverance. The norm of Never 
say never- you can do it if you put your mind to it was taken up and internalized by the students 
individually and collectively and demonstrates the hope element of willpower (Table 4).  

 
TABLE 4 
Academic and Social Elements of Hope 
 
Actor 

Students responding from lived experiences of 
enacting their class norms 

 
Hope Element 

Toni reads 
Norm 5 

Never say never –  
You can do it if you put your mind to it 

Academic Willpower 

Lloyd Handle your problems and don’t give up Willpower 
Ms. Falls What are other alternatives? Waypower 
Lloyd Practice more Academic Willpower 
Amber Try again  

In a different way 
Academic Willpower 
Academic Waypower 

Justin All the ways he knows Academic Waypower 
Brianna Ask someone at the table Social Waypower 
Davante Find an alternative way Academic Waypower 
Justin Ask someone Social Waypower 
Ms. Falls Go beyond the yes/no Academic Waypower 
Students  Ask probing questions! Social Waypower 
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Ms. Falls I always say go beyond the yes/no- to use probing 
questions- learning isn’t about getting frustrated-  
you need to know how to ask those question-  
you’re becoming researchers- when you pull up data- 
you’ll need to know how to ask questions to find 
appropriate solutions 

Academic and Social 
Waypower 

 
What was of interest in this data set was that not only were the elements of willpower and 
waypower present, but also, we were able to identify the academic and social aspects of these two 
hope elements. In other words, willpower and waypower in a classroom setting can be both social 
and academic. In their review of the norms (Table 3), Ms. Falls encouraged discussion of 
persistence when facing obstacles. By invoking “Never say never,” and “you can do it if you put 
your mind to it,” students recognized different ways of showing academic willpower. For example, 
Lloyd noted, “Handle your problems and don’t give up” while Amber said, “Try again.” Each of 
these instances demonstrate academic willpower as enacted by the students.  
 Further, academic waypower was evident in the suggestion by Amber when she said, “Try 
again in a different way” followed by Justin who said, “All the ways he knows” and Davante who 
chime in with, “Find an alternative way.” These suggestions were echoed by Ms. Falls who 
encouraged, “Go beyond the yes/no,” followed by a chorus of students who exclaimed, “Ask 
probing questions!” Ms. Falls reiterated her own philosophy of the value of asking probing 
questions (of their curriculum and peers) as an avenue for social and academic waypower. As Ms. 
Falls explained, “I always say go beyond the yes/no to use probing questions. Learning isn’t about 
getting frustrated. You need to know how to ask those questions. You’re becoming researchers, so 
when you pull up data, you’ll need to know how to ask questions to find appropriate solutions.” 
We see this statement as academic waypower because she was teaching the students to use critical 
thinking and questioning skills. At the same time, it was social because she was encouraging 
students to ask questions of each other as a pathway to seeking understanding. This also 
demonstrates that she did not see herself as the only teacher in the classroom, or as a fount of 
knowledge. Rather, the students also were seen as being able to assist each other in understanding 
difficult concepts and in applying the norms.  

For example, one group of citizens were making a presentation of their project on tolerance. 
Their assignment was to present their study of invisible walls as examples of discrimination, in 
their case, the Aboriginal Wall (Putney & Broughton, 2011). Author Putney recalled a time that 
she was interacting with the citizens after their presentation. In her field notes she recorded 

I had brought to their class an authentic Australian didgeridoo because they were 
presenting their study of the Aboriginal Wall. I tried to play it and only managed to 
squeak out a single sound. I placed it aside and said, “I can’t play it, I’m sorry I 
didn’t play it very well.” Immediately, Davante said, “Dr. Putney, can’t never did 
anything. You can do it if you put your mind to it.” Recognizing that I needed to 
respect Norm 5, I replied,  “Ok, you’re right. Let me rephrase that. I haven’t 
practiced sufficiently in order to gain the proficiency of the person you saw playing 
it on the internet.” Jaz replied, “Dr. Putney, that’s much better!” Ok, so I find it 
fascinating that they hold everyone accountable. Not only themselves, but they hold 
me accountable for their norms. So, if I break their norms, they’re right on it to help 
me correct it. 
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In this example, students truly had embodied the norm and in so doing, were teaching even those 
outside of their classroom community to use their norms for exhibiting willpower. Davante even 
used a phrase often coined by Ms. Falls when he said, “Can’t never did anything.” Then he invoked 
Norm 5 to encourage me to try again, or at least to recognize that giving up was not an option.  
 
COLLECTIVE HOPE AS SOCIAL AND ACADEMIC 

Hope researchers have expanded the construct of hope from the individual to the collective 
(Snyder & Feldman, 2000). One of the aspects of collective hope was effective communication to 
achieve collective goals. In our analysis of the dialogue in Ms. Falls classroom, we found an 
illustrative discussion around group dynamics that were enhanced by effective communication. 
The students were discussing their actions beyond the classroom and how they aligned with their 
norms. Toni noted that in other classes (e.g., art, music, library) their actions did not reflect well. 
She stated, “We work in groups, but not all are following #6- respect everyone’s opinions. Some 
students say what they want to say. The group may get in an argument, so they are not working 
together to get an answer.” Ms. Falls queried, “Does that help the group succeed?” The students 
in unison responded, “No!” Ms. Falls then followed up by asking, “So, how do we address 
differences?” to which Brittany replied, “In our groups when you say…Did I hear you say 
that…they’ll explain better.” Elmer further explained,“ You put us in groups to learn to work 
together- not argue,” which garnered applause from the entire class.   

From this example, this sense of collective hope is evidenced based on the students’ 
comments of working together and valuing effective communication, even beyond their own 
classroom setting. As Synder and Feldman (2000) explained about collective hope, “high-hope 
children…are able to take the perspective of others, an ability which facilitates effective 
communication” (p. 390). They further noted that “compromise is an inherently ‘we’ rather than 
‘me’ orientation, and it suggests that mutual goals are being constructed” (p. 397). As we can see, 
these students exhibited collective hope through their lived experience as they learned to negotiate 
rather than argue. Snyder (1994) explained this aspect of hope in noting that people exhibiting 
high hope are typically social and inherently part of a reciprocal relationship, meaning that they 
“attend to the views of other people” (p. 60).  

Beyond the typical classroom discussion of norms, we sampled a class discussion that 
occurred after students had brainstormed their own definition of tolerance, which included being 
broadminded. This was a culminating experience after they had a guest speaker, after doing their 
own research to make presentations about tolerance among different cultures. In this respect, the 
classroom ethnographer asked, “Is there sharing happening in this classroom?” This question 
elicited a resounding “Yeah! A lot” from a chorus of students. Then individually they listed 
numerous ways in which they shared. They noted sharing the responsibilities of following their 
norms. In addition, they offered sharing of information, respect, feelings, thoughts, and ideas. 
Upon hearing this list, the ethnographer noted, “Hey! That helps you to become more 
broadminded, doesn’t it, because you start looking at others’ ideas?” Rosa and Jaz responded with 
“We shared what we thought about the classroom,” and “We share our experiences.” Ms. Falls 
extended the conversation with an important point about their developing the skill of being 
broadminded. She stated,  

What Dr. Putney hasn’t seen is you’re sharing concerns for one another during peer 
counseling. By not accusing, being careful about how you say things, relying 
predominantly on your norms, you don’t take things personally, you’re showing 
caring, concern and support. 
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This discussion prompted students to go further in their thoughts on how as a collective they 
fostered mutual care. Furthermore, they were vocalizing their desires for sharing while using 
active listening, and compromising, which are the three areas needed to build skills for developing 
collective hope (Snyder & Feldman, 2000). In the same discussion, after Ms. Falls noted how 
they show caring, concern, and support, Dr. Putney noted,  

When I do see this with you, it’s when you share ideas, you’re building on 
what another person just said. That means that you are really listening to what 
that person said, overlapping ideas, instead of “owning ideas” you put them 
together, which is very.... a “C” word. 

 
Students immediately chimed in with their own word to capture their essence of what Dr. Putney 
meant: Concerned, Considerate, Cooperative, Caring. To which Dr. Putney replied, “All of those, 
and Collaborative, too!” The student responses were quick and excited sharing of their collective 
values, developed through living the norms. This “call and response” happening among the 
students indicated the salience of those terms in relation to their lived experience of collective 
hope. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
CLASSROOM STRUCTURE AND HOPE  

One of this study’s aims was to discover how a classroom structure can support hope 
among students. The findings elucidate the importance of creating norms as a structure that give 
students a “sense of meaning and coherence” (Braithwaite, 2004, p. 129). Multiple students made 
references to class norms with positivity and in a fashion that demonstrated ownership, acceptance, 
and usage of the norms in class and beyond. This demonstrated differentiated facets of willpower, 
waypower, and agency that had not been previously noted in research (Jones, et al 2023; Lopez, 
2013; Snyder, 2002). This study also extends the definition of hope in classroom settings by 
identifying both social and academic aspects of the elements of hope. 
 
RECIPROCITY OF PEREZHIVANIE AND HOPE 

Results indicated that perezhivanie, or lived classroom experience, has a positive impact 
on students navigating a path to increased hope. Understanding that hope was a motivational factor 
contributed to comprehending how perezhivanie was functioning. While individually students 
developed hope, in their collective perezhivanie they relied on each other to find the social and 
academic waypower to handle obstacles. The interpretative perception and sense-making of the 
students’ lived social experience (perezhivanie) that was developed through the classroom 
structure (norms) helped foster and sustain hope, thus demonstrating the reciprocity of such. This 
shared meaning-making process suggests that hope is not merely internal but is nurtured through 
interaction, shared values, and mutual support, leading to what may be termed collective hope 
(Snyder & Feldman, 2000).  

From a Vygotskian perspective, meaning refers to the shared understanding of a word, 
while sense “depends on one’s understanding of the world as a whole and on the internal structure 
of personality” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 276). For the classroom participants, the discussion of their 
experience of overlapping their ideas resulted in their own sense-making of Dr. Putney’s 
suggestion of being collaborative. We see this not only as shared learning and individual sense-
making, but also as an illustration of collective hope (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1 

 
Characteristics of Collective Hope 

 

 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

The role of perezhivanie is central in understanding how students interpret and respond to 
their educational environment. This concept helps educators recognize the importance of 
engagement and meaning and sense-making in the learning process. When students perceive their 
classroom as a caring, participatory space, their experiences reinforce the development of hopeful 
dispositions and actions. 

This telling case study yields insight that can further the structuring of classroom lived 
experience or perezhivanie in a myriad of positive ways. Firstly, the social impact of a teacher that 
can represent the “presence of [a] caring, attentive, and positive role model” in the classroom is, 
according to Snyder (1994), “related to higher hope in children” (p. 392). Ms. Falls emulates this 
modeling that generates hope, indicating that teachers can strive to establish practices that 
engender collective hope outcomes and be successful. Teachers can do this by establishing norms 
that are collaboratively discussed with students, repeated during instruction, and connect to 
components of hope. Additionally, teachers that intentionally generate and review classroom 
norms can contribute to nurturing hope through intentional action, which would be using the three 
elements of willpower, waypower, and agency. 

Another implication of this study is that positive outcomes can be obtained through 
students’ collaboration through a hope-filled norm structure. When students buy into the structured 
classroom norms that engender components of hope, they will collectively buttress academic and 
social willpower and waypower within each other, creating a cyclical pattern supported through 
the teacher’s facilitation. This reciprocity of hope and perezhivanie can be of great benefit to 
teachers of all fields as they foster both ways of learning, and the social formation of good character 
in youth. It suggests that through shared norms and reciprocal relationships, classrooms can 
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become spaces where hope is co-created and sustained. This view promotes the classroom not just 
as a place for academic growth, but as a community that nurtures resilience, optimism, and mutual 
empowerment. 

Lastly, this study extended the definition of hope to include both academic and social 
willpower and waypower as well as social agency. Previously these facets of academic and social 
characteristics of hope had not been highlighted or developed in hope research. As these 
components have now been observed, researchers can explore more areas where these components 
are present in the expectation of positively increasing student social and academic outcomes.  
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