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FEATURES OF THE STUDY

v Ty

_Durjno the 1978-7% academic year, a major study of discip]ing in. . B

tno/sand teaclpers, adm1n1strators, and other schoo] personne] respopded ) ‘
o ' ' <
to a survey 1nstrumeQ$ wh1ch prov1ded extens1ve 1nformation about the o

T -

Tennessee sg%;o]s was conducted. In that 1arge scale study, near]y four

curnent status of schoo] d1sc1p11ne across the state. " The, resu]ts of

that 1nvest1gat1on have” been published-in a monographL/’a professional
(Y
3

Journa12,(an I, a Tennessee.Educat1on Assoc1at1on_pamph1et . The study

has also received statewide coverage via newspaper a?tic]es, radio broad-
[ 4 i Y - -

I : , .
castst.and\g resporfdence with school district leaders.

As.data provﬁded‘byéthe educator sample were being analyzed, however:

it became apparent that the potent1a1 1mpact of the study cou]d be substan-

t1a]1y increased by exam1n1ng the problem from several add1t1ona1 vantage
po1nts.- The perspectives of parents and students would be espec1a11y valu-:
1

ab]e 1n bu11d1ng -a cont)rehenswe portraya] of school d1sc1p11ne in Tenn'essee

As the annua] Ga]]up Po]]s of the public's att1tt:2s toward the pub11c

~schools have cons1stent1y shown, . d1sc1p11ne is pe e1ved as the }ead1ﬁg

problem|schools® face. ' Other respected media sources have featured reports ’ :

emphasizing the 1eve1 of_pub11c concern- regarding schooT discipline. fIn : oo

s .
T

E | | . =

1JFrry J. Bellon, E. Dale Doak, .Janet R. Handler. A Study of School
Discipliine in Tennessee. Monograph of the Co11ege of Educat1on, The -
Un1vers1ty of Tennessee, May. 1979 o

2Janet Hand]er, "Improving School Discipline: How Super@isors.can He]p;" -

'TASCD Jou;ﬁa] 6(1): Winter, 1980, p. 25-29.

'3Jenry‘d Be11on /E. Dale Doak, and Janet R. Handler: Séhoo] D1sc1p11ne '

» in Tennessee: A Stugy by The University of Tennessee and the Tennessee

By

Education Association. Pamphiet published by The Tennessee Education

'Assoc1at1on, June, 1979. . .
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:v1ew of the progress made in the 1978-79 study, a para]]e] investigation
des1gned to examine the _parent and student views appeared to be an important
follow-up proJect A descriptive approach was utilized to conduct both
studjes, Informat1on pertaining to the research obJect1ves was obtained by
‘means of‘quest1onna1res deve]oped for each study. The quest1onna1re used in
the Follow-Up Study was a parallel version of the comprehensive’inatroment'
uti]ized'intthe 1978-79 study; with appropriate modification for the client

. groups involved. . — .

-
-

* OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The'origina] and f:i1ow-up=studies were designed td determine educator,
student ‘and parent perspect1ves ‘regarding schoo] discipline in Tennessee.
In part1cu1ar, the research focused on: the exteht and _nature of d1sc1p11ne
prob]ems in Tennessee schools; the cond1t1ons or 1nf1uences associated by

. schgo] personne], students, ‘and parents with these prob]ems, and the current

am& recommended app/oache fo dea11ng with pers1stent d1sc1p11ne COncerns.

Spec1f1c ob3ect1ves*~h1ch'vu1ded the research act1v1t1es were to

13 Identify the. extent an

schoyﬂs

2. Determine which d1sc1p11n-
‘;1gn1f1cant

]\

R L

3. Ident1fy key conditions or 1\f1uences related to schoo] d1sc1p11ne
prob]ems \/; \\

/

% A '
4. Determine the views of educatols, studenfs, and parents regarding

*

a

dHature of discipline preblems in Eennessee )



SUBJECTS

The sampling plan: for the original study was signed to obtain. represent-

ative respondent groups from all pertinent subpopulations. The State Department
of Education maintains an index system which was utilized to categorize

schools as rural, town, small city, or large city: Schools are also identi-
fied by socio-economic classification as low, medium or high. The.nine
.c1ass{fications of schoo1s used are: rural-low; rural-high; town-low;
.town—hioh; small city-high; small city-low} large city-Tow; large city-
medium; and large city-high. The schools in each of these nine groups
were identified as elementary, junior high/middle, or high schools. This
process providedthentyfseven subpopu1ations from which to se]ect.an appro-
pr1ate sample. * //; ’ '
- A strat1f1ed random sampling procedure was used to select the samp]e
which 1nc1uded(ten percent of the schools and ten percent of the teachers in
¢ oall subpopuiat1ons. The sample was drawn to 1nsure_that ten percent of the
teachers from the four major cities in the state would be included.
The sample drawn fnc]uded 5,087 teachers,'principa1s, and other schoo1
personnel (e.g..guidance counselors). A total of 3,783 questionnaires was
T returned This represented a 74.3 percent return rate, with responses re-’
ceived from 3, 354 teachers, 139 pr1nc1pa1s, and 290 other educators (e.y. \&
guidance -counselors, superv1sors or spec]a1 teachers).

The sampling plan for the follow-up study was designed to include com-
parable number of students and parents represent1ng three d1fferent types
of school districts: rura1, small city, and large city. Although geograph1c/
'socioeconomic characteristics had not been associated in the large scale
1978-79 Study\n{th'important response variations, a broad spectrum or parti-

c1pat1on was_ sought for the student and parent follow- up Three Tennessee

schooT d1str1cts, one of each type, were se]ected for: the research and their’
N - . . . \
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supsrintendents.contacted to secure pfrm1551on " Each superintendent identified
at least one elementary schoo], middle or junior high, or high school which he .

) Judged to be typical of schools in that district Principals were then contacted
to make arrangements?for conducting the study .

( " The projected sample was designed to include ‘two classes of students
-~ at each grade 1eve1 (5-12) in each’ district or.approximately 400 students\
l per district (estimating 25 studentsiper class). The parent sample was
} balanced across grade'1eyeis and“schoois to yield approximately 400 potential"

respondents per district.‘ In the large city district uti]ized for the study, -
unforeseen circumstances led to -an 1mba1ance in student représentation by

grade 1eve., w1gh more students in grades 7-9 than 10 12 However, thfs dis-
trict's overa]] figure of .approximately 500 student respondents and the elemen- *

tary (grades 5-6) total of approximately 100\students were comparable to the

-~

other two districts _
The comp051tion of the respondent group cioseiy approx1mated the® intended
figures. There were 128% ‘'student respondents, with 399, 396,\and 498 from the
—rural, small city, and 1arge city districts respectively. It isgimportant to
note that th’e'sampie was not gesi‘gned to accurately portray any particular
district, but rather to provide a relatively large group of scientifically
- selected subjects cutting across all designated grade levels and all three

broad categoriesiof school systems..

i

The retu;n rate H? parents was approx1mate1y ten percent of tho;p sampled.

This figure 1nc1uded a considerably higher representation of small c1ty than

large city parents *Nearly. one third of the respondents had children n

. the rura] schoo] district with JUSt over ha]f of the respondents representing .

the sma]] city district and siight]y less than one -fifth from the 1arge city
s

: \
in reporting findings and drawing conflusions concerning that group.

rd

‘ ®
system. The iow rate of return by pa;fhts samp]ed has been taken into account




COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF: STUDENT, ,
EDUCATOR, AND PARENT RESULTS : . ’

~ ]

The parallel designs of the original Study of.Schoo1.Discip1ine in

Tenndssee, which pof]ed tehchers, administrators, and other” educators, and
"the Discipline Follow-Up Study‘of.student and teacher percéptions has made '
possible the eomparativl analysis of results. In this section, findings

from the two studies arel juxtaposed to indicate similarities and differences?

“ih the perceptions of these groups. ' e . & :
LE%3 . - < ‘ ‘ . ‘ \ / ’
Maiqr[ﬁkéﬁp]ine Problems o , . g
\—

‘ Participants in.the original @ follow-up -std!h‘es reacted to the same’
\ o sixteen 1tems in the first port1onkof thé\(ég;érch 1nstrun;nt These—1tems
presented a range of discipline: prob]ems commonly reported T the educational,
Y literature. Factors cons1dered in deVéTep1ng the 1n§trunent are given detailed
exp]anat1on in _the or1g1na1 stgdy monograph andSthe fo]]ow—up.study report.
Some’ changes in word1ng weri"ade to s1mp11fy the survey 1nstrument for students

and parents the tables in this section have been deve]opéd using the mod1f1ed '

wording. s ~£. _ -
As noted in the footnotes to each table, there was also some modification
in the directions for resbonding. wHenithe folldw-Ap study was designed. Based
i on feedback from the pi]d%*study, stUdents were only asked to.identify foJr

Y 1mportant d1sc1p11ne problems and p]ace these in rank order, whereas teachers
\ld a

had been asked to 1dentAfy and.rank six prob1ems The ana]ys1s procedure
‘ was also altered somewhat for the” follow-up study, resulting in 1ess merging
of results. Responses\concern1ng most 1mportant prob]em,*next most 1mportant,
. and so on weke analyzed separatéTy in'the student/parent research. ’ o
As shown 1in Tab]e 1, students, parerts, and teachers were not in :ﬁose

' agreement regarding the 1éad1ng schoo] d1sc1p11ne prob]ems T .problem
P9

‘o .sggdr\ts felt was, most important, swear1ng or us1ng;£ou1 1anguage, was a]so

-~

"..
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D1sc1p]1ne Problems Ident1f1ed .as Highly Important
] by Students Educators, and Parents .
N s ‘

} * Sgudent ra
identif as most important )
ar) ' ' ] N p \// _.—? .
** Teacheyf rankings based on frequency with which the item was named R
among he top six d1s:;P}1ne prob]ems identifieds ) ¢
*k Low Parent response’ rdte (about 10. percent) should be noted 1n i .
1nterpret$ng these results ~— o~
Vo . \ .
. > \ ) N .
. 1L X
, h ) * . ‘ ’
N\ ‘Y IS © . . v
I S . :
N R ey 1 N PR 4

- Leaving Class wit?oug permission

-

N

N
1ngs base@on the frequenc,y w\th wh

+ - ‘ . g Y'/'}

' e Rank Among - .
Vo Rank Among Teachers™ and other  Rank Among
problem Students* . Educators'** | Pmgents ™ .
Swearing or using foul language 1 1 3
. Stea11ng 1 R |2 12 EIANE
* " Not paying attention | 3 T 2 \ |
ghowing little or no interest in 4, ;4 - r
schoolvork \ T .
Missing Sch001\w1thout permission /5 .9 p 1
Talking .out of turn 6 2 6
Misbehaving as a resu]t of other 7 _15' 7‘
' drug use® :
Bemg late for sch001 or c]ass - 8 .F 8. _1?
" ~Cheating 9 A4 10
NFighting 10 b0 )// 8 .
Damaging property ;')11 5 12
Abyg ing Other students . 12 s -6 14
Not staying in seat; overactive - 13,. n o <3 ‘ 9
“'»‘iAbusmg tegchers 5 _~1.4 ’IV i , 5
MisbeRaviny s a result of drinking = 15° 6 Yo/
6 - 1/ 15

ich gach problem wasd

-
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| N
a top concern of parents but only ranked e]eventh among educator respondents.
e J

\
’ The 1atter group (pr1mar11y teacH!rs) frequent]y named ta1k1ng out of turn

as a h'gh]y important -problem. "In ‘this case, students and parents only el
b ”/,gave it nough emphasis to rank sixth. Simi]ar]y, while overact1ve.behav1or 4 )

'placed t 1rd among teachers, it was thirteenth among students and ninth in
. L]
the parent samp]e ~ Other problems felt to be cons1derab1y more 1mportaﬂf
@
cators than by students or parents were damaging property and abusing
‘ n . !

~ \/

students. - ' o R 5

s

Only two of the top rated discipline prob]ems received similar degrees

~ ¢

of ehphasis in edch of the three respondent groups. These were the closely
~re1ated prob]ems of not pay1ng attention to 1essons and show1ng little or
“no 1nterest in schoo1work generally. , ) A . ‘ \

Preblems which Studentﬁ felt to be quite a bit more important than 1 ‘

. teachers, parents, or both grorps ‘were: stealing; m1ss1ng school without {

h .

0 :perm1ss1on m1sbehav1n9 as a result of drug use; and the top ranked p ob]em
ment;oheo above,'swearing @ using foul 1angpqge./,Parents also felt that
" stealing, sweariné, ana-misﬁkhavior related to drog use merited greater.
emphasis than teachers gave these prob]ems In add1t1on, parents selected

abusing, teachers as the most 1mportant discipline problem cons1derab1y more

often than members of the other respondent grgups. ‘ ) Q\:\V; )

Factors Influencing Schoo] D1sc1p11ne Problems

b o Respondents in both the orig1na1 and fo]]oww&p stud1es were asked &o

N R ‘ .
‘" Treview a;iet of atems representing factors related to‘gchool d1sc1p11ne

S‘g\ & ' These factors, identified from the profess1ona1 11terature as key cond1t1§ns
. o

\ T . or influences which may affect discipline, were presented in four cat" es;
}_': ' c]assroom, school; curr1cu1ar/1nstruct10na1, and out-of-school. ’The instru-
;“} - ment deve]oped for the educator § p]e 1nc1uded thiﬁty—f1ve specific factors,
4 ? [ ° . / i ‘
- Q ¢ ' /’/




- .

_approximately nine per category. - Respondents were askjd to choose at most

+ three items whpch they felt contribyte to the greatest extent to each of

- the three major d1sc1p11ne problems checked in the first portion of the
. A ‘ 3

_quest1onna1re. s D~

©

-

This portion of tke survey was simplified to some’ extentofsr the student

and parent study. Students in rades 8-12 and a]] parent respondents were ‘

—_—

asked to p]ace the four major/types of factors in rank order according to
. / ‘
' (‘ importance. Then,/ﬁ1rect1ons requested that they check at most three specific
" factors in each cateégory which seemed most closely related to the major |

g discipline problems in their schools. Respondents in grades 5-7 were pro-

IS

vided an even simpler format in which .they, too, ranked the four major cate-

gories but were ot,asked to select specific items from the examples provided.

__./' Ry

Table 2 presents a comparat1ve look at the views of students, teachers

! and other educators, ‘and parents regarding influences- on\schoo] d1sc1p11ne

»

problems. A1 three respondent groups emphasized out-of-school factors as

! . : e
1Y most closely related to importantjﬁscipljne problems. Classroom factors
i ~ -
*;L ﬂ wé?e the second most .frequent chofice by educatdrs and parents, with school
!

<
~ factors’ emph&s1zed mare often b student ‘respondents. Curr1cu1ar/1nstruct1ona1

1 )factors\ranked'fo h among students and teachers and th1rd among parents, T~
.. - :
generd]]yiref]ectTng ‘the Tower pr1or1ty aétached to theSe 1nf1uences by

AS members of each resandent group. * : Ve
a Y ez,
b J When studEnts, teachers and pther educators, and parents 1dent1f1ed’the
’i ke \ L~ | 2
. : .spec1f1n fac rs\perce1ved to have the greatest influence on school disci-

. f @

7
(j ~ pline prob]em s responses showed marked discrepancies. A]though all three -

- groups rated out-of-school factors as most closely related, they emphasized

/
different items within that category. Teachers nd other eduqétors gave

-

oVerwhelmﬁng priority to improper trainjpg at home. This was the preferred

! . :
| ;//response for nearly all major discipline proflems cited. Parents also chose

P ) v

C” | 10




TABLE 2

Factors Identified as Clesely Related to Major Discipline

"

\ _ Proplems by Students, Educators, and Parents
e S~
" . Rank Among Rank Among . Rank Among
Factor - Students * Teachers and Parents ***

R : _ other Educators**

Out-of-scheol

Pressures from peers ' 1 6 4
Parent pressure to get better grades 2 ) 8 7
Effects of TV, movies, atc. - 3 ~2 3
Parents not involved engagh in school 4 ., 3 2
Poor diet, lack or rest, etc. 7 0 5
Improper” training at home 6 1 1
Physical or mental problems 7 4 6
Conflicting jobs or activitiés 8 9 8
Effects of stereotypes 9 5 9
. ) School 3 .
) Labeling students as "troublemakers" 1 5 4
Students not involved ip setting . 72 6 7
discipline standards >
Unfair enforcement of es 3. 8- 8
No clear goals 4 7 . 2

Poor parent—scho?}.re1 tions 5 4. 1-.
~ Poor morale 6 2 3 5
j. Expected behavior nqt clear M \ 3 \ ' 6
Inconsistent policies 8 1 3

Classroom ﬂ
- Student can't express feelings’ 1 3 ; -6
. Lack of enfouragement 2 . 6 - t 1
Poor humah relations ‘ 3 4 & 4
Overcrowding - ' J 4 1 ‘- 3
‘Students kept still .too long i\ 5 5 ” \ 8
Too few materdigls ‘ 4 6 . 7 5
Behavior 1imitapotyset . ' 727 2 . 2
Velbal abuse' by teagiers - 8 . 8 . 7
y .




b : . - TABLE 2  Continued -
///
Factor ) ' Rank Among!  SRank Among Rank Amon
) : Students * Teachers and Parents *

other Educators**

Curricular/Instructional

.
Student needs and interests not 1 2 "2
considered | | - ‘ \ '
#” "Expectations too high dr_low - ' 2 S ‘ 5
Students with spftial needs not 3 . ‘( 1/ \\iy/
placed in proper classes . , ' /
b Goals and objzztives not set ' 4 - 6
Poor techniques to mativate students 5 3 '
Poor planning i, S o7 \
No syStem for keepingétrack of 7 5
« student progress behavier : oo
Teacher not pFOpeﬂ4y ass1gned - 8 - 9 L .
Weak evaluayfon process - : > 8 . 9
X P et b4 . - (Y LY «
: . ’ ) o < R ,
\j . \._-. i - . ‘y ) - '
A -* . . "J - -
\ p . ) /o . ‘ o T
, ¥ - - o A
~ Stude?t rank1ngs based on frequency with which eacﬁ factor was checked as mqst -
c]ose y re]ated to school d1sciqline problems , e -

] . .

fakal Teacher rank1ngs based“bn frequenéy with which each Jactor was cited in relation
AN to-top discipline problems named; frequencies of teacher responses for most 4
\ factors other han those ;j/put~of-schoo1 categoVy were genera]ly very low. '

~

//*** Low parent. response rate {about 10‘percent) shou]d be noted in 1nterpret1ng

these reSults. . . . .
_ : ) “ .
- \ < ' .
\ - , & -
4 J s L.
vy oot '
) k . SN ~
, Y 4
% o A -
- B -~ . .
Y 4 /. \\? ¥ - “
T \ Y !
L} . . <
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: this factor most‘frequentTy. To students, however, pressure from peers was

IS iY

f{?ﬁ:i:i . the most important consideration, with parenta]lpressure for better grades

'i.-ranking second (but eighth'among teachers). Students also put . greater empha—

". 5\5 than other respondents on the effects of stereotypes All three grcups
agreed that teTev1s1on and movies were 1mportant 1nf1uences, and that parents

PR Y . T

not being 1nvoTved in schooT act1v1t1es waSQaTSo cToseTy ralated to discipline
probTems | ) .

o . ‘

- ‘ —1n the schooT reTated category, responses of teachers and students werd

v

L, . even-more-divergent. The top four choices Of students (Tabe11ng, lack of

student 1nvoTvementé:;’;ett1ng standards, unfa1r enforcement of rules, and
only ranked between’ f1fth and eighth by teachers and

no clear goals) wer
. P other educators The educator sample splaced most emphasis’ on: -1ncons1stent

poT1c1es, poor morale; uncTear behavioral expectations; and" poor parent schooT

-

reTat1ons. Parent responses were mixed as to their agreement with teachers

-

or Students.

There was generaTTy closer agreement in the rema1n1ng two categories of

cTassroom and curr1cu1ar/1nstruct1ona1 actors, as seen in Table 2. Students

feTt that 1nab111ty to e;;ress their feeﬁﬁngs in the cTassroom and lack of
encouragement were. most d1rect1y related to d1sc1p11ne problems. . Among teachers
and other educators, 1nab111ty to express fee11ngs ranked th1rd but Tack of

_’encouragement ranked only sixth The classroom factor seTected most often
by teachers was overcrowd1ng, one of very few items in categor1.s other than
"out of-schoal" which received more than a limited number of responses.

Agreement on the curr1cu1ar/1nstructfona1 factors wh1ch affect school
\\ c disc1p11ne was fairly cTose in all groups. Failure to consider needs.an

interests ranked first among students Students with specia] needs not placed '
& ’
in proper classes was the most frequent choice of educators. Parents most

" often selected poor mot1vat1ona1 techniques as a key concern. Each of these

\

+ : items ranked at least fifth in all three respondent groups.

‘ S 13 -
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Current and Recommended'Discipiinarngctions

In the'Discipiine Foiiow-Up Study, students and parents were asked to
select from a list of twenty-one discip]inarx actions those which were
‘currently: used most often to dea1 with important problerms and those which

: should be used most often. The original study of educators’ views had -not
requested that they distinguish between what is currently done‘and.what‘

~

they judge to be.the most appropriate strategies.

e ":
Parent and student responses showed conSiderabie conSistency in

identifying the most common disciplinary actions in. their schools. As shown ,
in Tab]e 3, with one exception the top eight 1tems among students and parents .-
were the same. The three actions perceived by‘parents and students as being
used most often were: sending student to the principal’s office; corporal
. punishment; and correcting the student pubiiciy
There was also quite strong student and parent agreement‘in identifying'
the actions which'shouid be used most often.. The top four items in these two
respondent gA?ups were: student_is corrected privateiy; teacher signais.
awareness oi prob]em;fmeeting'with parents is held; meeting with student s
he]d to p]an for better-behavior eachers:fnd other educators agreed on the
high jmportance of three of those items, With signaling awareness of the
problem ranking eleventh in th*’ group. ,
Agreement between students and teachers on the actions which shou]d be
used to deal with discipline problems was also very c]ose. With one excep-
tion (the»item on teacher'awareness noted above),.the top seven items in - l/
1" ' :each group were the same (refer to Table 4). Among the moderately to se]domJ/l.
- .emphasized items, there waé_somewhat’greater disparity. Students tended tof/
rate the actions they reported as currently-in use (e.g. sending to oftice;
2551gn1ng extra work) more favorably than teachers. On the other hand teachers

P
and other educators viewed particular actions (e. g withholding pr1v11eges,
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X TABLE 3. . 3
B ' & ‘
. B ‘ ’ 01 | -
’ " { b : . .
t? Student and Parent Vnews Reg%rd1ng Current »
: Dt§c1p]1nary Actions Used Most Often * ' _ .
' : Rank Ameng  “Rank Among
_ - ’ , Studdents -~ Parents
Student is sent to principal's office | 1 “lrg ‘
Corporal punishment or paddling is used . > 2* T 2
. Stuﬁent/1s corrected pub]1c1y . - 3 1
_Student is suSpendeé\br expe]]ed from school " , 7
\‘Teacher s1gna]s;amagefe;s of prob]em 5. S 4 .
Stdéent s’ seat 1svéaanged ' A 6 6
thle class or group.§s pun1shed 7). 9 '
/Extra work is assigned : . . is / 5 |
'// Detent1on is assigned ' 9 . 11
Privileges are taken away from student 10 13
~Student is corrected pr1vate1y o ' S a
Student is removed from class act1v1ty 12 o~ 10
Meet1ng with student is he]d to p]an for better = 13 e 120
behavior _ I S S
Meeting with parent is held © . 14 . .16
'Other teachers are talked to about the problem 15 o 15
Student is placed in another class, * 16 - - 21
. Administration is asked about the problem ' 17 20
. Class is asked to help solve problem - 18 - 14
Plan for rewarding good behavior is set up 19 18
Counselor or psychologist is talked to about .20 ) . 19
. the prob]em L . '
- -7 Student is referred to a social, legal, or other 21 B 17
°* . agency ‘ o i

* Teachers and other educators were not asked th1s quest1on in the original .
study. . . -
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.9 'y | ',. . .;'. ) TABLE4 \‘.u
) ' - . . |
D1sc1p]1nary Act1ons Most Often Recommended ’
‘ by Students, Educators, and Parénts .
n'./”’ . ' o p i . : .\ ) a v . v .
’ : j Rank Among -Rank Among" Rank Among
Action : © . Students " Teachers and ... Parents
: ' ' ST R other Educqto;§ B
N '*T : — . .
o A! . NV T .»j '
' .Student is corrected privately 1 3 . ¥
Teacher signals awareness of prob]em 2 n 2
51Meet1ng with parents i3 held ' ' 3 L1 4
. Meeting with.student is held to plan - 4 2 3
* for better behavior ' . o o
Plan for reward1ng good bebav1or is. ‘ R -~ ‘ _ 5 ~ 6
set up . - - . - .o
P Class is asked to he1p sb]ve prob]em .6 “ 6 ‘5\3 n
Student's seat 1.ﬁchanged C 7. ) 7 -9 14 ¢
Student is suspeg WS expelled from 8 : B I S 13
~ school e o . ] ‘
¢ Corporal punishment”or paddling isused =9 . 9 .5
‘Student is sent to'principal's office 10 12 . 7
‘Extra work is assigned - W .16 | - 15
- Student is placed i other class 212 = 2] o 20
Privileges are taken :an from student 13 4 10
Detention is assigned : 14 ’ 15 . 16
" Counselor or psychologist is talked . .15 B » 8 12
< to about the problem . L e L / j
| Studemt is corrected publicly . 16 - 10 . I
Student is removed from class activigy~ 17 18 L 9
Whole class or group is punished 18 20 17
Administration is.asked about the .19 | 13 19
- problem . ’ : o ’
Other teachers are talked to about 20 , 17 18
~ the problem , . : , N . o
Problem is referred to a social, 21 - 19 ’ 21

legal, or other agency




light. Parent responses displayed very low frequencies‘be16w the top

4

o ]5;55'"

Com

. | - ' I :
~.copsulting counselors; correcting studgnt publicly) in a mare favorable -

P . i ,

_ Seven rankings and thus cannot be mean1ngfu11y compared beyond not1ng the oo
| cons1stency with wh1ch those¥h1gh1y rated actions were preferreﬂ 3 a . a3
: . ’.g, ‘ : » -,

Overa11 Assessment of School D1sc1pJ1ne : ‘ L N\

l .

The or1g1na1 and fo]]ow-up 1nstrumenis’a;ked respondents to'prov1de an A

.-'w

overall assessment of school d1sc1p]1ne Resu]ts of twao 1tems reTated to

this pert1on of the survey revealed some c}ear d1fferences in percept1on

2

Teachers were)nuch less sat1sf1ed than students or parents w1th schoo] disci-
pline in general. Nearly ha1f the parents respond1ng (49 percent) and. over

half of the students (57 percent) fe]t that d1Sc1p11ne wagpcurrent1y satis-°

.
' -

factory in their schoo1s The maJor1ty of teachers (53 percent) raied s

~,

d15c1p11ne as 1ess than sat1sfactory'“although & much smaller percentage of ,'

‘e 3
these. respondents (7 percent)(ca]]ed dhsc1p11ne very poor at present ol
In ref]ect1ng'on curnent school ¢1sc1p11ne in relatmon to the past o }égij

students and parents aga1n werj more p051t1ve in- the1r Judgments. Tgﬂchers'_’--ft~

’ c;ﬁparlng current d1sc1p11ne w1th what they rec 1edé;en years agd near]y all

o ¥

rated the: present s1tuat1on worse (41 percent) or much worse (45 pepgent)
Students and parents, whose responses ref]ect a narrower perspect1ve "on the1r
1oca1 schools, wegre more d1v1ded in the1r ,assessments. Students genera]]y
found d1sc1p11ne to be abo the same (40 percent), wh1]e parents felt d1SC1- E

p11ne was a greater (28 perc nt) or much greater (38 percent) problem, but l&‘yh

¢ ., . :
/ . ) . ’ - N : . .
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s © ™ DISCUSSION
a
Resudts af two parallel®tudies invest1gating schgol discippline have
provided important'information concerning the udews of teachers':~ other
educators; students, and parents The appearance of major differilceS-in
the d1sc1p11ne prob]ems perce1ved as h1gh1y 1mportant by teachers _tudents,
h; ; -and parents requires$ further d1scuss1onfand study. The only prob] h areas
| rece1u1ng strong sup ort in all three respondent groups involved a-uthetic

or parents were g1ven low to moderate emphas1s by teachers’ and 0

’ ‘ and v1ce versa. The~extensive d1screpancqes found in thes {tWO studies, thch

1nvo1ved 1arge sﬂhp]es of teachers and students, must be 1nterpreted as impor-

g educators,

tant ey1dence of seriously conf11ct1ng percept1ons and assumpt1ons about ﬁl
sohdo]jd1sc1p?1ne Steps need to be taken to st1mu4at§ d1scuss1on of these '

' d1fferences "and promote a shared understand1ng of the problems . wh1c are and

?.xliff . shou]d .be regarded as most 1mportant Closer agreement on theonature of the

prob]en§>iaced is a prerequ1s1te to successfu] prob]em so1v1ng efforts

Further, the strong agreement co\Bern1ng apathy and 1nattent1on as
leading d1sc1p11ne prob]ems (1n the m1dst of an othegwise d1vergent set df
responsesg suggests ‘the use of th1s genera] area as a start1ng point for .

1mprovement Communicat1on needs to be - 1n1t1ated amQng students, educators, .

and parent;ﬁf’ theaﬁthoo1 or d1str1c¢ 1eve1”to generat
[

ideas and begin

work-on‘a] eVJat1ngttﬁese comp]ex prob]emsqw

agreed for examp]ei/that out- of-schoo] factor- are most 1nf1uent1a1

o \
N 'However, they. differed. cons1derab1y in their -ercept1ons of the spec1f1c

2
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out- of schoo] 1nf1u£nces wh1ch have the greatest impact on s;hoo] discipline
1

prob]ems - Soge of these—’s”h_as‘peer pressures, can often be altered or ﬁ
moderated through teacher 1nterveht1on, q“ﬁge others (e.q. 1mproper tra1n1ng
‘at home) are 1ess 11ke1y to be substant1a11y affected by schoo] personne] ‘

4 In’neither study, it is important to note, were curr1cu1uar/1nstruct1ona1
N L 8 RS -
factors given muchITmportance,,aLthough researchers and theorists believe
- N Y ' N
< they have established .important Tinks between curricular/instructional prac--

- .. \ . o .
tices and classroom behavior. Several school and classroom related conditions

) . . . - -
.

and influences did receive considerable emphasis in ode or more respondent

- groups, enab11ng researchers and pract1t1oners to p1npo1n}.key d1sc1p1ﬁne- f/'

~
;'< re1ated factors wh1ch are at least part]y under schoo] contro1
' . Results of the two studies demonstrated impeftant s1m11é?1t7es and
~ ‘d1fferences among teachers, students, and parents w1th respect to d1sc1p11n-

ary act1ons . There was strong agreement demonstrated about the. act1ons ‘which
shou]d be’ taken to solve leading d1sc1p11ne prob]ems " These w1de1y supported

v\

strateg1es 1nvo1ve 1mprovemz?t or1ented conferences with students, meet1ngsL
w1th parents, and other personal rather than group or adm1n1stratrve appranhes -

-

1] [N

- -Certa1n1y this expressed accord regard1ng/the aE\\ons likely to’ be more effec-

. t&ge ‘should be exp]ored further It should be used as a bas1s for 1nvest1gat1ngl

L {

- _g, ~
~ programs and processes des1gned to help mbre teachers adopt these prdferred
A techn1ques where appropr1ate \
\;\ Another 1mportant resu]t of the two studﬂes n1ch mer1ts further study
TR

is the'sharp d1vergence between the actions which tudents reported as most
lfrequentj; uséd in their, schools and those which teachers named as the recom-
mendedtechn1ques The f1nd1ngs of these stud1es suggest7¢hat there may be =

a s1zeab1e d1screpancy between current‘d1sc1p11nary pfﬁct1ces,§nd those which )
edUcators.profess to use. The extent of this gap and the reasons for its

i

actua] or perceived ex1stence requ1re add1t1 nal study if pos1t1ve act1on is
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_'to be taken to )mprove schoo1 dec1p11ne The need for this type of
investigation is underscored by resu]ts of a recent survey of school adm1n-

\
- ‘1strator§r In this AASA Critical Issues Survey,4 responses by over 2,000

'adm1n1s}rators 1nd1cate4 that schoo1'dfstricts have devoted more attention
to punitive megsures thah~prevent1ve and deve1opmenta1 measures\ They urge
assertive leadership (be§1nn1ng with top 1eve1_adm1n1strators -aimed at *

improving instruction, promoting parent and student involv

N . -

S ' ing effectﬁve 1nserv1ce qrograms /
3 ‘_
A study conducted by\Dan1e1 Duke a]so emph 512¢ ple trace the . '
apparent ex1stence of "perceptl|1 d1ssonance ' ws of administrators,

) . teachers,”and students: Th1s phenomenon could" account as Duke po1nts out
] .
for a good dea1 of the underta1nty and 1ncons1stency assoc1ated with our

B current understand1ng of school. dlsc1p11ne and. our approaches to solving dis-_

Y

-

c12}1ne prob]ems 5‘ Reseathers, theorists, and pract1t1oners shou1d make a
concerted effort ‘to build \n the 1nformat1on we how possess about. the per-

v 4cept1ons of various groups regarg1ng school d1scip11ne .Studies are needed
‘; _ to more thoroughTy dep1ct \he nature of current s1m11ar1t1es and d1fferences
. ,1' “in- percept1ons and pract1ces At the same time, an 1mproved conceptual frame-
‘ ’- work is n;eded to give d1rect1on to the, deve1opment and app11cat1on of effec-

t1ve strateg1es Qbr d1sc1pTWne 1n “the nation's schools.

.. Iy
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- “4Ben Brodinsky. Cr1t1ca1 Issues Report: Student D1sc;p11ne ‘Problems
and So]ut1ons American Assoc1at1on of School Administrators, ~1980.

5Dan1e1 L Duke. "How ‘dm1n1strators View the Crisis in 'Schoo
Discipline." .Phi Delta Kappan, January, 1978, p. 325-30.
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