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ABSTRACT 

The main purpose of this study was to determine whether 

significant differences existed among the perceptions of high 

school administrators, disciplinarians, teachers, and students 

concerning the real and ideal roles of the high school discipli

narian. Specifically, the following questions were answered: 

1. Are there significant differences among the perceptions 

of high school administrators, teachers, and students 

concerning the real and ideal roles of the high school 

dis ciplinarian? 

2. Are there significant differences among the perceptions 

of high school principals, assistant principals, disci

plinarians , teachers, and students concerning the real 

and ideal roles of the high school disciplinarian? 

3. Among the eight high schools in the study, are there sig

nificant differences concerning the real and ideal roles 

of high school disciplinarians? 

4. Is there a relationship regarding the amount of contact a 

student has had with the disciplinarian and the manner in 

which he responds to the questionnaire? 

Tucson School District Number One, Tucson, Arizona, was 

chosen as the location for this study. The total sample included 

x 
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eight high schools, eight high school principals, sixteen high 

school assistant principals, sixteen high school disciplinarians, 

eighty high school teachers, and 160 senior high school students. 

Data for the study were collected in the respective high 

schools during the 1971-72 academic year. An instrument pilot 

tested by the investigator for use in the study was used in the 

collection of data. The instrument consisted of forty simulated 

disciplinarian situations with six possible options the dis

ciplinarian might take. It was administered in two parts ap

proximately six to eight weeks apart. The instrument was the 

same except that one was called the "ideal" and the other the 

"real." The situations on both parts were identical; however, 

the options were stated as to what the disicplinarian actually 

did (real), opposed to what he should do (ideal). 

The statistical procedures utlized were factor analysis 

and analysis of variance. 

Findings 

1. There were significant statistical differences at the .01 

level of significance among administrators, teachers, and 

students on the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire 

utilized in the study. 

2. There were significant statistical differences at the .01 

level of significance among the principals, assistant 

principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students on 

the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire. 
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3. There was no statistical relationship between students' 

contact with the disciplinarian and the manner in which 

they responded to the questionnaire. 

4. There were significant statistical differences at the .01 

level of significance between schools regarding the ideal 

role of the high school disciplinarian. 

5. There were significant statistical differences at the .01 

level of significance between schools regarding the real 

role of the high school disciplinarian. 

6. Of the five groups in the study, students and assistant 

principals were most lenient and disciplinarians and 

principals, the most severe. 

Conclusions 

1. There is disagreement about what constitutes the "ideal" 

disciplinarian. 

2. There is disagreement among principals, assistant princi

pals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students as to what 

action should be taken in various disciplinary 

situations. 

3. Assuming the tenability of the theoretical base utilized 

in this study, there is a high potential for role con

flict in the position of the disciplinarians in the eight 

schools in the study. 

4. There is a suggested relationship between the amount of 

contact a member of a group has with students and his 
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4. There is a suggested relationship between the amount of 

contact a member of a group has with students and his 

role or category on disciplinary matters, as demonstrated 

by the severity level of teachers on attendance-related 

situations and the leniency level of assistant principals. 

5. There is no system-wide consensus concerning the real 

role of the disciplinarian. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In order for any social institution to function, there 

must be some regulation of its members. Schools, being social 

institutions, are no exception; principals and teachers are by 

statute charged with maintaining order in the schools. Proce

dures, rules and regulations employed by the school to control 

the behavior of students constitute what is commonly called 

discipline. 

This study attempts to identify the role of the high 

school disciplinarian as perceived by high school, students,' 

teachers, administrators, and disciplinarians. 

It is commonly accepted that in order to maintain a situ

ation in which learning can occur, there must be some order. 

La Grand (1969) has suggested that discipline is a form of teach

ing, and not only implies class control but can also be a method 

of establishing student-teacher rapport. 

Discipline is not the opposite of love and understanding 

but a method to enable the individual to achieve his or her 

goals. 

1 
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It has been stated that good teaching and discipline go 

hand in hand, and the most effective kind of discipline is self-

discipline. However, ideals often are not attained. 

In contemporary high schools in the United States, dis

ciplinary problems involving drugs, assault, theft and continual 

misbehavior occur that are not or cannot be handled by the ordina

ry classroom teacher due to the lack of time and in many cases 

the reluctance to "get involved" in matters not related to 

"teaching duties." In most schools, these types of problems are 

referred to a disciplinarian. This person may be the principal, 

assistant principal, dean, counselor or advisor—whoever is re

sponsible for the disposition of discipline once the student has 

been sent from the immediate teacher's classroom. 

The disciplinarian is sometimes placed in a difficult 

position due to the many recent court decisions concerning juve

nile rights. Teachers usually want quick and effective disci

pline, not always realizing that students have rights protected 

by the Constitution. Today's administrator is sometimes placed 

in a position similar to a modern physician trying to practice 

medicine in a country which has outlawed scalpels and hypodermic 

needles. 

Vredevoe (1971) articulated that teacher-administrator 

relations are sometimes based on how disciplinary referrals are 

handled. Was the teacher backed up, was action taken or was the 

student "patted on the hand" and told to return to class? 
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Manley-Casimir (1971, p. 1) said in an article on student 

discipline, ". . .at the heart of the issue is not so much the 

fact that school authorities must regulate student conduct but 

the manner in which discretionary power is utilized." 

The manner in which discipline is handled can affect the 

total atmosphere of a high school. Ineffective discipline dam

ages teacher morale as well as student productivity. Larson and 

Karpas (1963, p. 1) revealed that a common cause of failure for 

the beginning teacher is ". . . poor discipline." This tends to 

emphasize the importance of effective discipline in the high 

school. 

Chase and Guba (1955), Getzels (1952), Halpin (1956), as 

well as many others, have done much in the area of perceived ad

ministrator roles and effectiveness. However, the literature is 

devoid of research on the perceived roles and effectiveness of 

high school disciplinarians. The important contribution of the 

disciplinarian to the orderly functioning of the high school has 

been neglected, even though in this era of delegation of author

ity, the principal cannot be directly involved in all the many 

disciplinary problems of the modern high school. 

This study explores the real and ideal role of the high 

school disciplinarian as perceived by the disciplinarians them

selves and by administrators, teachers, and students. 
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Statement of the Problem 

In a large city school system, are there significant dif

ferences among the perceptions of high school disciplinarians, 

teachers, students, and administrators with respect to the real 

and ideal role of the high school disciplinarian? 

Significance of the Problem 

The Gallup (1972, 1973) poll conducted in 1972 and also in 

1973, found that the problem listed first by the respondents was 

the lack of discipline in the public schools. 

Numerous studies have been conducted on the roles of 

secondary and elementary principals as perceived by teachers and 

students. However, there is no research on the role of the high 

school disciplinarian as perceived by administrators, teachers, 

and students. As vital as the area of discipline is in today's 

often chaotic high school, there is a definite need for increased 

understanding of the role and possible role conflict of the 

disciplinarian. 

Owens (1970, p. 73) stated that role conflict may result 

when there is a discrepancy between the real and perceived roles 

of administrators. When role conflicts occur, there is an in

evitable decrease in efficiency and an increase in organizational 

discord. On the assumption that discipline is an integral and 

important factor in the successful management of the high school, 

the need for increased understanding of the disciplinarian's role 

is self-evident. 
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Hypotheses Tested 

The following hypotheses ordered and provided direction 

for this study: 

1. There are no differences among the perceptions of city-

wide combined groups of administrators, teachers, and 

students with respect to the real role of the high school 

disciplinarian. (The disciplinarian is considered as 

part of the administration in this hypothesis.) 

2. There are no differences among the perceptions of city-

wide combined groups of administrators, teachers, and 

students with respect to the ideal role of the high 

school disciplinarian. (The disciplinarian is considered 

as part of the administration in this hypothesis.) 

3. There are no differences among the perceptions of city-

wide combined groups of principals, assistant principals, 

disciplinarians, teachers, and students with respect to 

the real role of the high school disciplinarian. 

4. There are no differences among the perceptions of city-

wide combined groups of principals, assistant principals, 

disciplinarians, teachers, and students with respect to 

the ideal role of the high school disciplinarian. 

5. There are no differences among the eight schools in the 

study when all the participants (principals, assistant 

principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students) from 

each school are combined into one group, with respect to 

the real role of the high school disciplinarian. 



There are no differences among the eight schools in the 

study when all the participants (principals, assistant 

principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students) from 

each school are combined into one group, with respect to 

the ideal role of the high school disciplinarian. 

Assumptions 

This study was based on the following assumptions: 

Disciplinary authority is delegated by the principal to 

one or two persons who act in accordance with School 

Board Policy, Title 15, Arizona Revised Statutes, and 

the individual school's student handbook. 

Persons participating in the study know who the disci

plinarian or disciplinarians are. 

The disciplinarian or disciplinarians have the authority 

delegated by the School Board and the principal to ini

tiate disciplinary action such as parent conferences, 

restriction and recommendation for suspension or 

expulsion. 

Limitations 

The following were recognized as limitations of this 

The study of the disciplinarian's role is restricted to 

problems that occur during the school day or at school-

sponsored activities. 
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2. The study is limited in scope to the district and school 

in this particular study. No generalizations are made or 

implied to the total population of administrators, teach

ers, students, or disciplinarians. 

Definitions of Terms 

The following definitions applied throughout the study: 

1. Disciplinarian. The person or persons in a particular 

school responsible for discipline once the student has 

been from the immediate teacher's classroom. 

2. Discipline. The characteristic degree and kind of order

liness in a given school or the means by which that order 

is obtained; the maintenance of conditions conducive to 

the efficient achievement of the school's functions 

(Good 1959). 

3. Ideal Role. That behavior which is a standard of perfec

tion or excellence that serves as an aim for human at

tainment or realization, whether or not conceived as 

attainable within the context of the public school. 

4. Real Role. That behavior which the disciplinarian or 

disciplinarians exhibit when situations similar to the 

one listed in the questionnaire actually occur. 

Summary 

Chapter 1 presented the bases and need for discipline in 

any social institution. The problem and its significance were 

stated as well as definitions, assumptions, and limitations. 
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Organization of the Study 

The review of the literature, as presented in Chapter 2, 

deals with schools, administrative role theory, discipline, and 

legal cases pertinent to students. In Chapter 3, the construc

tion of the questionnaire, selection of the subjects, collection 

of the data, and the method of analysis are described. Chapter 4 

contains the results and the analysis of the data collected, fol

lowed by a summary of the results, conclusions, and recommenda

tions presented in Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Until the 1960Ts, the schoolTs authority over student be

havior was invulnerable. Commencing with the "In Loco Parentis" 

decision, John B. Stetson University v. Hunt, 1924 (Dearing 

1971), the school was placed in complete control of student be

havior, speech, appearance and even attitudes (Gaddy 1971). 

During the early 1960's students started challenging the 

authority of schools and began taking their grievances to the 

courts. Several landmark cases concerning student rights have 

been adjudicated in the last thirteen years and have had profound 

and lasting effect upon discipline in the public schools. In 

Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education, 1925 (Dearing 1971, 

p. 550), which established the principle of the right of a stu

dent to a hearing, the court stated: 

The nature of the hearing should vary depending upon 
the circumstances of the particular case .... But a 
hearing which gives the administrative authorities of the 
college an opportunity to hear both sides in considerable 
detail is best suited to protect the rights of all in
volved .... The rudiments of an adversary proceeding 
may be preserved without encroaching upon the interest of 
the college .... The student should be given the 
names of witnesses against him and an oral or written 
report on the facts to which each testifies. He should 
also be given the opportunity to present . . . his own 
defense against the charges. 

9 
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Even though the Dixon decision was adjudicated at the college 

level, it set a precedent for high school as well. 

Fhay (1971, p. 1) stated: 

Today education is considered a right that cannot be 
denied without proper reason and unless proper proce
dures are followed. Courts now require that students be 
accorded minimum standards of fairness and due process 
of law in disciplinary procedures that may terminate in 
expulsion. Minimum standards in cases of severe disci
pline of students are generally thought to include [1] 
an adequate notice of the charges against the student 
and the nature of the evidence to support those charges, 
[2 ] a hearing, and [3] action that is supported by 
evidence. 

Another landmark case that has greatly influenced disci

pline in the high school is the Tinker decision of 1969. In 

Tinker v. The DeMoines Independent Community School District, 

1969 (Dearing 1971, p. 551), the court stated, "... students 

may not be required to leave their rights at the school house 

gate . . . ." That decision also stated that a student has the 

right to protest as long as there is no disruption of the educa

tional process. A student may exercise his rights as long as he 

does not infringe upon the rights of others. Since that time, 

the Tinker decision has been applied to the areas of freedom of 

speech, freedom of written expression, and the right of pregnant 

or married students to attend classes (Dearing 1971, p. 555). 

To get the picture of student conduct, one need only read 

a recent article by Howarth (1972, p. 626) which stated: 

Margaret Chase Smith, addressing Northwestern Uni
versity graduates last June, stated that what this coun
try needs most is not more law and order, but an 
increase in civility among its citizens. This is no 
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more evident than in the public school today. Apart 
from the general moral laxity manifested in see-through 
blouses, impassioned love scenes under the trees or in 
the backs of cars on campus, a variety of marginal ver
bal and written expressions on the lips of students or 
on the backs of sweatshirts, the average public high 
school today is a repository of disrespect, arrogance, 
and social anarchy among its students. 

It was also stated by Fhay (1971, p. 3) that the princi

ple of "In Loco Parentis" is based on the authority of the parent 

being granted to the teacher or administrator while the student 

is at school. He then went on to state that since the authority 

structure of the family had disintegrated, the school's authority 

should also diminish. 

In Mills v. District of Columbia School Board (1972), 

Judge Joseph C. Waddy decreed that students can no longer be sus

pended from school for disciplinary reasons for more than two 

days without affording them a prior hearing; in addition, there 

must be some form of alternative education provided for them 

during the period of suspension. 

The disciplinary process has changed and evolved in the 

last thirteen years because the students' rights have been more 

clearly defined. As Manley-Casimir (1971, p. 2) stated in an 

article on student discipline: 

Students are no longer prepared to accept injustice 
resulting from the abuse of discretionary power. In 
some significant decisions the courts are upholding the 
claims of students thereby undermining the validity of 
the "in loco parentis" principle and consequently lim
iting the traditional discretionary power of school 
officials in the matters of student discipline. 

j 
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These and other cases make it clear that in disciplinary 

matters, the school may no longer exercise discretion without 

appropriate regard to the requirements of due process. 

Sheviakov and Redl (1956) treated discipline as an educa

tional process. The authors noted that discipline must have a 

goal—this goal being eventual self-discipline. They described 

discipline as being a process which teaches the individual to 

subrogate his desires to the needs of the group as a whole. They 

(1956, p. 7) also indicated the kind of discipline we want in the 

schools: 

We want discipline which recognizes the inherent 
dignity and rights of every human being, rather than 
discipline attained through humiliation of the un
disciplined. We want self-direction, self-discipline 
rather than discipline based upon the unquestioning 
obedience to a leader. 

In another early publication on discipline, Parody (1965) 

stated that there was a definite need for more research in the 

important area of discipline and human behavior. He (1965, p. 1) 

went on to state: 

Even with experience and competent faculties there 
are times when discipline problems become top priori
ties, pushing other professional concerns into the 
background. Nothing can dampen the morale or deepen 
the frustration of a faculty more than a steady dete
rioration of school discipline. Unfortunately few 
schools attempt to work out more adequate and appro
priate behavior concepts for dealing with school dis
cipline—most are still using traditional concepts 
based largely on folklore. 

Larson and Karpas (1963) suggested that after Sputnik I, 

Americans were looking for a scapegoat, and the schools as a re

sult of alleged deterioration of discipline, turned out to be a 
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logical choice. An attempt was made to eliminate disruptive 

students from the schools and make our schools more like Russian 

schools. The authors went on to say that a vital curriculum is 

one answer to discipline problems. 

Amos and Orem (1967) advocated the study of self-theory 

and increased understanding of human behavior as a method of 

combating discipline problems in the schools. 

More recently, La Grand (1969), Vredevoe (1971), Jessup 

and Kiley (1971), and Clarizo (1971), suggested that the trend 

is toward a more positive approach to discipline and utilization 

of individual growth and self-control as a means to self-

discipline. Clarizo (1971, p. 72) suggested rewards in the dis

ciplinary process as a possible solution. This approach is 

presently labeled behavior modification. 

In an overview of the literature on discipline, several 

ideas are advocated by the authorities in the field. These ideas 

range from self-direction to behavior modification. Many author

ities believe discipline should change with the times; as society 

becomes more permissive, so should the control of students in the 

schools. There is no general consensus of what "good discipline" 

is. However, most authorities advocate self-discipline as the 

ideal rather than an attainable reality. 
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Administrative Role Theory 

The need to change from practical administration to a 

mixture of theoretical and practical was cited by Walton (1955, 

p. 169), when he stated: 

The subject matter of educational administration is 
not a thing of intellectual beauty. Borrowing fragments 
from several diverse disciplines—law, political science, 
social psychology, sociology, economics, business, educa
tion, engineering, architecture, and statistics—it lacks 
a well-defined highly organized body of subject matter; 
it has no elegant and simple theoretical structure; and 
as literature it is singularly devoid of aesthetic qual
ities. In addition to the fragments appropriated from 
other disciplines, the content of the courses in admin
istration has consisted of a description of practices, 
the cautious recommendation of promising techniques, per
sonal success stories, and lively anecdotes, all sur
rounded with the aura of common sense, and often purveyed 
by a more or less successful administrator .... The 
mounting interest in the theoretical aspects of educa
tional administration indicates a dissatisfaction with 
the traditional study of the subject and a desire to for
mulate a rubric of administrative doctrine, if not 
scientific theory. 

Published simultaneously was a monograph by Colardarci 

and Getzels (1955), which offered the use of theory in education

al administration and set the stage for many subsequent studies 

on theory and administration reported by Chase and Guba (1955), 

Griffiths and Iannaccone (1958), Campbell and Farber (1961), 

Lipham (1960), and Erickson (1967). Halpin (1958) and Gross 

(1958) also conducted studies on role theory in educational 

administration. 

HalpinTs (1955, p. 29) study used the Leader Behavior 

Descriptive Questionnaire (LBDQ), which attempted to measure the 

initiating structure and consideration rendered by leaders as 
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viewed by their group members. The results of the study were 

that leaders that tended to score high in initiating structure 

and consideration were considered to be effective leaders by 

their groups. 

Bidwell (1956) discovered that teacher job satisfaction 

was positively related to principal role expectancy and role 

satisfaction. Teachers who felt the principal met their expecta

tions experienced greater satisfaction than teachers who felt the 

principal did not satisfy their expectations. 

Shipnuch (1954) found that reasonably congruent teacher-

principal perceptions were related to high morale. Berkowitz 

(1953) also found that the extent to which air crews perceived 

the aircraft commanders as fulfilling their role expectations 

that the air crews held for them, was positively correlated with 

a feeling of well-being. 

Griffiths (1952) found that a leader style that makes 

clear to the teacher what is expected in certain critical areas 

will decrease teacher conflicts and improve performance. 

Bills (1953, p. 17) reported in his study that: 

. . . the successful educational leader is a demo
cratic individual who tends to fit rather well the 
descriptions that psychologists give of the "self-
actualizing" person. The administrator who tends to 
have satisfying relations with himself and with other 
people is more likely to be successful. 

Willower (1960) discovered that the manner in which an 

administrator was perceived (nomothetic v. idiographic) had much 

to do with his success as a leader. 
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There is ample evidence to indicate that the manner in 

which the administrator is perceived will affect his effective

ness. The disciplinarian, being a person in constant contact 

with students, as well as parents and teachers, must assume that 

similar principles apply if he is to be a successful 

disciplinarian. 

The High School Disciplinarian 
and Role Theory 

In order to understand the role of the high school dis

ciplinarian, it is desirable to posit a theoretical framework in 

which he or she functions. For the purpose of this study, 

Etzioni's theory of organizational typology, Maslow's Hierarchy 

of Needs, and the Getzels and Guba model are utilized. 

Etzioni (1961) suggested that there are three basic types 

of organizations: coercive, utilitarian, and normative. He based 

his typology upon the type of power utilized in organizations to 

gain compliance and socialization of participants. This led him 

to predict that such organizations as prisons, which use "coer

cive" power, will have the structural attribute of alienated 

participant involvement, and will exhibit goals of strictly con

trolled internal order. The economic gain type of organization, 

commonly called utilitarian (e.g., a factory) has economic goals 

and calculative participant involvement; that is, the members 

calculate whether the wages are worth the effort expended. The 

third type of organization is normative, such as churches and 

social clubs. They have the goal of cultural outputs, and 



17 

members are normatively involved and normative power is used. 

However, as Perrow (1972, p. 163) stated, "... some churches 

and schools, for examples, are run like factories; some like 

prisons 

Secondary schools in this classification system are 

placed between coercive and utilitarian. Most students are in 

school because they choose to be there. However, a large number 

are either coerced, or find school of little value. Brown (1971, 

p. 324), in a recent article, stated: 

Too many classrooms are loaded with students who 
have no interest in learning but are there because of 
either parental or societal pressure. High school 
students are entitled to an education but should not 
be forced to acquire one; and it is now clear that 
time is running out for compulsory education. 

Griffiths (1959) opined that in order for a study to have 

validity it must possess a sound theoretical base. This study is 

based in part on Getzels' and Guba's (1956) Nomothetic-

Idiographic Model and Maslow's (1954) Hierarchy of Needs, there

fore a detailed analysis. 

The Nomothetic Dimension 

The Formal Organization Roles Expectations 

The formal organization of the school is the means by 

which the fundamental unit operates. The hierarchical structure 

of the school is this nomothetic part. Each part or position in 

the hierarchy is well-defined and determined by the needs and 



goals of the organization. The nomothetic dimension is imper

sonal in that the goals of the institution are paramount to the 

needs of the individual in the organization. The formal organi

zation creates the roles and dictates the expectations for these 

roles. For example, the principal, assistant principal, and dis

ciplinarian of a high school fill roles which have no relation

ship to the personalities of the persons who occupy them. The 

incumbents' personality has no bearing on the role expectations 

of the position. In the formal organization, it is assumed that 

all persons are alike and will fit into the role with few prob

lems ; the organization will continue to function even though 

different persons with different personalities move in and out 

of the positions. The positions or roles in the formal hierarchy 

are created for the sole purpose of efficiency, and to achieve 

the goals and objectives of the formal organization. One could 

say that the formal organization's roles have neither personali

ties nor room for personal differences. 

The Idiographic Dimension 

The Individual Personality Need Disposition 

The nomothetic dimension posits roles with role expecta

tions; however, these roles are filled by persons with personal

ities and needs. The individual enters the organization and 

undertakes a role that, by its very nature, has certain role ex

pectations attached to it. This individual has needs also which 

are not necessarily the needs of the organization. If the 



individual carries out the role expectations of the organization, 

he is said to be integrated. The ideal is the transactional 

state, where the needs of the organization and the individual's 

personality needs are both satisfied or are in harmonious balance 

(Getzels and Guba 1956). This is the state the administrator 

should attempt to achieve. However, this is not always possible, 

and the individual may find that he cannot satisfy the organiza

tional needs and fulfill his personality needs. When this occurs, 

the individual may develop "role conflicts," or "personality con

flicts (Getzels and Guba 1956, p. 166)." Role conflict and per

sonality conflict could exist in one or both situations . The 

individual could find that he can successfully fill the role ex

pectations, however, when he does this he might be doing some

thing that is contrary to his basic personality fiber. He would 

then develop personality conflict. On the other hand, he may 

ignore or be emotionally unable to carry out the role expecta

tions of the position which he fills, he will then develop role 

conflicts. 

If the individual, such as the disciplinarian, is placed 

in a role with rigid organizational goal expectations, and the 

individual carries out the expectations, he may find that 

carrying out the role expectations causes personality conflict, 

the person must then find other means of need satisfaction out

side the organizational setting which can result in a loss of 

interest in the job and a decrease in efficiency. 
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One might utilize Maslow's (1954) Hierarchy of Needs to 

further demonstrate this point. The disciplinarian may be well 

satisfying his physiological, safety, and social needs because 

of tenure and an adequate salary. However, if there are con

flicts among the perceptions of the disciplinarian among teach

ers, students, and administrators, he or she will have great 

difficulty achieving esteem and self-actualization because of 

the fact that he cannot successfully satisfy all the groups with 

whom he interacts. According to Hersey (1969), when this occurs, 

frustration and coping behavior, together with cognitive disso

nance may result. This study attempted to examine how differ

ent groups view the disciplinarian as compared with how he views 

himself. 

Summary 

In Chapter 2, a review has been made of relevant material 

related to discipline in the high school, changes in the disci

plinary setting, administrative role theory, and role conflict. 

The organizational framework in which the disciplinarian func

tions was examined and the theoretical base on which the remain

der of this study is founded was explored. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

The research procedures used in this study are described 

in the following sections of this chapter: introduction, con

struction of the questionnaire, selection of the subjects, col

lection of the data, and the method of analysis. 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether sig

nificant differences existed between responses given by high 

school administrators, disciplinarians, teachers, and students on 

two forty-item questionnaires administered at eight different 

high schools on the real and ideal role of the high school 

disciplinarian. 

The sample utilized for this study was drawn from Tucson 

School District Number One. This district is located in Tucson, 

Pima County, Arizona, and consists of nine high schools, fifteen 

junior high schools, sixty-five elementary schools with kinder

garten as well as a Model Cities Follow Through Program and 

adaptive education programs. 

As of September 1973, the district's enrollment figures 

were 31,405 elementary students, 10,500 junior high school stu

dents, and 20,530 students in grades 9-12 (Tucson School District 

21 
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Number One 1972-1973, p. 3). The area of the district is 228 

square miles, and it has an assessed valuation of $11,772 per 

student. For the 1973-74 school year, the district employed 2,985 

teachers (Tucson School District Number One 1972-1973, pp. 2-7). 

The Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was developed by using the student hand

books of the eight high schools involved in the study, the Tucson 

School District Number One School Board Policy Handbook, and in

terviews with district administrators and disciplinarians. 

The following is an example of the type of material taken 

directly from the Rincon High School Handbook (Rincon High School 

1973-74, p. 4): 

Campus Conduct. Possession of Tobacco. By state law 
it is a misdemeanor for minors to receive or have tobacco 
in their possession. Smoking on campus or at any school 
sponsored function is prohibited and violation of this 
policy may lead to suspension for the remainder of the 
semester. Alcohol and Drugs. A student who appears on 
campus or at a school function giving evidence of having 
consumed or possessing [l] any alcoholic beverage; [2] 
marijuana; or [3 ] a drug not prescribed by a State of Ari
zona licensed physician for his own use will be restricted 
immediately and subject to suspension for the remainder of 
the semester. These rules apply to Rincon students who 
are on other school campuses for any reason .... Mis
cellaneous Violations. The following violations may re
sult in temporary restriction and suspension from school. 
A. Theft. B. Defacing school property—students and 
parents liable for damage. C. Use of explosives in or 
around school. D. Inappropriate language. E. Inappro
priate dress. F. Loitering around campus. G. Gambling 
and card playing. 

Material in each school handbook similar to that quoted 

above was examined. The investigator also had numerous 



23 

interviews with administrators and disciplinarians from various 

schools in the study to identify possible disciplinary situations. 

Utilizing the student handbooks from the eight high schools, the 

Tucson School District Number One School Board Handbook, and in

terviews with administrators and disciplinarians, a forty-item 

questionnaire was developed. 

The questionnaire that was developed described forty dis

ciplinary situations that might occur in any high school. The 

questionnaire was administered in two parts which were exactly 

alike, except for the responses elicited. One part was called 

the "ideal," and the other, the "real." The forty disciplinary 

situations were the same on both parts of the questionnaire, the 

only differences being the options the respondents were given in 

responding. Listed for each situation were seven options that 

could be placed on a scale from leniency to severity: 

Leniency 1 2 3 4 5 6 Severity 

A seventh option pertained to whether or not the police 

should be summoned for certain infractions. The options for the 

real part of the questionnaire were as follows: 

1. There is no action taken. The student is returned to 

class. 

2. The student is counseled and returned to class. 

3. The student is lectured and warned only and then returned 

to class. 
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4. The student is restricted, pending a parent conference. 

5. Suspension should be recommended. 

6. Expulsion should be recommended. 

7. The police should be called. 

The respondents were administered the "ideal" part first 

in order to prevent pre-post test interference, and were asked to 

put what they believed the "ideal" disciplinarian should do, were 

the situations to occur. Six to eight weeks later the respon

dents were administered the "real" part of the questionnaire 

which asked what they believed their disciplinarian actually did 

when situations similar to the one listed occurred. 

In addition to the forty situational questionnaire items, 

three additional items were administered at the same time the 

ideal questionnaire was administered. Those items related to the 

student's contact with the disciplinarian for the three-year 

period he or she had been at the school. The questions asked how 

many times the student had been sent to the disciplinarian, how 

many times the student had been restricted (sent home pending a 

parental conference), and how many times the student had been 

suspended (sent home for more than five days) by the 

disciplinarian. 

The questionnaire was pilot-tested for two reasons—to 

determine the clarity of the items for the students and to deter

mine whether there were significant differences between the real 

and ideal parts of the questionnaire. 
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After obtaining the approval of the district superin

tendent and principal of Sunnyside High School, a high school 

with 2,669 students in grades 9-12, the pilot questionnaire was 

administered to two senior American Problems classes. 

In the pilot study, the investigator postulated a null 

hypothesis that no differences existed between the responses to 

the two parts of the questionnaire administered at Sunnyside High 

School. For twenty respondents to forty items, each item having 

six possible responses, the distribution of responses for each of 

the six alternatives were as follows: 

Group A N=20 Real Student Responses 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
45 68 143 301 183 60 Total Responses = 800 

Group B N=20 Ideal Student Responses 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
69 105 134 260 202 30 Total Responses = 800 

In accordance with Siegel (1956), the chi-square test for 

two independent samples was used. Upon applying a chi-square to 

the data, using a level of significance of .05 with five degrees 

of freedom, the figure of 27.2 was obtained. This was well above 

the level of 11.27 required to establish significant differences 

between the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire. 

The seventh option was deleted from the questionnaire 

because it caused too much confusion among the respondents. They 
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tended to use the seventh alternative as an option rather a sup

plement to the action the disciplinarian would ordinarily take. 

One item was added after the pilot study was completed. 

In order to determine how the participants viewed the role of the 

disciplinarian in general, all the participants were asked to 

choose from the following statements the one which best described 

their belief concerning the role of the high school 

disciplinarian: 

1. The primary role of the high school disciplinarian is to 

help students solve their school and personal problems. 

2. The role of the high school disciplinarian is to help 

students solve their school and personal problems and to 

enforce the disciplinary rules of the administration. 

3. The primary role of the high school disciplinarian is to 

enforce the disciplinary rules of the administration. 

This item was administered as part of the real or second part of 

the questionnaire, and the respondents were asked to apply these 

questions to their present disciplinarian. These questions were 

designed around the Nomothetic-Transactional-Idiographic Theory 

of Getzels and Guba (1956), explained in Chapter 2. (Question

naires are located in Appendix A.) 

Selection of Subjects 

The population for this study was drawn from eight high 

schools in Tucson School District Number One. The schools 
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participating in the study were Cholla High School, Palo Verde 

High School, Pueblo High School, Rincon High School, Sahuaro High 

School, Santa Rita High School, and Tucson High School. Each of 

the schools was randomly assigned a number. However, in accord

ance with an agreement made before the investigation with the 

principals of the respective schools, the identity of the schools 

must remain confidential. Each principal will receive a copy of 

the results of the investigation for his particular school, to 

be used at the discretion of the individual principal. 

After approval of the research proposal by the Director 

of Research, Tucson School District Number One, approval was re

ceived from the eight principals for individual visits to the 

schools to explain the questionnaire and answer any questions 

about the administration of the questionnaire raised by teachers 

and students. 

After receiving the principals' approval, the study was 

begun with a project sample of eight high school principals, 

sixteen assistant principals, sixteen disciplinarians, eighty 

high school teachers, and 160 senior high school students. 

Due to the small number of principals, assistant princi

pals, and disciplinarians, it was not possible to randomize those 

groups in the study. However, the teacher and student samples 

were chosen at random utilizing the table of random numbers 

(Popham 1967). 
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The sample of principals consisted of the total popula

tion of high school principals in Tucson School District Number 

One with the exception of Sabino High School, which was newly 

opened and did not have senior classes, a prerequisite for in

clusion in this study. 

The sample of assistant principals consisted of the total 

population of assistant principals in Tucson School District Num

ber One with the exclusion of Sabino High School for the same 

reason stated in the preceding paragraph. 

The disciplinarians in the study consisted of the total 

population of disciplinarians in Tucson School District Number 

One, regardless of title, with the exclusion of Sabino High 

School. At Pueblo High School, which has a student advisor sys-. 

tem, with two advisors for each class, the senior advisors were 

utilized in this study. 

The Teacher Sample 

Approximately 160 teachers were randomly drawn from a 

district population of 811 full time high school instructional 

personnel. The table of random numbers was applied to the fac

ulty list of each high school. The size of number chosen was 

approximately double that believed necessary in order to accom

modate dropouts. The questionnaire was given to 160 teachers; 

usable responses were obtained from ninety-five. In order to 

equalize the numbers, ten teachers were selected from each of 

the eight high schools. In some cases only ten teachers had 



responded; in others, more than ten. Excess teachers were 

dropped through random selection procedures. 

The Student Sample 

The student sample was chosen at random from the senior 

American Problems and senior English classes in each school. 

The rationale for including only seniors was that seniors would 

be more familiar than other students with the procedures utilized 

by disciplinarians, since they had spent at least three years in 

some high school. The reason only American Problems and senior 

English classes were used is that those are the only classes made 

up exclusively of senior students. The total population of sen

ior American Problems and senior English consisted of 333 

classes in Tucson School District Number One, with a total popu

lation of 4,720 students. The table of random numbers was used 

in the selection of the eight classes used in the study. There 

was one restriction placed on the choice of a class to partici

pate—the minimum number of students in the class had to be at 

least twenty-five, the rationale being that since the students 

had to take matched pairs of the questionnaire, the effects of 

absenteeism on the second administration could be avoided only 

if there was a sufficient number of students in each class to 

permit adjustment if necessary. In most cases there were more 

than twenty-five students in a class. In order to equalize the 

study, extra students were dropped through random selection pro

cedures. The total number of students was 160. 
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Collection of the Data 

The data were collected on the campuses of the respective 

high schools. 

Each participant in the study was assigned a number so 

that responses to the first and second parts of the questionnaire 

could be matched. It was concluded (to avoid multiple treatment 

interference) that the ideal part of the questionnaire should be 

administered first, and at least six to eight weeks should elapse 

before the administration of the real part. It was also decided 

that the ideal part be administered first so that students would 

not associate their responses with their present disciplinarian, 

possibly eliciting negative responses. 

Each high school in the study was visited at least four 

times; once to leave the ideal questionnaire for the administra

tors, disciplinarians, and teachers; once to administer the ideal 

questionnaire to the students; once to leave the real question

naire for the administrators, disciplinarians, and teachers; and 

once to administer the real questionnaire to the students. 

A cover sheet was placed on the questionnaire for the ad

ministrators, disciplinarians, and teachers, requesting that they 

do not compare answers. (The cover sheet is located in Appen

dix B.) 

The data were collected on IBM answer sheets to permit 

the use of The University of Arizona Computer Center to perform 

initial analysis of the data. A consultant was used in the 

actual programming of the data for the computer center. 
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Method of Analysis 

The objective of the statistical procedures used was to 

determine whether significant differences existed between and 

among groups and schools in the study. 

Because of the voluminous data gathered in this study, it 

was decided that the data must be organized into manageable units. 

The investigator went back to five of the disciplinarians who had 

participated in the study and asked them to classify the forty 

situations into the following categories: attendance-related 

offenses, drug-related offenses, violence-insubordination-related 

offenses, and petty offenses. The disciplinarians were also 

given the opportunity to create a category or place the situation 

under the classification of "other." The following is a consen

sus of the situations and the categories assigned by the five 

disciplinarians. The situations were analyzed and will be pre

sented in the following order: 

Attendance-Related Offenses—Items 1, 5, 13, 14, 31, and 34. 

Drug-Related Offenses—Items 4, 7, 9, 12, 22, 24, 35, 36, 

39, and 40. 

Violence-Insubordination-Related Offenses—Items 2, 6, 8, 

11, 15, 16, 18, 20, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 37. 

Petty Offenses—Items 3, 10, 17, 19, 23, 30, 32, and 38. 

Two statistical methods were utilized to analyze the 

data. The first was a two-way analysis of variance with one 

factor being independent levels (schools, administrators, 
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disciplinarians, teachers, and students) and the other factor 

being repeated measures (ideal questionnaire and real question

naire). The following analyses were conducted: 

1. Analysis of combined administrator, teacher, and student 

groups on the real and ideal parts of the questionnaire 

across schools (3 X 2). 

2. Analysis of combined groups of principals, assistant 

principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students on 

the real and ideal parts of the questionnaire across 

schools (5 X 2). 

3. Analysis of groups composed of the principal, assistant 

principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students from 

each individual school across the eight schools in the 

study on the real and ideal parts of the questionnaire 

across the eight schools in the study (8 X 2). 

Kerlinger (1964, p. 187) stated: "The analysis of vari

ance is not just a statistical method. It is an approach and a 

way of thinking. From one point of view at least, modern statis

tical methods culminate in analysis and factorial analysis." 

The other statistical method used was factor analysis. 

The procedure was used to determine whether a student's contact 

with the disciplinarian had any bearing on the manner in which 

a student responded to the questionnaire. 

In addition to the statistical analyses, there was one 

other analysis conducted. It was an interpretive analysis of 
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how the disciplinarian is perceived in relation to the 

nomothetic-transactional-idiographic dimensions. 

Summary 

A questionnaire consisting of forty disciplinary situa

tions was developed. Three questions pertaining to the student's 

contact was administered as part of the "ideal" questionnaire 

and three questions regarding the general role of the discipli

narian was administered as part of the "real" part of the ques

tionnaire. The questionnaire was pilot-tested at Sunnyside High 

School and found to be satisfactory for the purposes of the 

study. After general permission was granted through the school 

district, the samples were selected and the investigation begun. 

Analysis of variance was the primary statistical procedure uti

lized in analyzing the data. The analysis of data and findings 

are reported in Chapter 4. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether sig

nificant differences exist between and among high school adminis

trators', disciplinarians', teachers', and students' perceptions 

of the real and ideal role of the high school disciplinarian. 

The data presented in this chapter were reported on a 

scale, that ranges from leniency to severity. There were six 

possible options available to the respondents, each option being 

assigned a number ranging from 1 to 6. The number 1 is the 

lowest number on the scale and denotes that no action is taken 

by the disciplinarian. The number 6 is the highest number on 

the scale and denotes the most severe action that may be taken 

by the disciplinarian. The following represents a graphic rep

resentation of the scale, followed by a list of possible options 

the numbers represent: 

Leniency 1 2 3 4 5 6 Severity 

1. There is not action taken, the student is returned to 

class. 

2. The student is counseled, and returned to class. 

3. The student is lectured and warned only, then returned 

to class. 

34 
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4. The student is restricted pending a parent conference. 

5. Suspension is recommended. 

6. Expulsion is recommended. 

The data are rarely if ever presented as whole numbers, 

since the statistical procedure utilized produces a numerical 

mean. As mentioned before, there are two parts of the question

naire, the real and the ideal. The scores presented on the real 

and ideal parts of the questionnaire are combined into a numeri

cal mean for the groups of principals, disciplinarians, teachers, 

and students. In interpreting the data, it is important to re

member that means are involved, and care should be taken in 

drawing inferences. 

The data are presented in the following manner: 

1. The disciplinary situation is presented from the ques

tionnaire . 

2. The different groups (principals, assistant principals, 

disciplinarians, teachers, students, and high schools) 

are identified. In the case of the high schools, numbers 

are presented instead of the school name. 

3. The next data that are presented are the scores of the 

various groups on the ideal and real parts of question

naires. The group mean is also presented with the 

scores of the various groups. 

4. The levels of significance are then presented. 
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Since there are three sources of variance, three probabilities 

are presented; they are group or "G" variance, whether there were 

significant differences between the various groups in the study; 

trial or "T" variance, whether there were significant differences 

between the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire by groups; 

and finally "G X T," or interaction significance. 

An explanation of "G X T,,f or interaction, is best pre

sented graphically. In the case of the two-way analysis of 

variance used in this study, with one factor being independent 

levels (schools, administrators, disciplinarians, teachers, and 

students), and the other factor being repeated measures (ideal 

questionnaire and the real questionnaire), interaction is some

times exhibited. 

Of the three groups, administrators, teachers, and stu

dents, it would be expected that if the administrators scored at 

the highest severity level on the ideal part of the questionnaire, 

they should logically score at the highest severity level on 

the real part of the questionnaire. When this occurs, interac

tion is absent and it is usually graphically represented by 

parallel lines, as shown in Figure 1. 

However, if that does not occur, for example, the adminis

trators' score at the highest severity level on the ideal part of 

the questionnaire but score at the lowest severity level on the 

real part, this is represented graphically by intersecting or 

non-parallel lines as shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 1. An Example of the Absence of Interaction 

A (Administrators) T (Teachers) S (Students) 
Group Means 
Ideal 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 
Real 4.0000 3.0000 2.0000 



.0 
Ideal Real 

Figure 2 . An Example of Interaction 

A (Administrators) T (Teachers) 
Group Means 
Ideal 3.0000 2.0000 
Real 2.5000 4.0000 

S (Students) 

1.0000 
3.0000 
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Since the hypotheses were tested at the .01 level of sig

nificance, a probability of .01 or below indicates a significant 

statistical difference. The lower the probability, the greater 

the difference between the entities being examined; the higher 

the probability, the smaller the difference between the entities 

being examined. Significance is indicated by an asterisk. 

At the end of each category a statistical resume is 

given. After all four categories for each analysis are completed, 

trends, interpretations, and possible reasons for the results are 

discussed. 

It should be repeated here that forty disciplinary situa

tions were divided into four categories—attendance-related, drug-

related, violence-insubordination-related, and petty offenses. 

The attendance-related items are numbers: 1, 5, 13, 14, 31, and 

34. The drug-related items are numbers: 4, 7, 9, 12, 22, 24, 

35, 36, and 40. The violence-insubordination-related items are 

numbers: 2, 6, 8, 11, 15, 16, 18, 20, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 

37. The petty offense-related items are numbers: 3, 10, 17, 

19, 23, 30, 32, and 38. 

Presentation of Data— 
Hypotheses 1 and 2 

Hypothesis 1. There are no differences among the percep

tions of city-wide combined groups of administrators, teachers, 

and students, with respect to the real role of the high school 

disciplinarian. (The disciplinarian is considered as part of 

the administration in this hypothesis.) 
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Hypothesis 2. There are no differences among the percep

tions of city-wide combined groups of administrators, teachers, 

and students, with respect to the ideal role of the high school 

disciplinarian. (The disciplinarian is considered as part of 

the administration in this hypothesis.) 

Attendance-Related Situations 

Situation 1. A student is tardy to class three times, 

first referral. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0116 

Ideal 

2.0340 
2.2237 
2.1622 

Real 

1.9252 
2.1711 
2.1081 

T = .1034 

Group Mean 

1.9796 
2.1974 
2.1315 

G X T = .9174 

Situation 5. A student cuts (ditches) his English class 

four times. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0000* 

Ideal 

3.2993 
3.6184 
3.8106 

Real 

3.2925 
3.6711 
3.6757 

T = .9042 

Group Mean 

3.2959 
3.6447 
3.7432 

G X T = .6902 

Situation 13. A student is tardy to class seven times, 

third referral. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

Ideal 

3.5034 
3.7368 
3.6667 

Real 

3.5850 
4.0526 
3.9722 

Group Mean 

3.5442 
3.8947 
3.8194 

G = .0004* T = .0046* G X T = .1922 
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Situation 14. A student ditches school for four days, 

second warning. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0000-

Ideal 

3.7931 
4.2895 
4.0000 

Real 

4.0276 
4.0526 
4.1351 

T = .0094' 

Group Mean 

3.9103 
4.4387 
4.0676 

G X T = .7464 

Situation 31. A student cuts classes twenty out of 

thirty days; he is presently failing all of his classes. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0012 

Ideal 

4.1849 
4.4737 
4.4857 

Real 

4.2192 
4.7143 
4.7143 

* T = .1427 

Group Mean 

4.4041 
4.6053 
4.6000 

G X T = .5256 

Situation 34. A student is brought in by the police; he 

has just been caught shoplifting; he did not have permission to 

be off campus. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .2398 

Ideal 

4.0828 
4.1842 
3.9722 

Real 

4.2414 
4.2763 
4.0000 

T = .0912 

Group Mean 

4.1621 
4.1621 
3.9861 

G X T = .8066 

Statistical Resume—Attendance 
Related Situations 

Of the six attendance-related situations, students did 

not have the highest means on any of the situations. Teachers 

had the highest means on situations 1, 13, 14, 31, and 34, 
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comprising 83%. Administrators had the highest mean on situation 

5 or 16%. 

Concerning the differences between the ideal and the real 

parts of the questionnaire, students had the higher means on the 

ideal part on situations 1 and 5, or 33%. The students had the 

higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on situations 

13, 14, 31, and 34, or 66%. 

The teachers had the higher means on situation 1 on the 

ideal part of the questionnaire, comprising 16%. The teachers 

had the higher means on situations 5, 13, 14, 31, and 34, or 66% 

on the real part of the questionnaire. 

The administrators had higher means on situations 1 and 

5, or 33% of the situations on the ideal part of the question

naire. On the real part of the questionnaire, the administrators 

had the higher means on situations 13, 14, 31, and 34, or 66%. 

On the differences between groups, four out of six situa

tions were significantly different at the .01 level of signifi

cance, comprising 66%. On the differences between the ideal and 

real parts of the questionnaire, two out of six situations were 

significant, comprising 33%. There was no interaction exhibited. 

Drug-Related Situations 

Situation 4. A student is found with a dangerous drug 

in his possession. 
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Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.7603 
Teachers 4.7467 
Administrators 4.8649 

4.6438 
4.6800 
4.6216 

G = .9756 T = .1365 

4.7021 
4.7133 
4.7432 

G X T = .7989 

Situation 7. While going through a student's locker, a 

large amount of dangerous drugs are discovered. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.9571 
Teachers 5.0282 
Administrators 4.8889 

G = .6773 T = .0848 

4.8857 
4.7746 
4.6944 

4.9214 
4.9014 
4.9014 

G X T = .6164 

Situation 9. A student comes to a football game under 

the influence of alcohol. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0000* 

Ideal 

2.9247 
3.8451 
4.2778 

Real 

2.9589 
4.0704 
4.5278 

T = .2959 

Group Mean 

2.9412 
3.9577 
4.4028 

G X T = .6891 

Situation 12. A student is arrested by local police for 

selling drugs at a local park, 

weekend.) 

Ideal 

Students 2.5106 
Teachers 2.6164 
Administrators 1.6389 

(Incident occurred over the 

Real 

2.5674 
3.4110 
1.6944 

Group Mean 

2.5390 
3.0137 
1.6667 

G = .0001* T = .0572 G X T = .0670 



Situation 21. A student is found in his car smoking 

cigarettes during classes. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.0340 2.9524 2.9932 
Teachers 3.5395 3.5263 3.5329 
Administrators 3.6757 3.6216 3.6486 

G = .0000* T = .5356 G X T = .9471 

Situation 22. A student comes to school under the in

fluence of drugs, staggering and speech incoherent. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.3889 4.4167 4.4028 
Teachers 4.4474 4.5789 4.5132 
Administrators 4.7568 4.4595 4.6081 

G = .1666 T = .8787 G X T = .1881 

Situation 24. A student is found smoking marijuana at 

football game; he also has some in his possession. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.4056 4.3776 4.3916 
Teachers 4.8289 4.8816 4.3916 
Administrators 5.0000 4.8649 4.9324 

G = .0002* T = .8403 G X T = .8414 

Situation 35. While searching a student's locker, the 

disciplinarian finds a bottle of liquor. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.8462 3.9091 3.8776 
Teachers 4.2800 4.1867 4.2333 
Administrators 4.3889 4.2222 4.3056 

G = .0006* T = .8512 G X T = .5790 
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Situation 36. The football team's best half back is 

caught with a marijuana cigarette. 

Ideal Real 

Students 4.0559 
Teachers 4.4079 
Administrators 4.7568 

G = .0019* T = .5275 

4.2093 
4.4605 
4.5676 

Group Mean 

4.1329 
4.4342 
4.6622 

G X T = .3201 

Situation 39. A student is caught selling dangerous 

drugs to another student. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .1697 

Ideal 

5.1901 
5.3649 
5.4286 

Real 

5.3239 
5.4730 
5.4286 

T = .1626 

Group Mean 

5.2570 
5.4189 
5.4286 

G X T = .8473 

Situation 40. A nineteen-year old student is found smok

ing on campus. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0022* 

Ideal 

2.7338 
2.8611 
3.3333 

Real 

2.5540 
3.0556 
3.2222 

T = .6077 

Group Mean 

2.6439 
2.9583 
3.2778 

G X T = .3651 

Statistical Resume—Drug-
Related Situations 

Of the eleven drug-related situations, students had the 

highest mean on one situation, comprising 9%; teachers had the 

highest means of four situations, comprising 36%; and administra

tors had the highest means on six situations, comprising 54%. 
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On the differences between the ideal and real parts of 

the questionnaire, students had the higher means on situations 

4, 7, 21, 24, and 40, or 45% on the ideal part of the question

naire. On the real part of the questionnaire, students had the 

higher means on situations 9, 12, 22, 35, 36, and 39, or 54%. 

Teachers had the higher means on situations 4, 7, 21, and 

35, or 36% on the ideal part of the questionnaire. On the real 

part of the questionnaire, teachers had the higher means on 

situations 9, 12, 22, 24, 26, 29, and 40, or 63%. 

Administrators had the higher means on situations 4, 7, 

21, 22, 24, 25, 36, and 40, or 72% on the ideal part of the ques

tionnaire. On the real part of the questionnaire, administrators 

had the higher means on situations 4 and 12, or 18%. The means 

were equal on the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire on 

situation 39. 

There were significant differences between groups on six 

of eleven situations, or 54%, at the .01 level of significance. 

There were no significant differences between the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire at the .01 level of significance. 

There was no interaction exhibited. 

Violence-Insubordination-
Related Situations 

Situation 2. A student attacks another student; no 

serious injury involved. 
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Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.3437 
Teachers 3.5395 
Administrators 3.8108 

3.2789 
3.4605 
3.8378 

3.3163 
3.5000 
3.8243 

G = .0001* T = .6324 G X T = .8679 

Situation 6. A student continually disrupts his Science 

class and is sent to the disciplinarian. 

Ideal Real 

Students 3.4069 
Teachers 3.7945 
Administrators 3.7143 

3.4483 
3.9041 
3.9429 

.0000* T = .1440 

Group Mean 

3.4276 
3.8493 
3.8243 

G X T = .5700 

Situation 8. Two students are involved in a fight; both 

have to be sent to the nurse for their injuries. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.9859 3.8451 3.9155 
Teachers 4.0870 3.8841 3.9855 
Administrators 3.9444 3.9722 3.9583 

G = .7300 T = .0583 G X T = .6069 

Situation 11. A student refuses to leave the room after 

being asked three times by 

Ideal 

Students 3.1438 
Teachers 3.5658 
Administrators 3.8378 

teacher. 

Real Group Mean 

3.1712 3.1575 
3.8289 3.6974 
3.9189 3.8784 

G = .0000* T = .1117 G X T = .2909 



Situation 15. A student attacks another student at a 

football game; the other student is seriously injured. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0002* 

Ideal 

4.3451 
4.7733 
4.9189 

Real 

4.4225 
4.9733 
4.7838 

T = .6331 

Group Mean 

4.3838 
4.8733 
4.8514 

G X T = .5196 

Situation 16. A student threatens to attack a teacher 

in her Biology class. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0000* 

Ideal 

3.9722 
4.3333 
4.9459 

Real 

3.9444 
4.8133 
4.6486 

T = .2917 

Group Mean 

3.9583 
4.5733 
4.7973 

G X T = .1229 

Situation 18. A student goes into a classroom and at

tacks another student club, while class is in session. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.0930 
Teachers 5.4054 
Administrators 5.5946 

G = .0000* 

4.9507 
5.5000 
5.6757 

T = .8059 

4.9718 
5.4527 
5.6391 

G X T = .6140 

Situation 20. A student breaks a school window inten

tionally . 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

Ideal 

4.3986 
4.4800 
4.5676 

Real 

4.2168 
4.5067 
4.4324 

Group Mean 

4.3077 
4.4933 
4.5000 

G = .2004 T = .1774 G X T = .5608 



Situation 27. A student attacks a teacher after being 

asked to leave the class; the teacher is injured and requires 

medical attention. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0000* 

Ideal 

5.2168 
5.5789 
5.7568 

Real 

5.2657 
5.7105 
5.8378 

T = .1957 

Group Mean 

5.2413 
5.2413 
5.6447 

G X T = .8365 

Situation 28. While on restriction, a student comes on 

the campus, after being warned not to. 

Ideal Real 

Students 4.2028 
Teachers 4.4342 
Administrators 4.7778 

G = .0001* T = .1184 

4.1818 
4.8816 
5.0278 

Group Mean 

4.1923 
4.6579 
4.9028 

G X T = .1161 

Situation 29. Several students go to another high school 

and attack a student. They had weapons and one student was in

jured. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0000* 

Ideal 

5.0139 
5.5132 
5.5474 

Real 

5.2778 
5.6711 
5.6216 

T = .0010 

Group Mean 

5.1458 
5.5921 
5.5946 

G X T = .5446 

Situation 37. There have been several wallets stolen in 

the girls' P.E. Department; the P.E. teacher brings a girl in 

and states that the girl was just caught going though lockers 

and had two other girls' wallets in her possession. 
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Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.5782 4.6259 4.6020 
Teachers 4.6622 4.8784 4.7703 
Administrators 4.7938 4.8378 4.8108 

G = .1035 T = .1603 G X T = .5578 

Statistical Resume—Violence-
Insubordination- Related 
Situations 

Of the fourteen situations represented here, the students 

did not have the highest means on any of them. The teachers had 

the highest means on four or 28% of the situations, and the ad

ministrators had the highest means on ten or 71% of the 

situations. 

Concerning the differences between the ideal and the real 

parts of the questionnaire, students had the higher means on 

situations 2, 8, 15, 16, 18, 26, and 28, or 50% of the situations 

on the ideal part. On the real part of the questionnaire, stu

dents had the higher means on situations 6, 11, 20, 25, 27, 29, 

and 37, comprising 50%. 

The teachers had the higher means on situations 2 and 8, 

or 14%, on the ideal part of the questionnaire. Concerning the 

real part of the questionnaire, teachers had the higher means on 

situations 6, 11, 15, 16, 20, 25, 26, 27, 29, and 37, or 85%. 

The administrators had the higher means on situations 15, 

16, 20, and 26, or 28% on the ideal part of the questionnaire. 

In reference to the real part of the questionnaire, 



administrators had the higher means on the real part of the ques

tionnaire on situations 2, 6, 8, 11, 18, 25, 27, 28, 29, and 37, 

or 71%. 

There were significant differences between groups in the 

study on ten out of fourteen situations, or 71%. One situation, 

or 7%, was significant concerning the differences between the 

ideal and real parts of the questionnaire. Situation 16 exhib

ited interaction. 

Petty Offenses 

Situation 3. A student is failing in a math class; she 

is referred to the disciplinarian. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.0680 2.0884 2.0782 
Teachers 1.8243 1.8514 1.8378 
Administrators 1.9730 1.8378 1.9054 

G = .0060* T = 1.0000 G X T = .6577 

Situation 10. A student uses obscene language in the 

presence of other students and teachers (language not directed 

at anyone). 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.3836 2.2123 2.2979 
Teachers 2.8158 2.6574 2.7368 
Administrators 3.2703 3.3784 3.3243 

G = .0000* T = .0949 G X T = .5383 



Situation 17. A student is sent to the disciplinarian 

for not having a pencil. 

Ideal 

Students 1.3310 
Teachers 1.5890 
Administrators 1.6216 

Real 

1.3310 
1.5753 
1.6216 

G = .0012* T = .9459 

Group Mean 

1.3310 
1.5822 
1.6216 

G X T = .9950 

Situation 19. A student is in the halls without a pass 

during classes. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0050* 

Ideal 

1.8194 
1.9200 
1.9730 

Real 

1.7222 
2.0933 
2.1081 

T = .8210 

Group Mean 

1.7708 
2.0067 
2.0405 

G X T = .1957 

Situation 23. A student leaves the school grounds with 

out permission, third offense. 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

G = .0000* 

Ideal 

3.6575 
4.0789 
4.2162 

Real 

3.7466 
4.3026 
4.2162 

T = .1482 

Group Mean 

3.7021 
4.1908 
4.2162 

G X T = .1999 

Situation 30. A student is referred to the disciplinar 

ian for continual disruption of class. 

Ideal Real 

Students 3.3904 
Teachers 3.6447 
Administrators 3.8919 

3.2260 
3.7368 
3.9459 

Group Mean 

3.3082 
3.6903 
3.9189 

G = .0000* T = .6021 G X T = .1999 
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Situation 32. A teacher refers a student to the disci

plinarian for always going to sleep in class. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.5959 2.4247 2.5103 
Teachers 2.7368 2.7368 2.7368 
Administrators 2.0167 2.6667 2.7917 

G = .0124 T = .0904 G X T = .5689 

Situation 33. A student comes to the disciplinarian and 

informs her that she believes she has VD. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.1738 2.1389 2.1563 
Teachers 2.1162 2.3919 2.3041 
Administrators 2.2059 2.2353 2.2206 

G = .2554 T = .6217 G X T = .0420 

Situation 38. After numerous warnings by the disciplin

arian, a student continues to disturb his English class. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.9580 3.9720 3.9650 
Teachers 4.0395 4.3684 4.2039 
Administrators 4.2222 4.1389 4.1806 

G = .0074* T = .1266 G X T = .0420 

Statistical Resume— 
Petty Offenses 

Of the nine situations under the category of petty of

fenses, students had the highest mean on one situation, compris

ing 11%; teachers had the highest means on two of the situations, 

comprising 22%; and administrators had the highest means on six 

situations, comprising 66%. 
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Concerning the differences between the ideal and the real 

parts of the questionnaire, students had the higher means on 

situations 10, 19, 30, 32, and 33, or 55% of the situations on 

the ideal part of the questionnaire. On the real part of the 

questionnaire, students had the higher means on situations 3, 23, 

and 38, or 33%. Students had equal means on the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire on situation 17. 

Teachers had the higher means on situations 10 and 17, 

or 22% on the ideal part of the questionnaire. On the real part 

of the questionnaire, teachers had the higher means on situations 

3, 19, 23, 30, 33, and 38, or 66%. Teachers had equal means on 

the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire on situation 12. 

Administrators had the higher means on situations 3, 32, 

and 38, or ZZ% on the ideal part of the questionnaire. On the 

real part of the questionnaire, administrators had the higher 

means on situations 10, 19, 30, and 33, or 44%. Administrators 

had equal means on the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire 

on situations 17 and 23. 

Of the nine situations, there were significant differ

ences between the groups in the study on seven situations or 71%. 

There were no significant differences between the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire, and there was no interaction 

exhibited. 
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Trends, Interpretations, 
and Implications 

In this 3X2 analysis, one must look carefully at the 

administrator group. The teachers' and students' means are more 

representative than the administrators, for as stated earlier, 

principals, assistant principals, and disciplinarians are com

bined into one group. This might tend to give a distorted rela

tionship of the administrator means. The 5X2 analysis in the 

next section provides further clarification. 

Attendance-Related Situations. It is evident that 

teachers are more severe on attendance-related situations than 

other groups in the study. The discrepancies between the stu

dents' means and the teachers' means tend to reinforce this 

point. The fact that teachers are the persons in the school who 

have most contact with the students has some bearing on this 

tendency also. It would appear likely that administrators would 

be the group that would be most severe concerning attendance be

cause of the funding based on average daily attendance (ADA), 

however, this is not the case. 

The disciplinary action taken by the respective groups 

are as follows: the teachers restrict in three cases, the stu

dents restrict in two cases, and the administrators restrict in 

two cases also. The range of means for the students is from 

1.9796 to 4.2021. The range of means for the teachers is 

2.1974 to 4.6053, and the range for the administrators is 2.1351 

to 4.6000. 



56 

The significant differences between groups appears to be 

due to the differences between the students' means and the 

teachers' means. One reason for the teachers' stand on atten

dance might be that if they are subject matter oriented, poor 

attendance would be viewed as a serious matter. 

Members of most of the groups in the study (72%) believe 

their present disciplinarian is more severe than their concept 

of the "ideal disciplinarian." In other words, 72% of the par

ticipants disagree with the disciplinarian on attendance-related 

situations. 

Drug-Related Situations. Drugs still appear to elicit a 

negative response among students, teachers, and administrators. 

One possible reason for the students' relatively severe stand on 

drugs is that a "select" group was utilized in this study. The 

reason, as stated before, was to use the group that had had the 

most opportunities for contact with the disciplinarian. However, 

by doing this, one omits a certain group of students. The stu

dents who get caught at school with drugs are usually suspended; 

the percentage that returns is unknown. Therefore, a student who 

makes it to his senior year is in a "select" group. 

The students in the study recommended suspension in 36% 

of the situations, and restriction in 27% of the situations. 

The means of the students ranged from 1.7708 to 4.9214. The 

teachers recommended suspension in 54% of the situations and 

restrictions in 27%. The teachers' means ranged from 2.0067 to 
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4.9041. Even though teachers recommend suspension in 54% of the 

situations, they are not as severe as the administrators. A 

probable reason for this might again be contact; administrators 

have contact with the students that are involved with drugs more 

than teachers. 

The administrators appear to be the most severe group 

relating to drugs; they recommend suspension in 63% of the situ

ations and restriction in 9% of the situations. Their means 

ranged from 1.6667 to 4.7973. 

Concerning the ideal and the real parts of the question

naire, 51% of the members of the groups believed the present 

disciplinarian was not severe enough and 45% of the members of 

the groups appeared to believe the present disciplinarian was too 

severe on drug related situations. This is an excellent example 

of the position in which the high school disciplinarians often 

find themselves. The disciplinarian cannot please all the groups 

with whom he works. 

The fact that significant differences at the .01 level of 

significance were found in 54% of the situations, tends to prove 

that there is disagreement among the three groups in this 

analysis. 

The administrators appear to want to "hold the line" on 

drug-related situations and tend to appear to be in agreement on 

drug-related situations, even though the problem may not be as 

acute in all schools in the study. 
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Violence-Insubordination-Related Situations. Concerning 

violence-insubordination-related situations, students did not 

have the highest means on any of the situations. They recom

mended suspension on 14% of the situations, restriction on 42% 

of the situations. The range of the students1 means was from 

3.9155 to 5.2413. 

Teachers had the highest means on 28% of the situations. 

They recommended suspension on 21% of the situations, and re

striction on 42% of the situations. The teachers' means ranged 

from 3.5000 to 5.6447. 

Administrators had the highest means on 71% of the situa

tions. They recommended suspension on 28% of the situations, and 

restriction on 42% of the situations. Their means ranged from 

3.8233 to 5.7973. 

Concerning the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire, 

24% of the members of the groups believed the "ideal disciplinar

ian" should be more severe, while 76% of the members of the 

groups in the study believed the present disciplinarian was too 

severe. 

Between groups in the study, 71% of the situations were 

significant at the .01 level of significance. In relation to the 

differences between the ideal and the real parts of the question

naire, 7% of the situations showed significance at the .01 level 

of significance. Seven percent of the situations exhibited 

interaction. 
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Violence-subordination is still a subject that creates 

much anxiety in our schools today and is looked upon by the three 

groups studied quite severely. The significant differences that 

occur appear to be between students, on one hand, and teachers 

and administrators, on the other. It appears that teachers are 

more concerned with violence-insubordination than with drugs. 

This is possibly due to more contact with violence-insubordination-

related situations than with drug-related situations. 

One explanation for the severity of the administration 

might be the fact that they believe they are responsible for the 

"school atmosphere." Their means would reflect this belief of 

responsibility. 

Even though, the students' means were closer to the 

teachers' and administrators', significant differences at the .01 

level of significance were found in 71% of the situations. Also 

it must be noted that 76% of the members of the groups indicated 

that they disagreed with the action of their present 

disciplinarian. 

Petty Offenses. Students had the highest means on 9% of 

the situations, teachers on 25% of the situations, and the ad

ministrators had the highest means on 66% of the situations. 

Students did not recommend suspension or restriction on 

any situations; teachers recommended restriction on 22% of the 

situations; and the administrators recommended restriction on 

22% of the situations. 



60 

The range of means among the students was 1.3310 to 

3.9650. The range of means among teachers was 1.5822 to 4.2039. 

The range of means among the administrators was 1.6216 to 4.2162. 

There were significant differences in 77% of the situa

tions among the three groups in the study, indicating disagree

ment among the groups. 

On the differences between the ideal and real parts of 

the questionnaire, 37% of the members of the groups believed the 

"ideal" disciplinarian should be more severe, while 48% believed 

their present disciplinarian was more severe than their concept 

of the ideal disciplinarian. 

This 3X2 analysis indicates that there is disagreement 

among the three groups' perceptions as to what the "ideal" dis

ciplinarian should do and what their disciplinarians actually 

do. The direction of the disagreement does not matter, whether 

it be more severe than the disciplinarian or more lenient than 

the disciplinarian. What does matter is that there is disagree

ment, which tends to generate role conflict and personality 

conflict. 

Presentation of Data— 
Hypotheses 3 and 4 

Hypothesis 3. There are no differences among the percep

tions of city-wide combined groups of principals, assistant prin

cipals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students with respect to 

the real role of the high school disciplinarian. 
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Hypothesis 4. There are no differences among the percep

tions of city-wide combined groups of principals, assistant prin

cipals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students with respect to 

the ideal role of the high school disciplinarian. 

Attendance-Related Situations 

Situation 1. A student is tardy to class three times, 

first referral. 

'Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.1081 1.7450 1.9765 
Teachers 2.2308 2.1154 2.1731 
Disciplinarians 2.2143 2.0000 2.1071 
Assistant Principals 2.1333 2.2000 2.1667 
Principals 2.1250 2.1250 2.1250 

G = .1100 T = .0000* G X T = .0667 

Situation 5. A student cuts (ditches) his English class 

four times. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.4832 3.1007 3.2919 
Teachers 3.6154 3.5769 3.5962 
Disciplinarians 3.7857 3.6429 3.7143 
Assistant Principals 3.6607 3.6000 3.6333 
Principals 4.1250 3.8750 4.0000 

G = .0003* T = .0007* G X T = .2410 

Situation 13. A student is tardy to class seven times, 

third referral. 
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Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.6174 3.4564 3.5369 
Teachers 3.7436 3.9872 3.8654 
Disciplinarians 3.8571 4.0714 3.9643 
Assistant Principals 3.4000 3.6000 3.5333 
Principals 4.1250 3.8750 3.8750 

G = .0018* T = .9057 G X T = .0716 

Situation 14. A student ditches school for four days, 

second warning. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.0000 3.7785 3.8893 
Teachers 4.2949 4.3462 4.3205 
Disciplinarians 4.0714 4.0000 4.0357 
Assistant Principals 3.8000 4.2000 4.0000 
Principals 4.2500 4.2500 4.2500 

G = .0001* T = .2349 G X T = .2866 

Situation 31. A student cuts class twenty out of thirty 

days; he is presently failing all of his classes. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.2483 4.1141 4.1812 
Teachers 4.5128 4.6667 4.5897 
Di s ciplinarians 4.7143 4.6429 4.6736 
Assistant Principals 4.2667 4.4667 4.3667 
Principals 3.6250 4.6250 4.1250 

G = .0121 T = .9304 G X T = .3588 

Situation 34. A student is brought in by police; he has 

just been caught shoplifting; he did not have permission to be 

off campus. 
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Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.1745 4.0872 4.1309 
Teachers 4.1923 4.2179 4.2051 
Disciplinarians 4.5000 3.9286 4.2143 
Assistant Principals 3.3333 3.6667 3.5000 
Principals 4.2500 4.2500 4.2500 

G = .0225 T = .5071 G X T = .3588 

Statistical Resume—Attendance-
Related Situations 

Students did not have the highest means on any of the six 

attendance-related situations; teachers had the highest means on 

two situations, or 33%; disciplinarians had the highest means on 

two situations, or 33%; assistant principals did not have the 

highest means on any of the situations; and principals had the 

highest means on two situations, or 33%. 

In reference to the ideal and real parts of the question

naire, students had the higher means of six out of six situations, 

or 100% on the ideal part of the questionnaire. 

Teachers had the higher means on the ideal part of the 

questionnaire on two situations, or 33%. Teachers had the higher 

means on the real part of the questionnaire on four situations, 

or 66%. 

The disciplinarians had the higher means on the ideal 

part of the questionnaire on five situations, or 83%. The disci

plinarians had the higher means on the real part of the question

naire on one situation, or 16%. 
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The assistant principals had the higher means on the 

ideal part of the questionnaire on one situation, or 16%. The 

assistant principals had the higher means on the real part of the 

questionnaire on five situations, or 83%. 

The principals had the higher means on the ideal part of 

the questionnaire on one situation, or 16%. The principals had 

the higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on one 

situation, or 16%. The principals had equal means on the ideal 

and real parts of the questionnaire on four situations, or 66%. 

There were significant differences between groups on 

three situations, or 50%, at the .01 level of significance. Two 

situations, or 33%, were significant at the .01 level of sig

nificance or the differences between the ideal and real parts of 

the questionnaire. There was no interaction exhibited. 

Drug-Related Situations 

Situation 4. A student is found with dangerous drugs in 

his possession. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.9933 4.3624 4.6779 
Teachers 4.6667 4.5513 4.6090 
Disciplinarians 5.1429 4.7143 4.9286 
Assistant Principals 4.4667 4.4667 4.4667 
Principals 5.1250 4.7500 4.9375 

G = .5345 T = .0000* G X T = .0507 
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Situation 7. While going through a student's locker, a 

large amount of dangerous drugs are discovered. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 5.1342 4.4430 4.7886 
Teachers 4.8846 4.5128 4.6987 
Disciplinarians 5.1429 4.7857 4.9634 
Assistant Principals 4.4667 4.6000 4.5333 
Principals 4.6250 4.7500 4.6875 

G = .7521 T = .0000* G X T = .1700 

Situation 9. A student comes to a football game under 

the influence of alcohol (see Figure 3). 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.2752 2.5570 2.9161 
Teachers 3.7051 3.8718 3.7885 
Disciplinarians 4.1429 4.6429 4.3929 
Assistant Principals 4.2667 4.4000 4.3333 
Principals 4.0000 4.6250 4.3125 

G = .0000* T = .0055* G X T = .0009* 

Situation 12. A student is arrested by local police for 

selling drugs at a local park (incident occurred over the week

end). 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.5705 2.4295 2.5000 
Teachers 2.6026 3.3333 2.9679 
Disciplinarians 2.0000 2.1429 2.0714 
Assistant Principals 1.6667 1.2667 1.4667 
Principals 1.3750 1.5000 1.4375 

G = .0006* T = .6129 G X T = .0934 
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Situation 21. A student is found in his car smoking 

cigarettes during classes. (Interaction is shown in Figure 4.) 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3 .3423 2.6510 2 .9966 
Teachers 3 .5728 3.4744 3.4936 
Dis ciplinarians 3 .9286 3.5000 3.7143 
Assistant Principals 3.4667 3.6667 3.5667 
Principals 3.62 50 3.7500 3.6875 

G = .0001* T = .0000* G X T = .0027* 

Situation 22. A student comes to school under the in

fluence of drugs, staggering, and speech incoherent. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.4631 4.2550 4.3591 
Teachers 4.4231 4.5128 4.4679 
Disciplinarians 4.7857 4.5714 4.6786 
Assistant Principals 4.6000 4.5333 4.5667 
Principals 5.0000 4.1250 4.5625 

G = .3760 T = .0899 G X T = .2290 

Situation 24. A student is found smoking marijuana at a 

football game; he also has some in his possession (see Figure 5). 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.7517 3.9128 4.3322 
Teachers 4.7949 4.8205 4.8077 
Disciplinarians 5.2143 5.0000 5.1071 
Assistant Principals 4.6667 4.6667 4.6667 
Principals 5.2 500 5.0000 4.1250 

G = .0004* T = .0000* G X T = .0027* 
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Situation 35. While searching a student's locker, the 

disciplinarian finds a bottle of liquor. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.1544 3.4765 3.8154 
Teachers 4.2821 3.4765 4.1795 
Disciplinarians 4.4286 4.4286 4.4286 
Assistant Principals 4.2000 4.0000 4.1000 
Principals 4.7500 3.7500 4.2 500 

G = .0021* T = .0000* G X T = .8888 

Situation 36. The football team's best halfback is 

caught with a marijuana cigarette. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.2819 3.8389 4.0604 
Teachers 4.4231 4.3974 4.4103 
Disciplinarians 5.2143 4.7857 5 .0000 
Assistant Principals 4.2000 4.3333 4.2667 
Principals 5.0000 4.6250 4.8125 

G = .0007* T = .0058* G X T = .3707 

Situation 39. A student is caught selling dangerous 

drugs to another student. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 5.4094 4.9262 5 .1678 
Teachers 5.2436 5.4231 5.3333 
Dis ciplinarians 5.2143 5.0000 5.1071 
Assistant Principals 5.0667 5.2667 5.1667 
Principals 5.8750 5.8750 5.8750 

G = .0239 T = .0239 G X T = .0386 
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Situation 40. A nineteen-year old student is found smok

ing on campus. (Interaction is illustrated in Figure 6.) 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.0470 2.0942 2.5705 
Teachers 2.7564 2.9744 2 .8654 
Dis ciplinarians 3.4286 2 .9286 3.1786 
Assistant Principals 3.2667 3.1333 3.2000 
Principals 3.3750 3.5000 3.4375 

G = .0088* T = .0001* G X T = .0003* 

Statistical Resume—Drug-
Related Situations 

Of the eleven drug-related situations, students did not 

have the highest means on any of them; teachers had the highest 

means on one situation, or 9%; disciplinarians had the highest 

means on six out of eleven, or 54%; assistant principals did not 

have the highest means on any of the situations; and principals 

had the highest means on four out of eleven, or 36%. 

Concerning the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire, 

students had the higher means on the ideal part on eleven situa

tions, or 100%. 

Teachers had the higher means on the ideal part of the 

questionnaire on five situations, or 45%. Teachers had higher 

means on the real part of the questionnaire on six situations, 

or 54%. 

Disciplinarians had the higher means on the ideal part of 

the questionnaire on eight out of eleven situations, or 72%. 
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Disciplinarians had the higher means on two situations, or 11%, 

on the real part of the questionnaire. 

The assistant principals had the higher means on the 

ideal part of the questionnaire on four situations, or 35%. They 

had the higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on 

five situations, or 45%. The assistant principals had equal 

means on the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire on two 

situations, or 18%. 

The principals had the higher means on the ideal part of 

the questionnaire on five situations, or 45%. They had the high

er means on the real part of the questionnaire on five situations, 

or 45%. The principals had equal means on the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire on one situation, or 10%. 

Regarding the differences between groups, seven situa

tions showed significant differences at the .01 level of signif

icance, or 63%. On the differences between the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire, eight situations were significant at 

the .01 level of significance, or 83%. Four situations exhibited 

interaction. 

Violence-Insubordination-
Related Situations 

Situation 2. A student attacks another student; no 

serious injury involved. 
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Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.4698 3.1409 3.3054 
Teachers 3 .3256 3.4231 3.4744 
Dis ciplinarians 3.9286 4.0000 3.9643 
Assistant Principals 3.7333 3.6667 3.7000 
Principals 3.7500 3.8750 3.8125 

G = .0006* T = .0014* G X T = .2918 

Situation 6. A student continually disrupts his class in 

Science; is sent to the disciplinarian, second referral. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.4430 3.3557 3.3993 
Teachers 3.7179 3.7308 3 .7244 
Dis ciplinarians 3.8571 3.8571 3.8571 
Assistant Principals 3.5333 3.6667 3.6000 
Principals 3.2500 5.1260 3.6875 

G = .0030* T = .8523 G X T - .1353 

Situation 8. Two students are involved in a fight; both 

have to go to the nurse for their injuries. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.0134 3.6510 3 .8322 
Teachers 3.8846 3.6923 3.7885 
Dis ciplinarians 4.0000 4.2142 4.1071 
Assistant Principals 3.8667 3.6667 3.7667 
Principals 3.5000 4.2500 3.8570 

G = .72 50 T = .0055* G X T = .1426 

Situation 11. A student refuses to leave the room after 

being asked three times by the teacher. 



Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.2886 3.0000 3 .1443 
Teachers 3.5256 3.7692 3.6474 
Dis ciplinarians 3.9286 3 .8571 3.8929 
Assistant Principals 3.7333 4.0667 3.9000 
Principals 3.8750 3.7500 3.8125 

G = .0000* T = .2175 G X T = .0146 

Situation 15. A student attacks another student at a 

football game; the other student is seriously injured. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.3893 4.1745 4.2819 
Teachers 4.7821 4.8590 4.8205 
Dis ciplinarians 4.9286 5.0714 5.0000 
Assistant Principals 4.8667 4.5333 4.7000 
Principals 5.0000 4.7500 4.8750 

G = .0005* T = .2415 G X T = .6827 

Situation 16. A student threatens to attack a teacher 

in her Biology class. (Figure 7 indicates the interaction.) 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.0604 3.7919 3.9262 
Teachers 4.2436 4.7692 4.5064 
Dis ciplinarians 4.9286 4.7143 4.8214 
Assistant Principals 5.0000 4.6667 4.8333 
Principals 4.8750 4.5000 4.6875 

G = .0000* T = .6564 G X T = .0013* 



76 

6.0 

5.5 

5.0 

4.5 

AP-—-
D - — — _  
p*—— 

T ~~~ 

S-Students 
T-Teachers 
D-Dis ciplinar-

ians 
AP-Assistant 

Principals 
"—-— - P-Principals 

4.0 S« 

3.5 

3.0 

2.5 

2.0 

1.5 

1.0 

.5 

0 
Ideal Real 

Figure 7. Interaction for Situation 16 



77 

Situation 18. A student goes into a classroom and at

tacks another student with a club, while class is in session. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.9060 4.8322 4.8691 
Teachers 5.3974 5.2949 5.3462 
Dis ciplinarians 5.7143 5.6667 5.6429 
Assistant Principals 5.4000 5.6667 5.5333 
Principals 5.7500 4.8750 5.8125 

G = .0000* T = .5188 G X T = .8883 

Situation 20. A student breaks a school window inten

tionally . 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.9195 3.8456 3.8826 
Teachers 4.0385 4.0385 4.0385 
Disciplinarians 4.5000 3.8571 4.1786 
Assistant Principals 4.0000 4.0000 4.0000 
Principals 3.7500 4.2500 4.0000 

G = .3456 T = .6172 G X T = .1934 

Situation 25. A student is caught throwing "cherry bombs" 

out of a second story window during passing period. A student 

was slightly injured. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.7785 4.5906 4.6846 
Teachers 4.8590 5.0000 4.9295 
Dis ciplinarians 5.0714 5.2143 5.1429 
Assistant Principals 4.9333 4.8667 4.9000 
Principals 5.7500 5.1250 4.9375 

G = .0534 T = .5081 G X T = .2128 
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Situation 26. While searching a student's locker, a 

dangerous weapon is discovered. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.5034 3.9799 4.2416 
Teachers 4.4359 4.4872 4.4615 
Dis ciplinarians 4.7857 4.6429 4.7143 
Assistant Principals 4.1333 4.2667 4.2000 
Principals 5.0000 4.3750 4.6875 

G = .1285 T = .0012* G X T = .0382 

Situation 27. A student attacks a teacher after being 

asked to leave the class; the teacher is injured and requires 

medical attention. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 5.3020 5.0336 5 .1678 
Teachers 5.5513 5.6410 5.5962 
Dis ciplinarians 5.8571 5.7857 5.8214 
Assistant Principals 5.6667 5.8000 5.7333 
Principals 5.7500 6.0000 5.8750 

G = .0000* T = .1113 G X T = .1710 

Situation 28. While on restriction, a student comes on 

campus after being warned not to (see Figure 8). 

Students 
Teachers 
Disciplinarians 
Assistant Principals 
Principals 

Ideal 

4.3758 
4.4359 
5.0000 
4.5333 
4.7500 

Real 

3.8658 
4.9205 
4.0714 
4.6667 
5.0000 

Group Mean 

4.1200 
4.6088 
5.0857 
4.6000 
4.9750 

G = .0003* T = .1453 G X T = .0065* 



79 

S-Students 
T-Teachers 
D-Disciplinar-

ians 
AP-Assistant 

Principals 
P-Principals 

2.5 

2.0 

1.5 

1.0 

.5 

.0 
Ideal Real 

6.0 

5.5 

3.5 

3.0 

Figure 8. Interaction for Situation 28 



80 

Situation 29. Several students go to another school 

campus and attack a student. They had weapons and one student 

was inj ured. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 5 .1611 5.0336 5.0973 
Teachers 5.5128 5.602 6 5.5577 
Dis ciplinarians 5.7857 5.6429 5.7143 
Assistant Principals 5.4000 5.6000 5.5000 
Principals 5.5000 5.6250 5.5625 

G = .0003* T = .6301 G X T = .6775 

Situation 37. There have been several wallets stolen in 

the girls' P.E. Department; the P.E. teacher brings a girl in 

and states that the girl was just caught going through lockers 

and had two other girls' wallets in her possession. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 4.6577 4.5503 4.6040 
Teachers 4.6154 4.7308 4.6731 
Dis ciplinarians 5.0714 4.9286 5.0000 
Assistant Principals 4.4000 4.6000 4.5000 
Principals 5.0000 5.1250 5.0625 

G = .1419 T = .7906 G X T = .6247 

Statistical Resume—Violence-
Insubordination- Related 
Situations 

Students did not have the highest means on any fourteen 

of the violence-insubordination-related situations. Teachers had 

the highest mean on one situation, or 1%. Disciplinarians had 

the highest means on eleven situations, or 78%. Assistant 
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principals had the highest mean on one situation, or 7%, and the 

principals had the highest mean on one situation, or 7%. 

Concerning the differences between the ideal and the real 

parts of the questionnaire, students had the higher means on 

fourteen out of fourteen situations, 100%. 

The teachers had higher means on the ideal part of the 

questionnaire on three situations, or 21%. They had the higher 

means on the real part of the questionnaire on ten situations, or 

71%. The teachers had equal means on the ideal and real parts of 

the questionnaire on one situation. 

The disciplinarians had the higher means on the ideal 

part of the questionnaire on ten situations, or 71%. They had 

the higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on three 

situations, or 21%. The disciplinarians had equal means on the 

ideal or real parts of the questionnaire on one situation, or 7%. 

The assistant principals had the higher means on the 

ideal part of the questionnaire on five situations, or 35%. They 

had higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on eight 

situations, or 57%. The assistant principals had equal means on 

the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire on one situation, 

or 7%. 

The principals had the higher means on the ideal part of 

the questionnaire on five situations, or 35%. They had the 

higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on eight 



situations, or 57%. The principals had equal means on the ideal 

and real parts of the questionnaire on one situation, or 7%. 

Concerning the differences between the groups in the 

study, nine out of fourteen situations were significant at the 

.01 level of significance, or 64%. On the differences between 

the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire, three situations, 

or 21%, were significant at the .01 level of significance. Four 

situations exhibited interaction. 

Petty Offenses 

Situation 3. A student is failing in Math class; she is 

referred to the disciplinarian. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.2215 1.9463 2.0839 
Teachers 1.8077 1.7949 1.0813 
Disciplinarians 2 .5000 1.8571 2.1786 
Assistant Principals 1.7333 1.7333 1.7333 
Principals 1.5000 2 .0000 1.7500 

G = .0011* T = .0030 G X T = .0200 

Situation 10. A student uses obscene language in the 

presence of other students and teachers (language not directed 

at anyone). 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2 .5302 2 .0336 2 .2819 
Teachers 2 .7949 2 .6026 2.6987 
Dis ciplinarians 3.4286 3.3571 3.3929 
Assistant Principals 3.1333 3.2667 3.2000 
Principals 3 .2500 3.6250 3.4375 

G = .0000* T = .0001* G X T = .0444 
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Situation 17. A student is sent to the disciplinarian 

for not having a pencil. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 1.4430 1.1946 1.3188 
Teachers 1.5513 1.4872 1.5192 
Dis ciplinarians 1.7857 1.7143 1.7500 
Assistant Principals 1.5333 1.6000 1.5667 
Principals 1.5000 1.5000 1.5000 

G = .0120* T = .0060* G X T = .5068 

Situation 19. A student is referred to the disciplinar

ian for continual disruption of class.(see Figure 9). 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2 .0067 1.4698 1.7383 
Teachers 1.8974 2.02 56 1.9615 
Dis ciplinarians 2 .1429 2.0000 2 .0714 
Assistant Principals 1.7333 2.1383 1.9333 
Principals 2.1250 2 .2 500 2 .1875 

G = .0242 T = .0004 G X T = .0001* 

Situation 23. A student leaves the school grounds with

out permission, third offense. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2.0067 1.4698 1.7383 
Teachers 1.8974 2 .0256 1.9615 
Dis ciplinarians 2 .1429 2 .0000 2.0714 
Assistant Principals 4.0667 4.2667 4.1667 • 
Principals 4.3750 4.1250 4.2500 

G = .0000* T = .1021 G X T = .0745 
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Situation 30. A student is referred to the disciplinar

ian for continual disruption of class. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.4698 3 .1141 3.2919 
Teachers 3.6154 3.6410 3.6282 
Dis ciplinarians 4.2857 4.7143 4.0714 
Assistant Principals 3.5333 3.8000 3.6667 
Principals 3.8750 4.3750 4.12 50 

G = .0000* T = .0069* G X T = .0146 

Situation 32. A teacher refers a student to the disci

plinarian for always going to sleep in class. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2 .7584 2 .2416 2 .5000 
Teachers 2.7436 2 .6923 2.7179 
Dis ciplinarians 2.9286 2 .6429 2 .7857 
Assistant Principals 2.8000 2.4667 2 .6333 
Principals 2.7500 2 .8750 2 .8125 

G = .1234 T = .0001* G X T = .0694 

Situation 33. A student comes to the disciplinarian and 

informs her that she believes she has VD. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 2 .1745 2 .1074 2.1409 
Teachers 2.2179 2.2949 2 .2564 
Dis ciplinarians 2.3571 2 .3571 2 .3571 
Assistant Principals 1.9333 2.0667 2 .0000 
Principals 2.1250 1.5000 1.8125 

G = .2054 T = .7156 G X T = .5388 
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Situation 38. After numerous warnings by the discipli

narian, a student continues to disturb his English class. 

Ideal Real Group Mean 

Students 3.9597 3.8591 3.9094 
Teachers 4.0513 4.3077 4.1985 
Dis ciplinarians 4.3571 4.2143 4.2875 
Assistant Principals 4.0667 3.9333 4.0000 
Principals 4.3750 3.8750 4.1260 

G = .0242 T = .8665 G X T = .1394 

Statistical Resume— 
Petty Offenses 

On the nine situations classified as petty offenses, 

neither the students nor teachers had any of the highest means. 

The disciplinarians had the highest means on four out of nine 

situations, or 44%. The assistant principals did not have the 

highest means on any of the situations, and the principals had 

the highest means on four situations, or 44%. The disciplinar

ians and principals were tied on one situation. 

Concerning the differences between the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire, the students had higher means on nine 

situations, or 100%. 

The teachers in the study had the higher means on the 

ideal part of the questionnaire on four situations, or 44%. They 

had higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on five 

situations, or 55%. 

The disciplinarians had the higher means on the ideal 

part of the questionnaire on eight situations, or 88%. They had 
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equal means on the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire on 

one situation, or 11%. 

The assistant principals had higher means on the ideal 

part of the questionnaire on two situations, or 22%. They had 

higher means on the real part of the questionnaire on six situa

tions, or 66%. The assistant principals had equal means on the 

ideal and real parts of the questionnaire on one situation, 

or 11%. 

The principals had the higher means on the ideal part of 

the questionnaire on three situations, or 33%. They had higher 

means on the real part of the questionnaire on five situations, 

or 55%. The principals had equal means on the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire on one situation, or 11%. 

In relation to the differences between groups in the 

study, three situations, or 33%, were significant at the .01 

level of significance. On the differences between the ideal and 

real parts of the questionnaire, six situations, or 66%, were 

significant at the .01 level of significance. One situation ex

hibited interaction. 

Trends, Interpretations, 
and Implications 

On the 5X2 analysis, a slight change will be noted in 

the means of the various groups of administrators. As noted be

fore, the principals, assistant principals, and disciplinarians 

were combined into one group in the 3X2 analysis . In this 
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analysis, the principals, assistant principals, and disciplinar

ians are separated. 

On the attendance-related situations, teachers had the 

highest means on two situations; disciplinarians had the highest 

means on two situations; and principals had the highest means on 

two situations. 

Attendance-Related Situations. Students recommended re

striction on situations 31 and 34. The range of the student 

means was 1.9765 to 4.1812. 

The teachers recommended restriction on situations 14, 

31, and 34. The range of their means was 2.1071 to 3.6410. 

The assistant principals recommended restriction on sit

uations 14 and 31. The range of their means was 2.1667 to 4.3667. 

The principals recommended restriction on situations 5, 

14, 31, and 34. The range of their means was 2.12 50 to 4.2500. 

There were significant differences between the five in 

the study on situations 5, 13, and 14 at the .01 level of 

significance. 

Of the differences between the ideal and the real parts 

of the questionnaire, situations 1, 5, and 13 were significant 

at the .01 level of significance. The probable reason for this 

is that all the groups believed the "ideal" disciplinarian should 

be more severe on situations 1 and 5, and that their present dis

ciplinarian was more severe than their concept of the "ideal" on 

situation 13. 
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One would expect the assistant principals to be either 

second or third in severity, due to the fact that they are con

sidered as part of "the administration," however, their means 

are closer to the students' means in leniency than to other 

groups. 

The principals had the same means on four out of six 

situations on the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire, 

which would appear quite unusual. This would tend to indicate 

that principals believe their disciplinarians are consistent from 

ideal to real on attendance-related situations. 

Drug-Related Situations . Of the drug-related situations, 

the teachers had the mean on situation 12. The disciplinarians 

had the highest means on situations 7, 9, 21, 22, 35, and 36. 

The principals had the highest means on situations 4, 24, 39, 

and 40. 

The students recommended restriction on situations 4, 6, 

22, 24, and 36. Their means ranged from 2.5705 to 5.1678. They 

recommended suspension on situation 39. 

The teachers recommended restriction on situations 4, 7, 

22, 24, 35, and 36. They recommended suspension on situation 39, 

which was a student selling drugs on campus. The teachers' means 

ranged from 2.8654 to 5.3333. 

The disciplinarians recommended restriction on situations 

4, 7, 9, 22, and 25. The disciplinarians recommended suspension 

on situations 24, 36, and 39. Their means ranged from 2.0714 

to 5.1071. 
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The assistant principals recommended restriction on situ

ations 4, 7, 9, 22, 35, and 36. They recommended suspension on 

situations 24 and 39. Their means ranged from 1.4667 to 5.1667. 

The principals recommended restriction on situations 4, 

7, 9, 22, 35, and 36. They recommended suspension on situations 

24 and 39. Their means ranged from 1.4375 to 5.8750. The mean 

of 5.8750 is the highest, or severest, mean given as a response 

on the entire questionnaire. The two situations are 39, which 

is selling drugs on campus, and the other is 27, the attack upon 

a teacher. 

On the differences between the groups in the study, seven 

situations out of eleven, or 63%, showed significant differences 

at the .01 level of significance . There were significant differ

ences between the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire on 

eight out of eleven situations, or 73%. In other words, among the 

five groups in the study, there were statistically significant 

differences on 63% of the situations. On the differences be

tween the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire, on drug-

related situations, 83% of the situations showed that there was 

a rather sizable disagreement regarding how the groups viewed 

the ideal and the real. Four situations exhibited interaction. 

Violence-Insubordination-Related Situations. On the 

violence-insubordination-related situations, students did not 

have the highest means on any of the situations. Teachers had 

the highest mean on one situation; the disciplinarians had the 
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highest means on nine out of fourteen situations, or 64%; the 

assistant principals had the highest mean on one situation; and 

the principals had the highest means on three situations. 

Students recommended restriction on violence-

insubordination situations 15, 18, 26, 28, and 37. They recom

mended suspension on situations 27 and 29. Their range was from 

3.1443 to 5.1678. 

Teachers recommended restriction on situations 15, 16, 

20, 25, 26, 28, and 29. Their means ranged from 3.4744 to 

5.5577. It is difficult to understand why the teachers were not 

more severe on situation 27, which concerns an attack upon a 

teachers, however, their mean was .4423 away from expulsion 

(6.0000), while the principals' mean was .125 points away from 

expulsion. 

The disciplinarians recommended restriction on situations 

8, 16, 20, and 26. They recommended suspension on situations 15, 

18, 25, 27, 28, 29, and 37. Their means ranged from 3.8571 

to 5.7143. 

The assistant principals recommended restriction on sit

uations 15, 16, 20, 25, 26, and 28. They recommended suspension 

on situations 18, 27, and 29. Their means ranged from 3.6000 

to 5.7333. 

The principals recommended restriction on situations 15, 

16, 20, 25, 26, and 28. They recommended suspension on situa

tions 18, 27, 29, and 37. Their means ranged from 3.6876 

to 5.8750. 



On the differences between the five groups in the study, 

nine situations out of fourteen, or 64%, showed significant dif

ferences at the .01 level of significance. In relation to the 

differences between the ideal and real parts of the question

naire, three situations, or 21%, showed significant differences 

at the .01 level of significance. On violence-insubordination-

related situations, it appeared that the participantsT concept 

of the "ideal" action was fairly close to the actions taken by 

their disciplinarian. Four situations exhibited interaction. 

Petty Offenses . Of the nine situations under the classi

fication petty offenses, the disciplinarians had the highest 

means on five situations, or 55%, and the principals had the 

highest means on four situations, or 44%. 

The students did not recommend restriction on any of the 

petty offense situations. Their means ranged from 1.3188 

to 3.9094. 

The teachers recommended restriction on situations 23 

and 28. Their means ranged from 1.5192 to 4.1795. 

The disciplinarians recommended restriction on situations 

23, 30, and 38. Their means ranged from 1.7500 to 4.2857. 

The assistant principals recommended restriction on sit

uations 23 and 28. Their means ranged from 1.5667 to 4.1667. 

The principals recommended restriction on situations 23, 

30, and 38. Their means ranged from 1.5000 to 4.2500. 



Three situations showed significant differences at the 

.01 level, between the five groups in the study. On the differ

ences between the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire, six 

situations out of nine showed significant differences at the .01 

level of significance. This would appear to indicate that there 

is disagreement among the groups in the study concerning the role 

of the "ideal" and "real" disciplinarian. One situation exhib

ited interaction. 

Drugs and violence insubordination were generally viewed 

as the most serious categories, or the ones that elicited the 

highest means from the groups involved. The students appear to 

agree basically with the rest of the groups in the study. How

ever, the number of situations that showed significant differ

ences would tend to show that there is disagreement among the 

groups on how they view the role of the disciplinarian. This 

appears true for the disciplinarians themselves, concerning the 

concept of "ideal" and "real." 

Based on the number of situations that showed significant 

differences among groups and between responses on the ideal and 

real parts of the questionnaire, it is the belief of the inves

tigator that null hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 can be rejected at 

the .01 level of significance. 



Presentation of Data— 
Hypotheses 5 and 6 

Hypothesis 5. There are no differences among the eight 

schools in the study when all the participants (principals, 

assistant principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students) 

from each school are combined into one group, with respect to 

the idea role of the high school disciplinarian. 

Hypothesis 6. There are no differences among the eight 

high schools in the study when all the participants (principals 

assistant principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students) 

from each school are combined into one group, with respect to 

the real role of the high school disciplinarian. 

Attendance-Related Situations 

Situation 1. A student is tardy to class three times, 

first referral. 

School Ideal Real Group Means 

1 1.6000 1.8000 1.7000 
2 2.1667 1.7333 1.9500 
3 1.9000 1.8500 1.8750 
4 2 .3000 1.7500 2 .0250 
5 1.8571 1.7143 1.7857 
6 2 .1111 1.6667 1.8889 
7 2.0467 2 .1905 2 .1190 
8 1.6667 1.9167 1.7917 

G = .6150 T = .6609 G X T = .7243 



Situation 5. A student cut (ditches) his English class 

four times. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2.5143 2.5714 2 .5429 
2 3.0286 3.0286 3.0286 
3 3.2258 3.0000 3.0606 
4 3.2692 3.0000 3.3400 
5 3.2667 2.7667 3.0167 
6 3.2258 2 .8065 3 .0161 
7 3.1786 3.1786 3.1786 
8 2.8182 2.6970 2 .7576 

G = .0505 T = .0038* G X T = .1743 

Situation 13. A student is tardy to class seven times, 

third referral. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2.6751 3.0571 2.8571 
2 3.0286 3.1429 3.0857 
3 3.2121 2.9091 3.0606 
4 3.3200 3.3600 3.3400 
5 3.2258 3.1935 3.2099 
6 3 .0000 3.1471 3.0735 
7 3.3333 3.7037 3.5185 
8 3.1818 3.2424 3.6364 

G = .1426 T = .1426 G X T = .0756 



Situation 14. A student ditches school for four days, 

second warning. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2 .9714 3.4000 3.1857 
2 3.5556 3.7500 3.6528 
3 3.6774 3.5161 3.5968 
4 3.7917 3.6250 3.7083 
5 3.7742 3.5806 3.6774 
6 3.4375 3.4063 3.4219 
7 3.5000 3.6071 3.5536 
8 3.6667 3.6061 3.6634 

G = .2161 T = .6564 G X T = .0158 

Situation 31. A student cuts classes twenty out of 

thirty days; he is presently failing all of his classes. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.7429 3.9429 3.8429 
2 3.8286 3.6857 3.7571 
3 3.9688 3.8750 3 .9219 
4 4.0000 3.6923 3.8462 
5 3.6207 3.9655 3.7931 
6 3.5294 3.9118 4.1964 
7 4.1786 4.2143 3.7424 
8 3.6061 3.8788 2 .9091 

G = .7859 T = .0096* G X T = .0158 
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Situation 34. A student is brought in by the police; he 

has just been caught shoplifting; he did not have permission to 

be off campus. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.5143 3.4857 3.5000 
2 3.5313 3.6875 3.6099 
3 3.8065 3.7097 3.7581 
4 3.5833 3.8333 3.7083 
5 3.6774 3.7097 3 .6935 
6 3.5294 3.5882 3.5588 
7 3.6071 3.8929 3.7500 
8 3.9091 3.8182 3.8636 

G = .6105 T = .6609 G X T = .7243 

On the 8X2 analysis all the groups (students, teachers, 

disciplinarians, assistant principals, and principals) were com

bined into one group of thirty-five participants from each school 

and an 8 X 2 analysis of variance performed among the eight 

schools (eight high schools, one factor, and the ideal and real 

parts of the questionnaire as the other factor). 

Statistical Resume—Attendance-
Related Situations 

Of the six attendance-related situations, schools number 

1, 2, 5, and 8 did not have the highest means on any of the situ

ations. School number 3 had the highest mean on situation 34. 

School number 4 had the highest mean on situation 14. School 

number 6 had the highest mean on situation 31, and school number 

7 had the highest means on situations 1, 5, and 13, or 50% of 

the situations. 
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There were no significant differences among the eight 

schools in the study. On the real and ideal parts of the ques

tionnaire, two situations, 5 and 13, showed significant differ

ences at the .01 level of significance. Situation 5 was 

concerned with cutting class, and situation 31 was also concerned 

with cutting classes. It would appear that between schools, 

ditching or cutting classes are handled differently. 

Drug-Related Situations 

Situation 4. A student is found with dangerous drugs in 

his possession. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.9444 3.5833 3.7639 
2 4.2571 3.9429 4.1000 
3 4.5152 3.9394 4.2273 
4 4.3333 3.9630 4.1481 
5 4.5667 4.2667 4.4167 
6 4.5000 3.9118 4.2059 
7 4.3571 4.1429 4.2500 
8 4.4063 4.1875 4.2969 

G = .1401 T = .0000* G X T = .8557 

Situation 7. While going through a student's locker, a 

large amount of dangerous drugs are discovered. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.2059 3.9706 4.0882 
2 4.4118 4.1471 4.2794 
3 4.7576 4.1515 4.4545 
4 4.6522 4.1304 4.3913 
5 4.9630 4.5556 4.7593 
6 4.6563 4.1250 4.3906 
7 4.4074 4.2222 4.3148 
8 4.5161 4.3871 4.4516 

G = .1566 T = .0000* G X T = .5624 
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Situation 9. A student comes to a football game under 

the influence of alcohol. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2.9565 3.2174 3.0870 
2 3.6000 3.8000 3.7000 
3 3.6190 3.5714 3.5952 
4 3 .4762 3.2381 3.3571 
5 3.8519 3.5185 3.6852 
6 3.7692 3.4231 3.5962 
7 3.8333 4.0000 3 .9167 
8 3.6250 3 .4167 3.5208 

G = .2875 T = .5804 G X T = .5850 

Situation 12. A student is arrested by local police for 

selling drugs at a local park (incident occurred over the week

end). 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2 .3333 2.4286 2 .3810 
2 2 .3500 3.5000 2 .9250 
3 2.6000 2 .6500 2 .6250 
4 2.7857 2.7143 2.7500 
5 3.7533 2.8667 2.8000 
6 3.2500 3 .1000 3.1750 
7 2 .2500 3 .1000 2 .6750 
8 2 .8421 3.2105 3.0263 

G = .7518 T = .0672 G X T = .5172 



Situation 21. A student is found in his car smoking 

cigarettes during classes. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2 .2333 2 .2000 2 .2167 
2 3.0303 3.0909 3.0606 
3 3.3214 3.3057 3.1786 
4 3.3043 2.9130 3.1087 
5 3.2692 2.8077 3.3085 
6 3.3103 3.1379 3.2241 
7 3.1304 3.1739 3.2241 
8 2 .9310 2.7931 2 .8621 

G = .0010* T = .0315 G X T = .5974 

Situation 22. A student comes to school under the in

fluence of drugs, staggering and speech incoherent. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.5588 3.7647 3.6618 
2 3.8889 3.9167 3.9028 
3 4.1176 3.7941 3.9559 
4 4.0400 3.9200 3.9800 
5 4.2903 3.6774 3.1839 
6 4.0588 3.8824 3.9702 
7 3.8214 4.0714 3 .9464 
8 4.0625 4.0625 4.062 5 

G = .7083 T = .1791 G X T = .0580 
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Situation 24. A student is found smoking marijuana at a 

football game; he also has some in his possession. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.0323 3.7742 3.9032 
2 4.3333 4.0000 4.1667 
3 4.3871 4.1613 4.2742 
4 4.4000 4.3000 4.3500 
5 4.3871 4.2581 4.3226 
6 4.6452 4.1935 4 .4194 
7 4.6538 4.2308 4.4423 
8 4.3000 4.4333 4.3667 

G = .3625 T = .0026* G X T = .5494 

Situation 35. While searching a student's locker, the 

disciplinarian finds a bottle of liquor. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.3333 4.3333 3.2273 
2 4.1111 4.1944 3.6857 
3 4.3529 4.1765 3.5179 
4 4.3462 4.0385 3.5870 
5 4.4194 4.4839 3.6774 
6 4.1176 4.0294 3.6563 
7 4.2222 4.4444 3.7115 
8 4.3333 4.4242 3.7031 

G = .3857 T = .0005* G X T = .7783 



Situation 36. The football team's best half back is 

caught with a marijuana cigar&tte. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.8056 3.6944 3.4375 
2 4.1429 3.7714 2 .8529 
3 3.9355 3.9032 4.0517 
4 4.0800 3.6400 3.9773 
5 4.1000 3.9000 4.0161 
6 4.0303 3.5758 3.9394 
7 3.8519 3.7778 4.1400 
8 4.1515 3.7576 4.0500 

G = .1206 T = .0731 G X T = .0805 

Situation 39. A student is caught selling dangerous 

drugs to another student. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.8333 5.0000 4.7500 
2 4.5000 4.7353 4.6212 
3 5.0909 4.8485 4.7059 
4 4.6538 4.4231 4.6346 
5 4.7667 4.8667 5.0000 
6 4.9118 5.0882 4.8485 
7 4.7407 5.0370 4.8600 
8 5.0000 4.9677 4.8548 

G = .7396 T = .0742 G X T = .4013 
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Situation 40. A nineteen-year old student is found smok

ing on campus. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2.0500 2.4000 2 .2250 
2 2 .8148 2.7407 2.7778 
3 3 .3500 2 .9500 3.1150 
4 3.1429 2.7857 2 .9643 
5 2 .6818 2.2273 2 .4545 
6 3.4074 3.1481 3.2778 
7 3.1000 3.2000 3.1500 
8 2.8182 2.8182 2 .8182 

G = .0013* T = .2576 G X T .7075 

Statistical Resume—Drug-
Related Situations 

On drug-related situations, schools 1, 2, and 8 did not 

have the highest means on any of the situations. 

School number 3 had the highest mean on situation 7. 

School number 4 had the highest mean on situation 22. School 

number 5 had the highest means on situations 4 and 39. School 

number 6 had the highest means on situations 12 and 40. School 

number 7 had the highest means on situations 9, 21, 24, 35, and 

36, or 45% of the drug-related situations. 

There were significant differences between groups on 

situations 21 and 40. Situation 21 was concerned with smoking 

cigarettes and situation 40 was also concerned with smoking 

cigarettes. 

There were significant differences between the ideal and 

real parts of the questionnaire on situations 4, 7, 24, and 35. 
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Situation 4 was concerned with possession of drugs; situation 7 

was concerned with possession of drugs; situation 24 was con

cerned with smoking marijuana at a football game and possession 

of drugs; and situation 35 was concerned with possession of al

cohol. There appears to be some disagreement among the schools 

concerning the disposition of situations pertaining to possession 

of illegal drugs. In other words, the schools' mean differ on 

the ideal and real parts of the questionnaire at the .01 level 

of significance. 

Violence-Insubordination-
Related Situations 

Situation 2. A student attacks another student; no 

serious injury involved. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2 . 72 2 2 2.8056 2.7639 
2 2 .9429 2.6000 2 .7714 
3 3.0000 2.7273 2 .8636 
4 3.0000 2 .3704 2 .6952 
5 3.2258 2.8065 3.0161 
6 3.1471 3.0294 3.0882 
7 2 .8889 2.9630 2 .9259 
8 3.0909 3.1212 3 .1061 

G = .4039 T = .0024* G X T = .0428 
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Situation 6. A student continually disrupts his Science 

class; is sent to the disciplinarian, second referral. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2.8286 3.0571 2 .9429 
2 3.0000 3.0606 3 .0303 
3 3.2813 3.0313 3.1563 
4 2 .9630 2 .8889 2 .9259 
5 3.0667 3.1667 3.1167 
6 2 .9697 3.0606 3.0152 
7 3.1111 3.0741 3.0926 
8 3.0303 3 .2121 3 .1212 

G = .9586 T = .5946 G X T = .3557 

Situation 8. Two students are involved in a fight; both 

have to be sent to the nurse for their injuries. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.4286 3.2957 3.3571 
2 3.5882 3.3235 3.4559 
3 3.3750 3.0625 3.2188 
4 3.4800 3.0800 3.2800 
5 3.6786 3.5357 3.6071 
6 3.5000 3.0938 3.2969 
7 3.2222 3 .1481 3.1852 
8 3.8065 3.6129 3.7097 

G = .1142 T = .0005* G X T = .8800 
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Situation 11. A student refuses to leave the room after 

being asked three times by the teacher. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2 . 72 73 2.9091 2 .8182 
2 2.8056 3.0000 2 .9028 
3 2.9412 2.6765 2 .8088 
4 3.0769 2 .8462 2 .9615 
5 3.0667 2.9333 3 .0000 
6 2.9118 2.9118 2 .9118 
7 3 .1481 3.0741 3 .1111 
8 2.8182 2.6061 2 .7121 

G = .8780 T = .6475 G X T = .3933 

Situation 15. A student attacks another student at a 

football game; the other student is seriously injured. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.0882 4.2647 4.1765 
2 4.0000 4.0313 4.0156 
3 4.0000 4.0606 4.0303 
4 4.2800 3.8400 4.0600 
5 4.4000 4.2667 4.3333 
6 4.4286 4.2500 4.3393 
7 4.4815 4.4815 4.4815 
8 4.3793 4.2414 4.3103 

G = .4130 T = .5775 G X T = .6676 
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Situation 16. A student threatens to attack a teacher in 

her Biology class. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.5143 3.6857 3.6000 
2 3.4167 3.6667 3.5417 
3 3.9375 3.6250 3.7813 
4 3.7308 3.5769 3.6538 
5 3.7742 3.7097 3.7419 
6 3.7500 3.7500 3.7500 
7 4.0000 4.1852 4.0926 
8 3.7500 3.8438 3.7969 

G = .7334 T = .7116 G X T = .5671 

Situation 18. A student goes into a classroom and at

tacks another student with a club, while class is in session. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.5714 4.5429 4.5571 
2 4.4444 4.5000 4.4722 
3 4.6563 4.5313 4.5938 
4 4.6154 4.5385 4.5769 
5 4.8710 4.7097 4.7903 
6 4.6970 4.6667 4.6818 
7 4.5357 4.8928 4.7143 
8 4.6774 4.8065 4.7419 

G = .9395 T = .8484 G X T = 6148 



Situation 20. A student breaks a school window inten

tionally . 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.3611 3.6667 3.5139 
2 3.5429 3.5429 3.5429 
3 3.5313 3.1875 3.3594 
4 3.3462 3 .1154 3.2308 
5 3.5806 3.6129 3.5968 
6 3.5455 3.3939 3.4697 
7 3.6296 3.7404 3.6852 
8 3.3548 3.2903 3.3226 

G = .4303 T = .5382 G X T = .1221 

Situation 25. A student is caught throwing "cherry 

bombs" out of a second story window during passing period. A 

student was slightly injured. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.3333 4.3333 4.3333 
2 4.1111 4.1944 4.1528 
3 4.3529 4.1765 4.2647 
4 4.3462 4.0385 4.1923 
5 4.4194 4.4839 4.4516 
6 4.1176 4.0294 4.0735 
7 4.2222 4.4444 4.3333 
8 4.3333 4.4242 4.3788 

G = .7760 T = .8478 G X T = .5899 
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Situation 26. While searching a student's locker, a 

dangerous weapon is discovered. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3 .8056 3.6944 3 .7500 
2 4.1429 3.7714 3 .9571 
3 3.9355 3.9032 3.9194 
4 4.0800 3.6400 3.8600 
5 4.1000 3.9000 4.0000 
6 4.0303 3.5758 3.8030 
7 3.8519 3.7778 3.8148 
8 4.1515 3.7576 3.9545 

G = .9674 T = .0011* G X T = .7163 

Situation 27. A student attacks a teacher after being 

asked to leave the class; the teacher is injured and requires 

medical attention. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.9167 4.7778 4.8472 
2 4.9167 4.7500 4.8333 
3 5.0000 4.8182 4.9091 
4 4.8846 4.7308 4.8077 
5 4.9032 4.9677 4.9355 
6 5.0313 4.8750 4.9531 
7 4.8519 5.0741 4.9630 
8 4.8182 5.0000 4.9091 

G = .9960 T = .5890 G X T = .3786 
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Situation 28. While on restriction, a student comes on 

the campus, after being warned not to. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.7353 4.2059 3.9706 
2 3.8438 4.0938 3.9688 
3 4.4333 3.8667 4.1500 
4 4.0455 3.9091 3.9773 
5 4.0667 3.9000 3.9833 
6 3.7576 3.9697 3.8636 
7 3.9615 4.4615 4.2115 
8 4 .2414 4.1379 4.1897 

G = .8998 T = .5364 G X T = .0531 

Situation 29. Several students go to another high school 

campus and attack a student; they had weapons and one student was 

injured. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.8333 5.0000 4.9167 
2 4.5000 4.7353 4.6176 
3 5.0909 4.8485 4.9697 
4 4.6538 4.4231 4.5385 
5 4.7667 4.8667 4.8167 
6 4.9118 5.0882 5.0000 
7 4.7407 5.0370 4.8889 
8 5.0000 4.9677 4.9839 

G = .3540 T = .2918 G X T = .2055 
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Situation 37. There have been several wallets stolen in 

the girls' P.E. department; the P.E. teacher brings a girl in and 

states that the girl was just caught going through lockers and 

had two other girls' wallets in her possession. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 4.0278 4.1389 4.0833 
2 4.1111 3.8884 4.0000 
3 4.0000 3.8529 3.9265 
4 4.0370 4.1111 4.0741 
5 4.1613 4.4194 4.2903 
6 4.1765 4.1471 4.1618 
7 3.9643 4.2500 4.1071 
8 4.2581 4.3548 4.3065 

G = .7013 T = .5307 G X T = .5043 

Statistical Resume--Violence-
Insubordination-Related 
Situations 

On the violence-insubordination-related situations, 

schools 1, 2, and 4 did not have the highest mean on any of the 

situations. 

School number 3 had the highest mean on situation 6. 

School number 5 had the highest means on situations 26 and 37. 

School number 6 had the highest mean on situation 29. School 

number 7 had the highest mean on situations 11, 15, 16, 20, 27, 

and 28, or 42%. School number 8 had the highest means on situa

tions 2 , 8, 18, and 2 5. 

There were no significant differences between schools. 

On the differences between the ideal and real parts of the ques

tionnaire, situations 2, 8, and 26 showed significance at the 
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.01 level of significance. Situation 2 concerns an attack of 

one student upon another; situation 8 concerns a fight between 

two students; and situation 26 concerns a dangerous weapon being 

found in a student's locker. 

Petty Offenses 

Situation 3. A student is failing in a Math class; she 

is referred to the disciplinarian. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 1.6563 1.5625 1.6094 
2 1.5000 1.5000 1.5000 
3 1.6000 1.3600 1.4800 
4 1.6500 1.5000 1.5750 
5 1.3600 1.4400 1.4000 
6 1.7931 1.5517 1.6724 
7 1.9565 1.7391 1.8478 
8 1.6000 1.6333 1.6167 

G = .2189 T = .0856 G X T = .7397 

Situation 10. A student uses obscene language in the 

presence of other students and teachers (language not directed) 

at anyone). 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2.5600 2.4000 2 .4800 
2 2 .2258 2.3871 2 .3065 
3 2 .8000 2.4800 2 .6400 
4 2 .6000 2 .5000 2 .5500 
5 2 .4800 2.4000 2 .4400 
6 2.8077 2 .1538 2 .4808 
7 3.0000 2 .3684 2.6842 
8 2.0800 2.1200 2.1000 

G = .3642 T = .0081* G X T = .0540 
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Situation 17. A student is sent to the disciplinarian 

for not having a pencil. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 1.6875 1.8750 1.7813 
2 1.3500 1.5500 1.4500 
3 1.4615 1.4615 1.4615 
4 1.7692 1.4615 1.6154 
5 1.6364 1.2727 1.4545 
6 1.5333 1.4667 1.5000 
7 2 .1333 1.9333 2.0333 
8 1.3889 1.5000 1.4444 

G = .0391 T = .7794 G X T = .6628 

Situation 19. A student is in the halls without a pass 

during classes. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 1.6087 1.6957 1.6522 
2 2.0385 1.9615 2.0000 
3 1.7333 2 .0000 1.8667 
4 2 .1250 1.8750 2.0000 
5 1.3529 1.7059 1.5294 
6 2.1053 2.1053 2 .1053 
7 2 .0000 2.0500 2 .0250 
8 1.772 7 1.7727 1.7727 

G = .0091* T = .5978 G X T = .7826 
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Situation 23. A student leaves the school grounds with

out permission, third offense. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.0571 3.4857 3.2714 
2 3.4000 3.6857 3.5429 
3 3.5000 3.3000 3.4000 
4 3.6818 3.5455 3.6136 
5 3.6667 3.6000 3.6333 
6 3.5806 3.6129 3.5968 
7 3.5600 3.7600 3.6600 
8 3.3438 3.2500 3.2969 

G = .5250 T = .2800 G X T = .1518 

Situation 30. A student is referred to the disciplinar

ian for continual disruption of class. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.0278 2.7222 2 .8750 
2 3.0286 2 .8571 2.9429 
3 3.2941 2.6765 2.9853 
4 3.0000 2.5556 2.7778 
5 2 .8710 2.9355 2.9032 
6 3.2424 3.0000 3.1212 
7 3 .1111 3.2593 3.1852 
8 2 .7879 3.0303 2.9091 

G = .7859 T = .0096* G X T = .0158 
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Situation 32. A teacher refers a student to the disci

plinarian for always going to sleep in class. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 2.4516 1.9677 2 .2097 
2 2 .3333 1.9394 2 .1364 
3 2 .7391 2 .6522 2 .6957 
4 2.3478 2.0000 2.1739 
5 2 .0000 1.8519 1.9259 
6 2 .2667 1.9000 2 .0833 
7 2 .6154 2.3077 2 .4615 
8 2.1613 2.3871 2 .2742 

G = .0329 T = .0011* G X T = .2007 

Situation 33. A student comes to the disciplinarian and 

informs her that she believes she has VD. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 1.8276 1.8966 1.8621 
2 1.7097 1.7419 1.7258 
3 1.7742 1.7742 1.7742 
4 1.6818 1.6818 1.6818 
5 1.8077 1.7308 1.7692 
6 1.8400 1.8400 1.8400 
7 1.8462 1.5769 1.7115 
8 2.0385 2.0769 2 .0577 

G = .7370 T = .7320 G X T = .9486 
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Situation 38. After numerous warnings by the discipli

narian, a student continues to disturb his English class. 

School Ideal Real Group Mean 

1 3.5429 3.4571 3.5000 
2 3.4857 3.4571 3 .4714 
3 3.3939 3.3636 3.3788 
4 3.2963 3.4074 3.3519 
5 3.4667 3.6000 3.5333 
6 3.5806 3.6129 3.5968 
7 3.3704 3.9630 3.6667 
8 3.6667 3.8485 3.7576 

G = .5380 T = .0788 G X T = .1296 

Statistical Resume— 
Petty Offenses 

In relation to petty offenses, schools 2, 3, and 5 did 

not have any of the highest means. School number 1 had the 

highest mean on situation 13. School number 3 had the highest 

mean on situation 32. School number 6 had the highest mean on 

situation 6. School number 7 had the highest means on situations 

3, 10, 17, 23, and 30, or 55%. School number 8 had the highest 

mean on situation 38. 

There was a difference among groups on situation 19 which 

concerns a student being in the halls without a pass. (This 

situation appears to be handled differently at every school.) 

There were significant differences at the .01 level of signifi

cance on situations 10, 30, and 32. Situation 10 concerns the 

use of obscene language. Situation 30 concerns a studentTs con

tinual disruption of class, and situation 32 is concerned with a 

student always going to sleep in class. 
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Results of the 8X2 
Analysis of Variance 

On attendance-related situations, school number 1 is the 

most lenient on five out of six situations, or 83%. School num

ber 7 is the most severe on 66% of the attendance-related 

situations. 

On drug-related situations, school number 1 was the most 

lenient on nine out of eleven situations, or 81%. School number 

7 was the most severe on four out of eleven, or 36%. 

Relating to violence-insubordination-related situations, 

school number 1 was the most lenient on five out of fourteen 

situations, or 35%. School number 7 was the most severe on six 

out of fourteen situations, or 42%. 

On petty offenses, school number 5 was the most lenient 

on three of the nine situations, or 33%. School number 7 was 

the most severe on five out of nine situations, or 55%. 

In general, school number 7 was the most severe of the 

eight schools in the study with the highest means of 47.7% of 

the forty situations. School number 1 was the most lenient with 

the lowest means on 42.5% of the forty situations. 

School number 1 recommended restriction on nine situa

tions . No recommendations for suspension were made. School 

number 2 recommended restriction on ten situations . No recom

mendations for suspension were made. School number 3 recommended 

restriction on eleven situations. No recommendations for suspen

sion were made. School number 4 recommended restriction on 
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eleven situations. No recommendations for suspension were made. 

School number 5 recommended restriction on eleven situations and 

suspension on one situation. School number 6 recommended re

striction on ten situations and suspension on one situation. 

School number 7 recommended restriction on twelve situations. 

No recommendations for suspension were made. School number 8 

recommended restriction on thirteen situations. No recommenda

tions for suspension were made. Table 1 summarizes these data. 

Table 1. Summary of the Schools' Recommendations for 
Restrictions and Suspensions 

Number of Number of 
School Restrictions Suspensions 

1 9 0 

2 10 0 

3 11 0 

4 11 0 

5 11 1 

6 10 1 

7 12 0 

8 13 0 
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The following analysis was conducted to determine how the 

respondents viewed the role of the high school disciplinarian. 

The participants were asked to respond to the following question 

on part 2 (real) of the questionnaire. 

Please choose the statement listed below which best describes 
your belief concerning the role of the high school discipli
narian . 

1. The primary role of the high school disciplinarian is to 
help students solve their school and personal problems. 

2. The role of the high school disciplinarian is to help 
students solve their school and personal problems and to 
enforce the disciplinary rules of the administration. 

3. The primary role of the high school disciplinarian is to 
enforce the disciplinary rules of the administration. 

The above listed questions are based on GetzelsT and 

Guba's (1956) Nomothetic-Transactional-Idiographic Model de

scribed in detail in Chapter 2. 

The results, listed below, are reported in percentages 

by each school in the study. 

1 
Role 

2 3 

School 1 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

10% 
30% 
40% 

62% 
60% 
60% 

28% 
10% 

0% 

School 2 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

5% 
45% 
20% 80% 

75% 
36% 

20% 
19% 

0% 
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School 3 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

School 4 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

School 5 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

School 6 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

School 7 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

School 8 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

Role 
12 3 

5% 85% 10% 
10% 80% 10% 
60% 40% 0% 

20% 47% 33% 
12% 75% 13% 
0% 75% 25% 

5% 89% 6% 
25% 50% 25% 
0% 100% 0% 

16% 58% 26% 
10% 80% 10% 
20% 80% 0% 

8% 69% 23% 
10% 60% 30% 
0% 100% 0% 

37% 42% 23% 
0% 40% 60% 
0% 75% 25% 

The following is a compilation of all of the participcints 

in the study. 
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Role 
_1 2 3_ 

Total Students 13.25% 65.87% 20.87% 

Total Teachers 17.75% 62.62% 19.62% 

Total Administrators 17.50% 76.62% 6.25% 

The above listed analysis tends to support the contention 

that the role of the disciplinarian is ambivalent to say the 

least. 

A factor analysis was computed to determine whether stu

dents' contact with the disciplinarian had any effect on the 

manner in which they responded to the questionnaire. The follow

ing questions were asked as part one of the questionnaire. 

Please place an "X" in the appropriate spaces provided for 
the following questions: 

I have been sent to the disciplinarian: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

I have been restricted: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

I have been suspended: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

The answers were transferred from the students' questionnaires 

to the IBM answer sheet by the investigator. 
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The analysis procedure employed as its principal compo

nent factor analysis with a verimax rotation of the derived 

factors. Approximately 69.08% of the variance was accounted for 

by eleven factors. These factors for the most part were unin-

terpretable and provided no simple solution as to the constructs 

investigated by the survey instrument. No single factor of the 

eleven factors provided for more than 9.2504 of the variance. 

There were no common constructs discovered that corresponded to 

the four major categories of the questionnaire. From the re

sults of the factor analysis it was determined that students' 

contact with the disciplinarian had no effect on how they re

sponded to the questionnaire. 

Findings 

The findings of the present study are summarized as 

follows: 

1. There were significant statistical differences among ad

ministrators, teachers, and students on the ideal and 

real parts of the questionnaire utilized in this study. 

2. There were significant statistical differences among the 

principals, assistant principals, disciplinarians, teach

ers, and students on the ideal and real parts of the 

questionnaire utilized in this study. 

3. There were significant differences concerning the role 

of the disciplinarian as perceived by administrators, 

teachers, students, and the disciplinarians themselves. 
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4. There was no statistical significance between a student's 

contact with the disciplinarian and the manner in which 

he or she responded to the questionnaire. 

5. There were significant statistical differences between 

schools regarding the ideal role of the high school 

disciplinarian. 

6. There were significant statistical differences between 

schools regarding the real role of the high school 

disciplinarian. 

7. There was disagreement among administrators, disciplinar

ians, teachers, and students regarding the role of the 

high school disciplinarian in relation to the nomothetic-

transactional-idiographic dimensions. 

8. Of the five groups in the study, students and assistant 

principals were most lenient and disciplinarians and 

principals, the most severe. 

9. Of the eight schools in the study, school number 1 had 

the greatest percentage of lenient means and school num

ber 7 had the greatest percentage of severe means. 

As a result of the data and findings in Chapter 4, hy

potheses 5 and 6 were rejected at the .01 level of significance. 

Summary 

In Chapter 4, four statistical procedures were described} 

they were: a 3 X 2 analysis of variance, a 5 X 2 analysis of 
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variance, and a 8 X 2 analysis of variance. The fourth and last 

statistical procedure employed was a factor analysis. A per

centile analysis was conducted to determine how the participants 

perceived the role of the disciplinarian. The data were pre

sented and analyzed in a statistical manner for each category. 

After each analysis variance, trends and possible reasons for 

the results were given. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether sig

nificant differences existed regarding the perceived ideal and 

real roles of the high school disciplinarian. The following 

groups were involved in the study: eight high school principals, 

sixteen high school assistant principals, sixteen high school 

disciplinarians, eighty high school teachers, 160 high school 

senior students, and eight high schools in Tucson School District 

Number One, Tucson, Arizona. 

Summary 

The null hypotheses tested were: (1) There are no dif

ferences among the perceptions of city-wide combined groups of 

administrators, teachers, and students with respect to the real 

role of the high school disciplinarians; (the disciplinarian was 

considered as part of the administration in this hypothesis; 

(2) There are no differences among the perceptions of city-wide 

combined groups of administrators, teachers, and students with 

respect to the ideal role of the high school disciplinarian; 

(the disciplinarian was considered as part of the administration 

125 
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in this hypothesis); (3) There are no differences among the per

ceptions of city-wide combined groups of principals, assistant 

principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students with respect 

to the real role of the high school disciplinarian; (4) There 

are no differences among the perceptions of city-wide combined 

groups of principals, assistant principals, disciplinarians, 

teachers, and students with respect to the ideal role of the high 

school disciplinarian; (5) There are no differences among the 

eight high schools in the study when all the participants (prin

cipals, assistant principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and 

students) from each school are combined into one group, with re

spect to the real role of the high school disciplinarian; and 

(6) There are no differences among the eight high schools in the 

study when all the participants (principals, assistant princi

pals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students) from each school 

are combined into one group, with respect to the ideal role of 

the high school disciplinarian. 

The Literature 

There was ample literature on various theories of dis

cipline, self discipline being the theory most commonly advo

cated. However, there was no literature on the role of the high 

school disciplinarian. 

The chaotic state of discipline in today's modern high 

school is reflected in the following statement from Education 

U.S.A. (1973, p. 87). 
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A new report on violence in California public schools 
suggests that students, parents and teachers all disagree 
on the causes of school conflict and violence. In its 
year-long study, A Report on Conflict and Violence in 
California's High Schools, the state education department 
found that students believe conflict is caused by: un
even application of discipline by the school staff and 
favoritism toward "student government cliques," smoking 
regulations, unfair and authoritarian administration prac
tices, poor counseling services, lack of a student role 
in the decision-making process, tracking, oppressive 
school policies [suspension, clothing codes, etc.], and 
discrimination against low income students by assessing 
fees for participation in school activities. On the 
other hand, administrators, counselors and teachers sug
gested entirely different causes for conflict, including 
excessive administrative paperwork, poor facilities, teach
er disinterest, drug use, and home values. Parents, how
ever, offered still a third set of reasons for 
confrontations, including crowded schools, lax discipline, 
irrelavant curricula, outside agitators, and poor commu
nication between schools and police. 

Administrative Role Theory 

The study was based in part on two theories commonly 

utilized in educational administration: Getzels' and Guba's 

(1956) Nomothetic-Idiographic-Model, and Maslow's (1954) Hier

archy of Needs. The first theory stated that each position in 

an organization has two sets of needs to be satisfied; the or

ganization needs, and the individual's personality needs. The 

organization also has certain role expectations for every posi

tion in that organization. If the individual can fulfill the 

role expectations and the needs of the organization and at the 

same time fulfill his personality needs, he has reached the 

transactional state. Often the ideal state does not occur, and 

the individual finds he cannot fulfill the role expectations of 
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the organization and his personality needs simultaneously. When 

this occurs, according to Guba (1955), role conflict as well as 

personality conflict occur. Willower (1960) found that the man

ner in which an administrator was perceived (nomothetic v. idio-

graphic) had much to do with his success as a leader. 

The second theory used was Maslow's (1954) Hierarchy of 

Needs, which might indicate that due to possible disagreement 

among the various groups with whom the disciplinarian works, it 

would be improbable for the disciplinarian to reach the higher 

levels of the hierarchy such as esteem and self-actualization. 

To further reinforce those theories, Getzels (1952) and 

Halpin (1958) have done much in the area of perceived administra

tor roles and effectiveness. The results of their studies showed 

that the manner in which the administrator is perceived has a 

definite bearing on his effectiveness. 

Owens (1970) also said that role conflict may result when 

there is a discrepancy between the real and perceived roles of 

administrators. 

Procedures 

A questionnaire was developed by using the student hand

books of the eight high schools involved in the study, the Tucson 

School District Number One School Board Policy Handbook, and in

terviews with administrators and disciplinarians. The question

naire was developed to describe forty simulated disciplinary 

situations that might occur in any high school. The 
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questionnaire was administered in two parts which were exactly 

alike, except for the responses elicited. One part was desig

nated the "ideal," and the other, the "real." The forty dis

ciplinary situations were the same on both parts of the 

questionnaire, the only differences being the options the re

spondents were given in responding. The questionnaire was pilot 

tested in the Sunnyside School District at Sunnyside High School 

and found to be acceptable for the study. 

The questionnaire was administered by the investigator 

to the student sample at all eight high schools approximately 

six to eight weeks apart. The "ideal" part was administered 

first to minimize pre-post test interference. The administra

tors', disciplinarians', and teachers' questionnaires were left 

at the school with the respective principals' secretaries for 

distribution. The total number in the final analysis was eight 

high school principals, sixteen high school assistant principals, 

sixteen high school disciplinarians, eighty full time high school 

teachers, and 160 high school senior students. The teachers' and 

students' samples were selected randomly; however, due to the 

small numbers, it was not possible to randomize the principals, 

assistant principals, and disciplinarians. 

Treatment of the Data 

The voluminous data gathered in this study were organized 

into manageable units. The investigator, with the aid of five 

of the disciplinarians, classified the forty situations into the 
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following categories: attendance-related offenses, drug-related 

offenses, violence-insubordination-related offenses, and petty 

offenses. 

Three statistical procedures were utilized to analyze 

the data. Chi-square was used to determine whether there were 

significant differences between the ideal and real parts of the 

questionnaire piloted at Sunnyside High School. A two-way anal

ysis of variance with one factor being independent levels 

(schools, administrators, disciplinarians, teachers, and stu

dents) and the other factor being repeated measures (the ideal 

and real questionnaire). The following analyses of variance 

were conducted: 

1. Analysis of combined administrator, teacher, and student 

groups on the real and ideal parts of the questionnaire 

across schools (3 X 2). 

2. Analysis of combined groups of principals, assistant 

principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students on 

the real and ideal parts of the questionnaire across 

schools (5 X 2). 

3. Analysis of groups composed of the principals, assistant 

assistant principals, disciplinarians, teachers, and 

students from each individual school across the eight 

schools in the study on the real and ideal parts of the 

questionnaire (8 X 2). 
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Factor analysis was used to determine whether contact 

with the disciplinarian had any bearing on the manner in which 

a student responded to the questionnaire. 

An interpretative analysis was conducted to determine 

how the disciplinarian was perceived in relation to the 

nomothetic-transactional-idiographic dimensions. 

The University of Arizona Computer Center processed the 

data which were recorded on IBM punch cards. A consultant from 

the Department of Educational Psychology at The University of 

Arizona assisted in the programming and interpretation of the 

data. 

Conclusions 

Based on the analysis of the data and the findings re

ported in Chapter 4, it is concluded that: 

1. There is disagreement about what constitutes the "ideal" 

dis ciplinarian. 

2. There is disagreement among principals, assistant princi

pals, disciplinarians, teachers, and students as to what 

action should be taken in various disciplinary situa

tions ; this disagreement is probably due in part to the 

relative philosophical positions of the respondents. 

3. Assuming the tenability of the Getzels and Guba (1956) 

model, there is a high potential for role conflict in 

the position of the disciplinarians in the eight high 

schools in the study. 
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There is a suggested relationship between the amount of 

contact a member of a group has with students and their 

role or category on disciplinary matters, as demonstrated 

by the severity level of teachers on attendance-related 

situations and the leniency level of assistant 

principals . 

There is a relationship between the responsibility of the 

position and the attitude toward discipline of the vari

ous groups involved in the study. 

There is no system-wide consensus concerning the real 

role of the disciplinarians. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

There is a need to modify perceptions of various groups 

in order to decrease the disparity in the expectations 

of the various groups; this can be accomplished through 

in-service education programs for teachers and improved 

orientation for freshmen and new students. 

The instrument used in this study did not yield one total 

score, but a probability for each of the forty items; in 

retrospect, it might be desirable to develop an instru

ment that yields one total score for each participant, 

it would then be possible to make comparisons within 

s chools. 

While it is understood that it is impossible to separate 

knowledge from personal biases, it might be desirable to 
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conduct a study to determine how much of the partici

pant's perceptions are based on actual knowledge and how 

much on personal bias. 

4. Due to the inconsistent roles of counselors in Tucson 

School District Number One, they were intentionally 

omitted from this study. Further study is indicated 

with the inclusion of the counselor group. 

5. Due to the fact that this study was conducted with the 

understanding that the schools involved remain anonymous, 

the schools involved will not be able to compare their 

results with other schools. If this is desirable, and 

the administration believes a useful purpose could be 

served by comparisons, it is recommended that this study 

be replicated with the schools not remaining anonymous. 

Discussion 

As we view the role of the high school disciplinarian, a 

question comes to mind—why does a person who enters teaching to 

educate young people end up as a disciplinarian? Is the motiva

tion eventual promotion to a higher administrative position, or 

is it a possible desire to fulfill some personality needs that 

the person might have? Most disciplinarians would probably say 

that through discipline, the student is helped to realize that 

there are rules and regulations in society that everyone must 

follow, therefore, discipline may be a form of education. How

ever, one must ask if it is actually educating a student to 
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suspend or expel him? An analogy might be made between the stu

dent being suspended for a semester and a judge sentencing a 

convicted criminal to prison. Both situations have in common 

the physical separation of the person from a certain segment of 

society. 

Does the high school disciplinarian enter the lives of 

teenagers too late to bring about any beneficial or lasting 

changes? Can high school administrators and disciplinarians 

justify punishment that is administered to an individual? 

If we are to use our definition of "discipline" given 

in Chapter 1, then it can be assumed that the job of the dis

ciplinarian is to maintain order for the majority; the indi

vidual's rights are subrogated to the rights of the majority. 

To place the disciplinarian in the nomothetic-

transaction-idiographic model, a serious question arises. 

Can a disciplinarian act in the nomothetic dimension, carrying 

out the rules and regulations of the administration and also 

act in the idiographic dimension, fulfilling his personality 

needs through hopes of eventual promotion. 

In the opinion of the investigator, several changes 

might be considered to improve the role of the high school 

disciplinarian. They are as follows: 



135 

1. There is a definite need for consistency among schools 

on offenses that might result in a possible semester 

suspension or expulsion. 

2. The position of disciplinarian should not be considered 

a terminal position, but rather a step on the adminis

trative ladder, with a limitation as to the time a per

son can remain disciplinarian in a particular school. 

3. There is a definite need for an in-service education 

program for teachers and an orientation for new students 

and freshmen as to the role of the disciplinarian and a 

published justification for rules and regulations. 

In conclusion, the question of what effect does being a 

disciplinarian for a prolonged period of time have on the in

dividual; does the disciplinarian develop a certain "hardness" 

in dealing with the same students in trouble day after day, or 

does the disciplinarian rationalize that he is doing a job, fol

lowing rules, and "helping students?" 

The questions brought forth in this discussion will re

main unanswered, and are possibly unanswerable; however, more 

study is definitely indicated. 

This study initiates an exploration of a vital area of 

secondary education that has been neglected. Even though some 

questions have been answered, there are many more regarding 

discipline in the secondary school that demand attention. 



in this study. As stated previously, care should be taken in 

making any generalizations concerning the results of this study, 

for it attempted to look at one school district. 

It is the sincere wish of the investigator that this 

study has stimulated interest in an area that surely deserves 

further investigation. 



APPENDIX A 

THE QUESTIONNAIRES: IDEAL AND REAL 

The forty items of all four questionnaires herein are 

identical and are therefore presented only once. The prelimi

nary instructions of each differ, and each of them precedes 

the actual questionnaire. 
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Administrator, Disciplinarian, and Teacher 
"Ideal" Disciplinarian Questionnaire 

The following statements describe simulated disciplinary 
situations that might occur in your high school. Listed below 
are six possible actions that the "ideal" disciplinarian would 
take if these situations were to occur. 

Please fill out the requested information and then place 
your response to each situation on the answer sheet provided. 
There should be only one response to each statement and it should 
be based on what action you believe the "ideal" or "perfect" dis
ciplinarian might take in the simulated situations presented, not 
what you believe your present disciplinarian actually does. 

My present position: 

Principal Assistant Principal Teacher 

Disciplinarian Student Advisor 

Possible actions that would be taken by the "ideal" disciplinarian 

1. There should be no action taken; the student is returned to 
class . 

2. The student should be counseled, and returned to class. 

3. The student should be lectured and warned only, then returned 
to class . 

4. The student should be restricted pending a parent conference. 
(Note: "Restriction" in this case means being sent home until 
the parents return with the student.) 

5. Suspension should be recommended. (Note: "Suspension" in 
this case means being sent home for more than five days.) 

6. Expulsion should be recommended. (Note: "Expulsion" in this 
case means that the student is not allowed to return to school 
at all.) 

Your response, which will be either 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6, 
should be placed on the IBM answer sheet provided. 
Please ignore numbers 0, 7, 8, and 9. 

(The forty questionnaire items which followed may be found 
on pages 144-146.) 
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Administrator, Disciplinarian, and Teacher 
"Real" Disciplinarian Questionnaire 

The following statements describe simulated disciplinary 
situations that might occur in your high school. Listed below 
are six possible actions that your disciplinarian could take if 
these situations were to occur. 

Please fill out the requested information and then place 
your response to each situation on the answer sheet provided. 
There should be only one response to each statement and the re
sponse should be based on what you believe your present disci
plinarian actually does when situations similar to the ones 
listed here actually occur. 

My present position: 

Principal Assistant Principal Teacher 

Disciplinarian Student Advisor 

Possible actions that could be taken by your present discipli
narian: 

1. There should be no action taken; the student is returned to 
class . 

2. The student should be counseled, and returned to class. 

3. The student should be lectured and warned only, then returned 
to class . 

4. The student should be restricted pending a parent conference. 
(Note: "Restriction" in this case means being sent home until 
the parents return with the student.) 

5. Suspension should be recommended. (Note: "Suspension" in 
this case means being sent home for more than five days .) 

6. Expulsion should be recommended. (Note: "Expulsion" in this 
case means that the student is not allowed to return to school 
at all.) 

Your response, which will be either 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6, 
should be placed on the IBM answer sheet provided. 
Please ignore numbers 0, 7, 8, and 9. 

(The forty questionnaire items which followed may be found 
on pages 144-146.) 
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Student "Ideal" Disciplinarian Questionnaire 

The following statements describe simulated disciplinary 
situations that might occur in your high school. Listed below 
are six possible actions that the "ideal" disciplinarian (Dean) 
would take if these situations were to occur. 

Please fill out the requested information and then place 
your response to each situation on the answer sheet provided. 
There should be only one response to each statement and it should 
be based on what action you believe the "ideal" or "perfect" dis
ciplinarian should take in the simulated situations presented, 
not what you believe your present disciplinarian actually does. 
The "ideal" disciplinarian in this case means a "perfect" person 
or a person without human faults and does not make mistakes. 

(Note: you have the right to refuse to answer any of the ques
tions; however, you are reminded that the information gathered 
by this questionnaire is anonymous and will be used for research 
only.) 

Please place an "X" in the appropriate spaces provided for the 
following questions: 

I have been sent to the disciplinarian: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

I have been restricted: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

I have been suspended: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

Possible actions that would be taken by the "ideal" disciplinarian: 

1. There should be no action taken; the student is returned to 
class. 

2. The student should be counseled, and returned to class. 
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The student should be lectured and warned only, then returned 
to class . 

The student should be restricted pending a parent conference. 
(Note: "Restriction" in this case means being sent home un
til the parents return with the student.) 

Suspension should be recommended. (Note: "Suspension" in 
this case means being sent home for more than five days.) 

Expulsion should be recommended. (Note: "Expulsion" in this 
case means that the student is not allowed to return to school 
at all.) 

Your response, which will be either 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6, 
should be placed on the IBM answer sheet provided. 
Please ignore numbers 0, 7, 8, and 9. 

(The forty questionnaire items which followed may be found 
on pages 144-146.) 
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Student "Real" Disciplinarian Questionnaire 

The following statements describe simulated disciplinary 
situations that might occur in your high school. Listed below 
are six possible actions that your disciplinarian (Dean) could 
take if these situations were to occur. 

Please fill out the requested information and then place 
your response to each situation on the answer sheet provided. If 
you are not sure or do not know what your disciplinarian actually 
does, please put the response you believe he or she would make. 
There should be only one response to each statement and the re
sponse should be based on what you believe your present disci
plinarian actually does when situations similar to the ones' 
listed here actually occur. 

(Note: you have the right to refuse to answer any of the ques
tions ; however, you are reminded that the information gathered 
by this questionnaire is anonymous and will be used for research 
only.) 

Please place an "X" in the appropriate spaces provided for the 
following questions: 

I have been sent to the disciplinarian: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

I have been restricted: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

I have been suspended: 

Never 1 time 2 times 

3 times 4 or more times 

Possible actions that your disciplinarian (Dean) might take: 

1. There should be no action taken; the student is returned to 
class . 

2. The student should be counseled, and returned to class. 
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The student should be lectured and warned only, then returned 
to class. 

The student should be restricted pending a parent conference. 
(Note: "Restriction" in this case means being sent home un
til the parents return with the student.) 

Suspension should be recommended. (Note: "Suspension" in 
this case means being sent home for more than five days.) 

Expulsion should be recommended. (Note: "Expulsion" in this 
case means that the student is not allowed to return to 
school at all.) 

Your response, which will be either 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6, 
should be placed on the IBM answer sheet provided. 
Please ignore numbers 0, 7, 8, and 9. 

(The forty questionnaire items which followed may be found 
on pages 144-146.) 
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Forty Questionnaire Items 

1. A student is tardy to class three times, first referral. 

2. A student attacks another student; no serious injury involved. 

3. A student is failing in a Math class; she is referred to the 
dis ciplinarian. 

4. A student is found with dangerous drugs in his possession. 

5 . A student cuts (ditches) his English class four times. 

6. A student continually disrupts his Science class; is sent to 
the disciplinarian, second referral. 

7. While going through a student's locker, a large amount of 
dangerous drugs are discovered. 

8. Two students are involved in a fight; both have to be sent to 
the nurse for their injuries. 

9. A student comes to a football game under the influence of 
alcohol. 

10. A student uses obscene language in the presence of other 
students and teachers (language not directed at anyone). 

11. A student refuses to leave the room after being asked three 
times by the teacher. 

12 . A student is arrested by local police for selling drugs at a 
local park (incident occurred over the weekend). 

13. A student is tardy to class seven times, second warning. 

14. A student ditches school for four days, second warning. 

15. A student attacks another student at a football game; the 
other student is seriously injured. 

16. A student threatens to attack a teacher in her Biology class. 

17. A student is sent to the disciplinarian for not having a 
pencil. 

18. A student goes into a classroom and attacks another student 
with a club, while class is in session. 
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19. A student is in the halls without a pass during classes . 

20. A student breaks a school window intentionally. 

21. A student is found in his car smoking cigarettes during 
classes . 

22. A student comes to school under the influence of drugs, 
staggering and speech incoherent. 

23. A student leaves the school grounds without permission, third 
offense. 

24. A student is found smoking marijuana at a football game; he 
also has some in his possession. 

25. A student is caught throwing "cherry bombs" out of a second 
story window during passing period. A student was slightly 
injured. 

26. While searching a student's locker, a dangerous weapon is 
discovered. 

27. A student attacks a teacher after being asked to leave the 
class; the teacher is injured and requires medical attention. 

28. While on restriction, a student comes on the campus, after 
being warned not to. 

29. Several students go to another high school campus and attack 
a student. They had weapons and one student was injured. 

30. A student is referred to the disciplinarian for continual 
disruption of class. 

31. A student cuts class twenty out of thirty days; he is pres
ently failing class. 

32. A teacher refers a student to the disciplinarian for always 
going to sleep in class. 

33. A student comes to the disciplinarian and informs her that 
she believes she has VD. 

34. A student is brought in by the police; he has just been 
caught shoplifting; he did not have permission to be off 
campus. 
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35. While searching a student's locker, the disciplinarian finds 
a bottle of liquor. 

36. The football team's best halfback is caught with a marijuana 
cigarette. 

37. There have been several wallets stolen in the girls' P.E. 
department; the P.E. teacher brings a girl in and states that 
the girl was just caught going through lockers and had two 
other girls' wallets in her possession. 

38. After numerous warnings by the disciplinarian, a student con
tinues to disturb his English class. 

39. A student is caught selling dangerous drugs to another 
student. 

40. A nineteen-year old student is found smoking on campus. 

I 1 I 
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Letter for "Ideal" Questionnaire 

Miss 
Dear Mrs. 

Mr. 

Attached you will find the first part of the questionnaire that 
was developed to study the role of the high school disciplinar
ian. This research is being conducted as part of a dissertation 
at The University of Arizona. Would you please fill out the 
questionnaire (in pencil) and return it to the Dean of Girls' 
office. I will be in to pick up the completed forms on the 

Please do not compare answers with your colleagues. Both forms 
1 and 2 (which will be administered in about three weeks) take 
only about ten minutes to complete. 

Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Lamond B. Preston 

P.S. If you have any questions regarding the questionnaire and 
its eventual use, please do not hesitate to call me at 
623-9665. The questionnaire has the approval of the 
administration. 
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Letter for "Real" Questionnaire 

Miss 
Dear Mrs. 

Mr. 

I would like to take this opportunity to express my gratitude 
for your participation in the first part of my project. 

Attached you will find part two of the questionnaire. It is 
very similar to part one, except you are asked to respond to 
what you believe your present disciplinarian actually does 
when the simulated situations occur. Again I would like to 
request that you do not compare answers with your colleagues. 

In order for your responses to remain anonymous, you may 
destroy this cover sheet when finished with the questionnaire. 

Please return your completed answer sheet to the Dean of Girls' 
office no later than the . 

Thanking you in advance. 

Sincerely, 

Lamond B. Preston 

P.S. If you are not sure or do not know what your disciplinarian 
would do, please put the response you believe he or she 
would make. 
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