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Abstract

Purpose

The purpose of this study was twogold: §inst, o determine L4
significant nelationships existed betfween the perncepiions that parents
and elementary school principals held reganding the frequency that
sefected behavional management practices were employed and should have
been employed in the public elementary schools; secondly, fo determine
Af sdgnificant relationships existed between the perceptions that parents
and elementary school principals held regarding selected behavioral
management problems which occur in the schools.
Procedures

The nandomly selected subjects forn this study were §i4Ly-two
elementary school prineipals and three hundred sixty-fourn parents of ele-
mentary schook children §rom twenty-four school districts Located in a
Len county area along the central Texas gulf coast. Parents and princd-
pals were administered the Behavion Management Questionnaire. Four
hypotheses wene presented which nelated to each item on Part 1 of Zhe
questionnaine while one hypothesis was fested for each item on Part 2
04 the questionnairne. The chi squane teAi was applied to the findings,
and significant relationships were defermined at the .05 Level.
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Conclusions
Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusions
were reached:

1. There was no significant difference between the cwuient
application of selected behavional management practices
and the perceptions prineipals held regarnding the fre-
quency that these practices should have been employed.

2. 1In a majority of cases, there was a significant difgenence
between the f§requency that, in the opinion of parents,
the selected behavional management techniques were employed
and the frequency that, in thein opinion, the techniques
should have been employed.

3. In a majornity of cases, there was no significant dif-
ference between the frequency that selected behaviornal
management practices were employed, as reported by ele-
mentany school principals, and the grequency that, in the
opinion of parents, the practices were employed.

4. 1In a majority of cases, there was no significant difference
between the perceptions that parents and elementary school
prineipals held negarnding the §requency that selected be-
havional management practices should have been employed.

5. In a majority of cases, Lhere was no significant difference
in the seriousness of selected behaviorn problems as per-
celved by parents and by elementary school principals.

Recommendations

The 4ollowing recommendations are suggested forn public school
practices and reseanrch:
Public School Practice

1. Principals should expand thein repertoinre of behavioral
management practices to include not only those practices
that are mone trhaditional in nature but also those prac-
tices that are more innovative.

2. A mone efficient communication system should be developed
between home and school with Zhe precise puwripose of Lnform-
ing parents about the nature of behavion problLems in the
school and the preventative measures that have been taken
to avodid problem areas.

3. Parents should be informed of the entine scope of the
school's nesournces that may be put into operation in an
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efgont to nesolve disruptive behavion.
4. A communication system should be established whereby the

community may have Linput relating Lo the measures that
should be taken in an effornt to resolve behavior problems.

Reseanch

Furthen study should be undentaken to examine the causes for
the differing parental perceptions related Lo the practices that princi-
pals employ and should employ. Particulan emphasis upon community
values and moral expectations should be considered fundamental to ithe

nesearch.
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Chapter 1
Introduction, Background, and Purpose of the Study

Introduction

Any discussion of discipline is, at best a complex and con-
troversial topie. The subject of discipline in the public schools has
been a concern to educatons and parents alike from the "hickorny stick"
days of colonial Amesrica fo the present. The deghee of Aimporntance
associated with the issue now seems Lo be much gheater than in the
past, as 4is evidenced by the abundance of pubLished wiitings in this
area. Discipline has always been a significant element in Zhe
administrnation of oun schools but indications are that we have grad-
uated §rom the era of dipping pigtails into inkwells and have gone on
to problems with many added dimensions. Robitaifle (1968:193) alludes
to this point:

Teachens Look back nostalgically to the days when a

spitball was a serious misdeed. Today, misbehavion in the

elementary school takes a much mone disturbing foam: wiiting

on walls, vandalizing school buildings, destroying books,

using vulgarn and phofane Language, fighting in gangs.
He goes on to say that this behavion 48 not ftypical of all pupils but
that it does appean that a minonity of children are exhibiting serious
anti-school behavion.

Volumes have been wiitten on the management of classroom behavionr.

Teacherns are satunated with research findings on innovative techniques

and practices designed to help with the uwwly child. A deaf ear may

1



often be turned fo those who s0 readily espouse practices designed to
gacilifate a desinous atmosphene forn Learning. McNairn (1968:185) made
suggestions to the teachen such as be youwrself, be positive, be business-
Like, be consistent, plan ahead, know where to go forn help, and know
what constitutes good discipline. DeRoche (1968:180) posed the idea of
"eneative discipline” whernein the teachen should develop the sensitivity
of pupils, should use orniginality in coping with behavion, should employ
flexibility in dealing with classroom probLems, and should provide op-
portunities forn pupils to analyze theirn behavion.

This 45 by no means an indictment of these practices and is not
to say that psychoanalytic, behavioral modification or sirnictly punitive
approaches are categornically inapphopriate, forn they are not. Each has
its own place in the scheme of classroom conthol. AL thein present
stage of usage, howeven, therne is a question as Lo thein effectiveness.

The concenn overn school discipline problems continues to mount,
and the extent of Lthis alarm 4is quite clear. The Seventh Annual Gallup
Poll of Public Attitudes Towarnd Education (Gallup, 1975) offers some
insight into the way the public feels about school discipline. For
the sixth time An seven yeans, a Lack of discipline was named as the
number one probLem with the public schools. About this state of affairs
in the schools Gallup has noted:

The f§indings ane disturbing, and suggest that some-
thing must be done if the public's confidence and nrespect
gon the school is to nemain at a high Level. Crnitics will
most certainly point to the schools as a breeding ground
fon crnime and viclence and future Watergates.
AmplLe statistics are available to support the contention that

behavioral probLems among ouwr young are incheasing at an alaruming rate.

Studies by GLidewell and Swallow (1968) and Klein and Lindemann (1964)



rneveal that between ten and fifteen per cent of our preschool and
elementary school-aged childrnen were found to have had majorn emotional
problems on sympioms of very poorn adfustment. The National School
Boands Association (The American Schoof Board Jowwnal, Januanry, 1975:

27) nepornts that one-half of all serious crime in this country s
committed by children under the age of eighteen. The pnébﬂem appears to
be one of all ages and of both sexes. The NSBA report goes on to say
that crime among teenage ginks rose Lthree hundred and eighty-eight (388)
per cent during the 1960's, almost twice the nate as that fon teenage
boys. 1In doflans, the cost of school violence approaches $500 million
annually with school vandalism alone accounting fon approximately $100
million per year.

A statistical neview of violence, crime, and emotional maladjust-
ment among owr young does not shed Light upon the entire issue, however.
A concern to educatorns and parents alike 48 not solely the crime and
violence but the atmosphere of fear, hostility, and apprehension that
has been created in the schools by a small number of ruffians and
emotional misgits who seem to prey upon the fears of morne submissive
childnen. The statement §rom parents that "my child is agraid to come
fo school” has become increasingly common Lo the school administraton
of today. The nesults of harassment and abuse, not always of a physical
nature, can never be measured. One may be neminded of the thought that
the child who feans school today may do s0 forn neasons totally different
from the reasons that his parents expressed as youngstferns.

There can be Little doubt that the problems of discipline in
our schools are no Longer of the "spitball" variety. 1In ordern to deal
with the behavional probLems of today, the administratorn must be some-



one Ain whom both teacherns and parents have a great deal of faith and
congidence and someone who can deal with children in a constructive
manner. The nature of the problems has changed in recent years and the
nature of the child has also been altered. What was a sure thing to
work "back then" is no Longen so0 much as an "even bet."

The effective school principal who steps foward Lo meet the
challenge and obligation of motivating children fo ghow towarnd respon-
sibLe behavion through self-discipline, as is posed by Sheviakov and
Redf (1956), may do 40 in a numben of ways. Thrcugh his influence upon
the school aend its environment and through his relationship with
teachens, pupils, and parents he may set about achieving Zhe desited end.

Statement of the Problem

Forn the purpose of this study, the principal's effonts to
accomplish the control of behavion prnoblems in his school have been
viewed grom fwo perspectives: that of the parent and that of the
prineipal himself.

Recognizing that the classroom teachen 48 often called the "finst
gront" in handling childnen with probLems, this study did not seek fo
neglect the teachern orn to question his degree of Amporntance in this
matten. As stated earlien, howevern, a great deal has already been
wiitten with regard to the teacher in his hole as a disciplinarian.
Rathen than proceeding along Lines which have already been extensively
exploned, this study has gone one sitep further and focused upon the
rnelationship between Zhe principal and the parent.

In matterns calling forn mutual effort between home and school Zhe
principal becomes the figurehead o4 the school. 1In the event that the



parent is pleased and satisfied with the school's efforts in dealing
with his child, then the principal, in the parent's opindion, 4is Largely
nesponsible. 1§, however, the parent feels that the school is Lax on
negligent in its effonts and fails to deal adequately with his child's
problems, that change too must come to rest upon the shoulderns of the
principal. In eithen case, the principal 48 ultimately accountable.
In becoming involved with discipline probLems, the principal
wsually does s0 after the feachern has heached a decision to call for
help. The princdpal, at this point, is charged with the nesponsibility
04 establishing a cournse of action that must be designed to help the
child. Many factons come into play at Zthis Lime. The principal, by
virtue of his position, is able to neduce the gap between the home and
Zhe school. He may wish Zo consult with business, civic, or religious
Leadens within the community about possible solutions. 1In the cowrse
04 all of this he must maintain a hand on the pulse of the community
and must be aware of the presswies and expectations that are placed upon
Lts children.
The cooperative efport of parents, principal, and ciher adults
An the community 48 an imporntant factor in resolving the probLems of
troubled youth. Coopern (1967:296) neinforces this gact by stating Zhe
principal's responsibility in dealing with parents:
The principal's Zask in working with adults outside o4
the school to bring about mone effective behavior consists
0f Antenpreting the school's mission Loward £his end,
Learning more about individual and community attitudes and
values as they nelate to child behavior, and navrowing
differences between viewpoints whenever possible. The
child who hofds a clear understanding of behavioral
expectations as set fonth by home and school enjoys a
degree 04 secwiity unknown fo the child who has to make
grequent and drnastic conduct adfustments because of the

difgerences in behavioral demands imposed by the Awo
sltuations.



Websten (1970) contributes to this idea of the importance of
parental involvement and comes fo a somewhat depressing conclusion. He
nelates that shifting societal patterns have not only nééuﬂted in dn-
creasing estrhangement and alienation from the schoofl but from the student
in his own home. Because of this, as well as other reasons, the school
seems Lo be changed increasingly with the role of "in Loco parentis.”
Thus, while there is a belief in Lhe Ainherent value of parental involve-
ment in the school thene simultaneously seems to be Less involvement than
before.

The home envinonment seems fto play an increasingly imporntant role
An the way children behave. Cutts and Moseley (1957) neponted that the
home environment was at Least a contributing cause to a child's chronic
behavion problems. A survey of some 4,270 teachers conducted by the
National Education Association in 1955-56 put irnnresponsible parents inst
as a cause of difficulty and unsatisfactory home conditions second as
Zhe majon causes of school behavior problems.

The elementary school principal may bring the parent's attfention
to the subject of discipline, and thus increase the chance forn involve-
ment, in a numbern of ways. He may act knowingly and purposely in con-
ducting home visits on school confernences, by making addresses fo civic or
church groups, on simply by inviting a concerwned citizen to the school o
observe. He may direct school newsletterns Lo be sent to parents and
community Leadens orn he may play an active part in organizing parent
ghoups which are concermed with the issue. ALL of these methods have a
nelatively positive connotation. .

The misunderstandings which may be caused by poor communication

systems on the outright differences between the value systems of parents



and the school (Kaplan, 1971) may cast another element into the pictune,
however. Continued effonts can never resolve all of the problems en-
countered between parents and the prineipal, but an effort must be made
Lo neduce the fensions which arnise from the Lack of communication in
undenstanding basic issues. Until this happens, the education of a numben
0§ children 4is bound to Zake place in an atmosphere of hostility and
suspicion (Kaplan, 1971). The principal must understand the attitudes
and values of parents and community fLoward behavior and should direct his
effonts towand an attempt to neduce the conflicting value systems which
confuse the child as he attempis to evaluate and resolve a Life style.

-1t 48 in the welfare of the student as well as Lomorrow's society for
the school fo provide opportunities to explore value systems and seek
value resolutions which will result in more adequate and congruent
student self-concepts (Webster, 1970).

ALthough a grneat majornity of parents cooperate with the school
and encourage Lt to deal effectively with children's behavion problLems,
there 45 a problem with those parents who do not. Acconding fto MilLlen
and M{LLern (1969), parents fall into three categories: (1) those who
are willing to help; (2) those who cannoit on do not dare; and (3) those
who nefuse to help. Uncooperativeness 48 oftfen an indication that
something {5 wiong in the home, and grequently it can be traced %o
Agnorance orn to the parents' being absonbed in thein own probLems (Cutis
and Moseley, 1957). A nesearch neport by the National Education Associa-
tion (1957) neponted that, of the educatons who responded, 4.3 per cent
felt that in the majornity of cases they recelved no cooperation from the
home, and 1.0 per cent neponted that parents hardly evern cooperated. 1In
support of the idea of parental involvement only 8.1 pern cent repornted that



pupils, as a wholfe, were exceptionally well-behaved when the parents
failed Zo coopernate with the school. With this in mind, attempts must
be made to heduce the distance between parents and schools in an effort
to fosten dncreased cooperation between the school and family (Polk

and Schafer, 1972).

04 course, parental involvement does not insure that an airn of
cooperativeness and unified effornt will be forthcoming, but the chances
gon this arne greatly improved when the parent feels that he has an
opportunity forn some form of Ainput into the system. He needs fo feel that
the school is wornking with him and for him in resolving his child's
problems. This atmosphere can be grneatly enhanced by the mutual under-
standing of common goals and of educational methods, practices, and
techniques by which these goals are fo be atfained.

These varnious means of attaining the desirnable Level of behavioral
conthol often Lead to principal-parent conflict due fo differning attitudes
about discipline. The way parents feel that school discipline should be
handled may be accredifed to the varied sounces of information grom which
they fonm opinions (Cartern, 1964). This conflict may be grounded in
sevenal areas, but Ausubel (1961) nelates that the school administratonr
L5 caught squarnely in the growing chasm between educational and
psychological theornists on the one hand and the growing tide of public
opinion against the formerly fashionable idea of permissiveness on the
othen.

With negand to the use of punitive measures, parents, in a study
by Carntern (1964), nanked the use of punitive techniques in home discipline
gan behind othen mone moderate methods of maintaining discipline. A
majornity of parents who responded in this study §elt that punitive



measures should not be used in the school unden any circumstances. He
goes on to say that, according to the nesults of his study, there needs
to be a more complete understanding between home and school.

Conporal punishment and its continued use in the schools of 47 of
the 50 states 45 a most volatile .issue nelating directly to the school's
rnole. The National Education Association (1972) has assumed a staunch
position in opposition to the use of cornporal punishment stating tfhat its
use L8 an inefficient and ineffective way Lo maintain contrhol. Moore
(1973) nreinforces this position while stating that this form of intense
punishment may be ego damaging, may cause geelings of resentment, may
develop uneasiness and anxiety, and that adults who employ punitive
measures of this nature provide excellent models of agghessiveness gon
thein children.

There 48 divisiveness on the issue, however. Patterson (1974)
found that while a majority of parents and students contended that
corporal punishment was ineffective, a majority of teachers and admin-
Asthatons believed that it was effective. Empirical researnch on the
matter 45 Ainconclusive however (Patternson, 1975). Although there 45 a
nising tide of organized public effort to force schools £fo abandon the
practice of corporal punishment {Rentschler, 1975), the anti-spanking
bills as introduced in state Legislatures achoss the nation have
nepeatedly gone down in resounding defeat (Noath Carolina State Depart-
ment of PubLic Instruction, 1972).

Thene are those who prefer the Less traumatic application of
behavion modification techniques. These fechniques basically employ
a system of rewarnds for positive on appropriate behavions and negative

neinforcements for behaviorns which are not appropriate. This approach
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45 commonly referrned to as a behavionistic approach and 4is composed of
gour basic steps: (1) identification of the behavior probLem; (2)
Ldentification of appropriate behaviorn; (3) the use of newarnd; and (4)
the use of extinction procedures to help eliminate Ainappropriate
behavion (Palardy and Mudrey, 1973). Various studies (Wade, 1974 and
Buins, 1974) neport on the effectiveness of behaviorn modification
techniques and Glassern (1971) substantiates the favorable §indings.

A majorn drnawback to this approach, as seen by Palardy and Mudrey,
45 the fact that it deals solely with surface behavion and although Lits
effectiveness cannot be disputed there 48 a question as to its value Lin
changing basic attitudes and behavions. |

Palarndy and Mudrey much prefern a diagnostic orn psychoanalytic
approach. This method ideally results in more Lasting effects because
o4 its concentration upon Lhe causes of problem behaviorn. This approach
L5 04 a more preventative nature than the punitive and behavional
modification approaches. 1£ focuses upon self-discipline as opposed to
a form of discipline which may be imposed from external sources. 1t
stnesses the imporntance of the student's feelings of self-wornth and
dignity. White (1965) summarizes the mernits of this diagnostic model
as promoting a waumth of feeling, spontaniety, insight, a high interest
in othens, and freedom to exercise fudgment.

Anothen most explosive issue in the area of school discipline
L5 the necommended use by students of behaviorn modifying dwugs. The
use of Ritalin on othen stimulants is a highly controversial matten
(Bosco, 1975) and the need forn a clearer understanding by school
authonities about thein nesponsibilities in this negard is evident.
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Purpose of the Study

Administhatorns seem to be caught squarely in the midst of a
ghowing chasm beifween home and school. Frequently, it appears that the
values and behaviornal expectations of the home and school differ greatly.
The principal, not really knowing what 44 expected of him, operates within
a state of uncertainty and insecwriity. He 45 often confused about the
public's desines and his response to particularn disciplinany situations
may be characterized as either under-neactionary orn over-reactionany.

The purpose of this study was to bring about an awareness of
the differences in perception and opinion between parents and principals
in negarnd to School discipline. This awareness is crueial to the estab-
Lishment of a common ground of understanding between the two.

This study was concerned with the perceptions that elementary
school principals held negarding the behavioral management practices
that they employed in thein schools. 0f concern was the determination
of the f§requency that these selected practices and techniques were
employed, as neported by the principals surveyed, and the §requency that,
in the opinion of the principals, Zhe various practices should be employed.
This study determined if a significant difference existed between the
practices that werne employed and the practices that principals felt
should be employed.

This study Ldentigfled the perceptions of parents with regard %o
Zhe frequency that selected behavioral management practices wenre empfoyed
by the principal and elicited thein opinions as to how frequently these
practices should be employed. The study determined if a signigicant
difference existed between the parents' percepiion of the frequency Zhat
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practices were employed and the §requency that they should be employed.

This study Lidentified the perception of seriousness of various

behavion problems as Aidentified by parents and principals. The study

determined if significant differences existed in the percepfions that

parents and princdpals possessed in this regard as neponted by parents

and princdpals.

NGSpeciﬁicazzy, the purposes of the study were:
to determine the grequency that selected behaviornal management phrac-
Lices wene employed, as neponted by principals;
to detenmine how frequently, in the opinion of the school principal,
that these practices should be empLoyed;
fo determine 4§ a significant difference existed between the fre-
quency that various methods wene employed and the grequency that
prineipals perceived that they should be employed;
to determine the frequency that, in ithe opinion of parents, selected
behavioral management practices were employed;
Lo determine how §requently, in the opinion of parents, that these
practices should be employed;
to determine if a significant difference existed between the fre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, various methods were employed
and the grequency that parents percelve that they should be employed;
to determine if a significant difference existed between the fre-
quency that particular methods were employed, as reported by
prineipals, and the perceptions that parents had as to the grequency
Zhat they wene employed;
to determine Aif a significant difference existed between the gre-

quency that particular methods should be employed, in the opinion
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0§ principals, and the grequency that particular methods should be
employed, in the opinion of parents;
fo determine, from the principal's perception, the seriousness of
offenses with which he must deal;
to determine, from the parents's perception, the seriousness of
ofgenses with which the principal must deal; and
to deteumine 4§ a significant difference existed between the
prineipal' s perception of the seriousness of particular oﬁﬂenAQQ

and the parent's perception of the seriousness of particular offenses.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were tested forn each of the items on

Zhe Behavion Management Quesiionnainre.

HI.

HZ.

H3.

H4.

There 48 no significant difgerence between the gfrequency that each
behavioral management practice was employed by elementary school
prineipals and the frequency that each behavioral management practice,
in thein opinion, should have been employed.

There 45 no signigicant difference betfween the grequency that, in
the opindion of parents, each behavion management practice was
employed by the school principal and in the opinion of parents, the
grequency that the practice should have been employed.

There 45 no Aigniﬂicant difference between the grequency that
specific behavion management practices were employed and the gre-
quency that parents penrceived that they were employed.

There is no significant difference between the frequency that
prineipals perceived that specific practices should have been
employed and the grequency that, in the opinion of parents, these
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practices should have been emplLoyed.
H5. Thenre 45 no signigficant difference in the perceived deghee o4
serlousness o4 each behavioral problem as neported by principals

and by parents.

Limitations of the Study

A porntion of the schools swweyed did not house solely the
elementany ghades. Because of divernsified grade-grouping sthuctures
within the varnious districts, a numbenr of the principals participating
dealt with secondary-aged children as well as elementarny-aged children.
Although the study was designed to elicit factorns rnelating to the
elementarny schools, the nesponses of these administratons may have
biased, to some deghee, the nesults.

A degree of sampling bias may have been injected by allowing gon
a sthatified sample o4 the parents to be swweyed. Due fo difficuliies
encountered in drawing a sample population of parents and in ordern to
obtain a representative cross-section of the population, seven parents
grom each selected school were surveyed. Princeipals were asked to
randomly select seven students from thein schools and to distribute

questionnairnes to the parents of those students.

Definition of Terms

Forn the purposes of this study, the folLlowing deginitions
applied:
1. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - A school having a cwuiiculum offering any
combination of grades 1 fo 6. Any school not having at Leasit one
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04 these grades was not included in this study.
BEHAVIOR PROBLEM - Behavion that is disapproved of by dominant
social groups; behavion that is perceived as being actually on
poteniéaﬁzg damaaing to the individual on ghoup, whether physically,
mentally, orn socially (Good, 1973).
SCHOOL DISCIPLINE - The characteristic deghee and kind of ordenr-
Liness in a given school orn the means by which that onden is
obtained; the maintenance of conditions conducive fo the efficient
achievement of the school's functions (Good, 1973).
SELF-DISCIPLINE - Control of conduct exercised not by an external
authority but by the Learner who accepts a task as his own,
including whatevenr effont is involved, and controls his activities
accordingly (Good, 1973).
BEHAVIORAL MANAGEMENT PRACTICE - A practice, method, on technique
employed in an effornt Lo modify orn alter anothern's behavion;
anything done to establish, maintain, or repair ordern (Sheviakov
and Redf, 1956).
BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION - Techniques for dealing with maladapiive
behavion eithen through classical conditioning or through operant
conditioning, as by arranging and managing reinforcement con-
tingencies 50 that desined behavions are increased in frequency
and undesinable behavions are decreased in grequency (Good, 1973).
PSYCHOANALYTIC APPROACH - Emphasizes the imporntance of under-
standing in dealing with behavion problems; focus Ls on Amphoving
self-concept and the development of self-discipline through a non-
threatening set of Leaning experiences (Sunshine, 1973). An

approach that Ls preventative in nature and strhesses the importance
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0f the students feelings of self-wornth and dignity (Palardy and

Mudrey, 1963).

Summary

Chapter 1 has presented an overview describing the nature and
purpose of the study. This included an introduction, a statement of
the problfem, the pwipose of the study, a statement of the hypotheses,
the Limitations of Zhe study, and a definition of terms.

Chaptern 2 phesents a hevdew o4 related Literature. 1In Chapten 3
the design of the study s discussed. Chaptern 4 is made up of an organ-
Lzation and presentation of the data. The §inal chaptern includes a

summany of findings, conclusions, and recommendations.



Chapten 2

Review 04 Related Literature

Introduction

The purpose of this chaptern 48 to review the significant Litera-
fune related to behavioral management in the schools. The wiitings here-
in cited were selected because of thein rnelevance to the problem unden
investigation. Inclusion and discussion of all wornks related to this
topic would be an Aimpossibility. An attempt has been made, however,

Zo give some degree of attention to those wiitings deemed most Ampon-
tant in Zhe area. Gnagey (1965:3) summarnizes the probLem of abundant
wiitings in the area by stating that:
The weight of the educational Literature wiitten in
the area of discipline .in the Last ten years could scarcely
be hefted by the average elementary school feacher. But
complete neprints of every plece of published scientific

research on the subject could be carrnied home by any §inst
ghade pupil. Herein Lies the problem.

Histornical Background o4 School Discipline

During Zhe period o4 ancient civilizations there seems to have
been a twofold approach to the control of pupil behaviorn. Intellectual
education was caviied on in an atmospherne of mild and humane Theatment
along with an absence of rewands. Moral conformity was produced
Langely through arnbitrary methods. Duwiing this time it was generally
60,& that punishment was ineffective in promoting Learning and was

17
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fustified only in moral matterns. With the twwn fowanrd mass education
there followed a consequent combination in the same pernson of the
gunctions of moral control and the teaching of useful knowledge. 1%
therefone became the common view that children must be controlled before
they can be taught.

1t followed that teachens, on whom rested the responsibility fon
the student's growth intellectually and morally, should equate the means
by which the fwo elements were fo be achieved. Those practices good for
the moral development carnied overn as being good fon the intellectual
development as well. This state of affairns progressed to the point that
the primany function of education seems to have been the exercise of
contrnol overn children which eventually Led Zo the use of methods which
werne hansh and repressive.

In the eanly stages of our present educational sysitem, conthol
referrned to authornitative and forceful methods of obtaining obedience to
nequinements. Varnious systems of punishment werne employed Zo obtain
this obedience, the most generally used being corporal punishment. The
ingliction of punishment seems to have fgrequently been arnbitrary and
oftentimes no effornt was made to equate the "crnime" with the punishment.

1Qustrhative of this is a passage taken grom The New England Magazine

(July, 1902:636) which stated:

The Zeachen tolfd the whole class fo wiile four Lines.
1, 4n Looking around, he gound anyone who had wiitten his
Lines before the time was over, he thrashed him forn wiiting
too fast. 14 he had wiritten none, he whipped him for Lazi-
ness. When the coples were done, they all passed in pro-
cession with them through a narrow gangway, quite equivalent
to nunning the gauntlet, as the teacher stood ready with a
bLow upon the utterance of a single wonrd.

Ladd (1973:305) gives some insight into the atmosphere that
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existed wherein the public schools were boan:

The public schools oniginated in Purnitan Massa-
chusetts, a colony that started out as a private, com-
merelal corporation, controfled by a governon and -
fwelve dinectorns. The colony was ruled by this small
ghoup which gelt that a highern authornity had given
them the sole night Zo cornrect; govern, punish, pardon
and rule. Discipline was simple and swift, and due
process of Law and opportunity fon appeals hardly
existed. Humiliating punishments, including corporal
punishment, were routine, and brutal ones not out o4
question. :

Towarnd the opening of the nineteenth century there seems to have
been a movement to recognize the failure of force as an effective means
of promoting intellectual and moral ghowth. Emuwlation, a sysiem of
newands, was promoted as an effective means by which fo encourage chil-
dren to Learn. The Boston Public Latin School in its publication The
Prize Book (1820:11-13) appears Lo have been one of the §inst Zo have
o0ffered tangible rewands forn the students who achieved excellfence in
"genenal scholarnship.”

ALthough Zhe background of our educational system seems divergent
. 4An negand o the use of force in the stimulation of Learning, there
seems to have been a consistent uniformity in the belief that it held a
place of reverence in moral matterns. No reference can be found prior %o
1840 which does not make the assumption that propen teaching required
prompt and unquestioned obedience of the child fo the fteacher's author-
ity. The only dissent from this point of view was in regard to the use
04 gorce in stimulating Learning. ITLLustrhative of Zhe professional at-
titude of the period 45 a statement by Abbot (1832:90).

The §inst step which the teacher must take, 1 do not
mean in his couwrse 4in moral education, but before he is pre-
pared fo entern upon that course, is to obtain the entine,

unqualified submission of his school authornity.... The
subfection of the governed to the will of one man, Lin such
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a way that the expression of his will must be the final
decision of every question, 45 the only government that
will answer in school orn in family. A govermment not
0f persuasion, not of reasons assigned, not of the will
of the majority, but of the will of the one who pre-
sddes.

The emphasis in these early schools seems not Lo have been on
the positive aspects of education but upon punishment forn nonconformity.
A tremendous amount of the teachen's time was spent in keeping onden and
inglicting punishment. The work of instruction assumed a position of
secondary importance to such mattens as silence, orndern, and physical pos-
ture. Teachens became quite ingenious at developing devices for the con-

ol of the classroom. 1In Horace Mann's Repornt of the Secnetarny (1845):

116) he nelates a most intenesting gornm of control.

A pupil caught in the act of delinquency s made fo take
a place on the platfonm...and there to watch for other delin-
quents. When he detects anyone 04 his schoolmates in a vio-
Lation of any of the nules o4 the school, he 4is expected to
announce the name of the offendern and the offence. 1§ not
contradicted on although contradicted, yet if confimed, he
48 absolved and netuns to his seat, and the new culprnit
succeeds Lo the post and Lo the office of sentinel. Here he
45 expected to remain until, in his tww, he can obfain his
discharge by successfully inculpating another. Such a watch-
man 45 wsually called a monitorn, but his real office is that
of spy...1§ the orniginal culprit does not succeed in detect-
ing a fellow pupil in some offence, he recelves a punishment.

The entine educational sthucture of this period seems to have
been predicated upon an outlook that was religious and authoritative.
The child was subfect to the direction o4 superions fust as the Lives o4
men had been directed by the divine night of kings. The proper relation-
ship between governon and governed seemed Logically o Aimply similan
nelationships in education. Control was based upon a morality which was
purely authonitative and completely identified with religious belief and

practice.
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The effornt to modify the aforementioned approach to control has
been extensive and difficult. Up until the fuwn of the nineteenth cen-
tury there had been no indication that the school might be controlled
without the wse of corporal punishment and othern fonms of punishment.
Page (1838:18) set fonth the plight of the Teachern with the §olLLowing
theonetical view of the time.

Two things the feacher must always do at once: he must
govern and insthuct. 1t 48 this double attention which
makes his Life a weary one. He might govern with comparative
ease, Aif his duty ended there. The instruction would be de-
Lightful Lf that could be pwisued alone. But they must go
fogethern. With nespect to the one not a mistake must pass
unnoticed. Every ernrorn in matter or manner must be set
right; and at the same time, the stolen whisper must be
heand, the clandestine plaything must be captured, the in-
cipdent plot musit be discovered, the arch trnick must be an-
ticipated, the idler must be watched, the wayward reproved
and set night, and the stubborn and impudent, the coarse
and furbulent must be subdued.

A Lapse in the customarny methods of control and an approaching
demand for readjustment sunfaced in Massachusetts in 1837. 1In that yean
alone, nearly four hundred schools were broken up for what was regarded
~as "incompetency" of teacherns on insubordination of pupils; "incompetency"
here meaning the inability to govern by force on otherwise (Mann, 1847:
70). Mann's neport goes on to say that with the introduction of othen
methods, obedience was more generally secured and the numbern of schools
broken up was reduced Zo one fournth of that of the previous decade.

Along with the insubordination of the previously mentioned dec-
ade and with the decreased effectiveness of customary methods of control
therne came a neemphasis of the more traditional means of contrhol. This
neemphasis of stern discipline met with faillure. Liberals and conserv-
atives squared of4 at one another while assernting the menits of thein

positions. Mann (1855:306) stated .in this reganrd:
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1 find one party strenuously maintaining that
Amprovement in owr schools can advance only 40 far
and 40 fast as bodily chastisement necedes, while
the othern party regand a teacher on parent, divested
04§ his instrnuments of pain, as a discrowned monarch.

Gradually, the adopiion of milden means of control created a more
tolerable situation. This achievement did not Lead fo a general necon-
struction of practices 4in education as a whole, however, for the adoption
o4 the new conception was not widely prevalent.

Beginning 4in about 1870 conflict arnose in public education cen-
tered anound the issue of religious authornity and the demands o4 social
morality based on the implications of political democracy. . The separation
04 church and state came to be a most prominent issue of the Ltime.

Those with religious mofives sought to pernpetuate religious authonity as
the basis of morality in the schools.

In the two decades that followed there seems to have been a move
to nestrnict the use of authornity in the contrhol of pupils. The pre-
viously accepted notion of unrestrnicted authornity was now being questioned

_and was no Longer taken for granted (Eby, 1918:8). Advocates of this new
podint of view quickly pointed to the rapid increase in the ciime nate

gon that perniod as evidence that the traditionally authornitarian ap-
proaches were not promoting honesty and respect for the nights and wel-
gare of othens.

AL this point in time, the instructional function as it helated
to contrhol became a prominent factorn. There was increasing recognition
that behavion was Learning and that the separation of the two was an
Ampossibility. A factorn which contributed to this theoretical recog-
nition was the newly initiated importance attached to a proper guldance

o4 the unconscious manifestations of expernience. In matterns of control
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it was considered that unconscious response was quite as fundamental Lo
chanactern formation as those affected in conscious rheaction (Harnis,
1928: 328).

A most §itting summany to this brief outline of the historical
basis gon discipline in the schools may be captured in a statement by
Haoris (1928:331):

It seems equally clean that those who hold the general
view that a child must be controlled befone he can be
taught have ignored some o4 the more recent discovernies nrel-
ative to the nature of Learning. 1L appears obvious that
such a vdiew restricts Learning to what goes on between Zthe
teacher and pupil, what the child derives by conscious ef-
gont on application in the study of the printed page, or
what he does consciously in more overt individual entern-
prise. The great variety of submerged responses which, s0
it 48 contended, make up the child's more fundamental Ain-
clinations on charactern are ignored by such a view. 1L 4
assumed that Learning Zakes place only through that which
the child consclously and actively attends and that the
process does not take place except as certain requisite
conditions nelating to postune, stillness, external mien,
and othern morne on Less objective mattens have been estab-
Lished.

Contemporary Practices in School Discipline

In an effornt to meet the needs of youth and the society {in which
they Live, a numben of methods, practices, and techniques have been de-
veloped which §ind cwuient usage in the public schools. Each seems fo
have {ts own cult o4 supporntens and, Likewise, those who vehemently op-
pose its application. This study has broadly categornized these prac-
tices into foun ghoups; behaviorn modification, psychoanalytic approaches,
the use o4 behavion modifying drugs, and strictly punitive approaches.
Although a numbern of the techniques employed do not fall neatly and

concisely into fust one of these categories, most can be s0 categorized.
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Behavion Modigication

Since the early 1960's, the application of behaviorn modification
principles in the public schools has dévezoped at an extremely hapid
pace. Proghams of behavion modification have become widely employed,
often as a result of univernsity hesearch profects orn because of support
grom federnal agencies Like the National Institute of Mental Health. Many
projects, however, are being developed independently by teachens and ad-
ministhatons in an effort to deal with problems unique fo their partic-
wlarn situation. Behavion modiﬁication programs are now found in a wide
variety of schools, including wiban, suburban, and rural, and {nvolve
childnen of all ages.

Behavion modification 45 not something that is new, for the tech-
niques employed have always been an Lﬂiegnaﬂ part of the education process.
Schools have used rewarnd (positive reinforcement) and punishment (neg-
ative Aeinforcement) as a means for securing accepfable behavion for
ceﬂtunieé. Although systems may varny in the type of reinforcements of-
fered, the desired effects are quite universal. The faillure in some in-
stances of behavioral modification proghams appearns noit fo be a failure
04§ the programs themselves, but a failure of Leachers fo consistently
employ the integhal techniques. Tuwwney (1974:317) comments on the con-
sistency that is employed in programs of this nature by saying:

...the approach to discipline employed by teachers and
parents is rarely as Aimportant as ithe consistency with
which a paticular approach is applied.

Brown {(1976:67) defines a behavior modigfication progham as one
which precisely and systematically applies basic principles from psycho-
Locical neseanch to teach desinable behavion on to eradicate undesirable

behavion. The entirne contemporary appﬂicatibn 04 behavion modiﬁiaaiion
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44 based upon principles developed approximately seventy-five years ago
by Tvan Pavlov in his famows studies. Scientific researchens since that
Lime have made extensive Laboratorny and field studies which have broadened
our uhdenéianding 0§ the Leanning process in humans. The cwuent ap-
proach to behavion management through the use of behavior modification
45 thus based on a broad foundation of experimental reseanch.

Extensive observation and evaluation of behavior modification
Lechniques have demonstrated that some are more effective Lin altering
classroom behavion than otherns. Praise, for example, has been shown to
be very efpective in modifying behavior. Research has shown, however,
that although praise comes naturally grom most teachens, At is not used
enough. 1% has been found that when feachers ignore disruptive behav-
Lorn and concentrhate instead on pnaiAth good behaviorn, poor behavion
wsually decreases very shortly. Programs which employ positive forms of
teachen neinforncement do change children's behaviorn neliably and quickly.

Brown (1976:68) points out, however, that behavion Learned in one
setting may not be cawrnied over to anothen. This seems to reinforce the
need fon cooperation between home and school, thus enabling the child to
be dealt with consistently 4in both environments.

Although behavion modification advocates promoie the idea of Lg-
noning some misbehavion, there are occasions when behaviorn is of such a
nature that Lt cannot be ignored. Praise orn recognition may not be the
appropriate response while negative reinforcement may be. Vernbal repri-
mand 44 a generally accepted method of rneinforcement of this type.

The type o4 neprimand may be varied grom a severe, public condem-
nation of behavion to a mild, privately administerned censure. Most nep-
nimands given by teachens generally fall in between these two points
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with the vast majonity tending toward the formern. Gnagey's work (1965)
in negand to the "nipple" effect o4 classroom control Lfechniques provides
some support for moderate to mild reprimands. His stfudies have demon-
strated that those Leachers who neprimand quietly and privately often
obtain mone desinable behavion than those who do not. The frequency of
the nreprimand may also be an influential factorn. Becker et al., (1971)
noted that as the numben of ueﬁbaﬁ Anterventions by the teacher increased,
40 did Zhe nuﬁben 04 behavion probLems in the classrhoom.
| The technique of modeling, which takes advantage of a child's
tendency to imitate, is based on the theory that children will modify
Zhein behavion to coincide with that exhibited by models who show various
behavion strnengths Lacking in the child. The implications for school
proghams to capitalize upon this technique are gheat and resowrces for a
progham o4 this nature are virtually unlimitfed. The Eugene Pubfic Schools
04 Eugene, Oregon (1971) have done some interesting work in this fech-
nique. Through a program of "peern group attention" and positive nein-
forcement, effective changes in individual behavior have been accom-
pLished.

Whitmorne (1973) implLemented a Leadership progham at the elementary
Level with the aim of increasing the social value of constructive class-
noom behavion and to genernate a more posditive pupil attitude Lowarnd self
and school. The aims of this intervention wene Lo reduce the distuptive
behaviorn of some socially powerful students while increasing ithe rewarnds
gon mone appropriate models. Participation by students in this progham
nesulted in a notable difference in attitudes and behaviorn foward the
desined goak.

Bandura (1965) has assented that modeling may represent a monre
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effective means of establishing new behaviorn than.-a positive reinfonrce-
-ment procedure. A behaviorn pattern acquined through imitation, he has
gound, is often maintained without need for external reinforcement.
An often criticized technique of behavion modification, that of
Zoken reinforcement, has been shown fo be very effective. 115 effect-
diveness has been demonstrated with nonmal childrnen as well as with emo-
Lionally distunbed, netarnded, brain damaged, hyperactive, autistic, and
delinquent children as well {Peterson and Peterson, 1968; Hewett, 1967).
Token heinforcement initially nelied upon tangible rewands such
as candy, money, toys, etc. Reseanch supports the fact that token ne-
@andé often have a nemarkable effect on behavion. Wade (1974) decreased
Anappropriote behaviorns of a ten yearn old boy grom a mean of 6.8 Limes
per session to 0.9 £imes per session within fen days of intervention.
Othen studies of Zthis nature report similarn gindings. The Trend recently,
however, 48 fo make the newand of a social nature, possibly in the form
04 added recess time, extra classroom privileges, or even possibly a
time fon special attention grom the teacher (Dunaway, 1974). Bwws
(1974) found that the use of social rewands, such as additional play-Zime,
was quite eﬁﬁeciivé in dealing with elementany students. Substantial ne-
ductions in the numbern of dishupiions by Zhese students were noted within
gjounteen days of intervention. Considerable attention has been given %o
the nature of these positive reinforcements and it has been found that
not all children can be motivated by the wsual rewards found in Zhe
school system. These children can be motivated, however, through wtil-
Lzation of appropriate procedures (National Institute of Mental Health,
1974).

In summany, behaviorn modification basically involves strengthening



28
desinable behavion and weakening undesinable behaviorn by a systematic
use of Learning theory and principles of conditioning (National Tnsti-
tute of Mental Health, 1972). 1% consists of four basic steps which 4in-
clude (a) Adentification of the behavior problem; (b) Ldentification o4
appropriote behavion; (c) the use of rewarnd; and (d) use of extinction
procedures to help eliminate inappropriate behavion (Palarndy and Mudrey,
1973:297). The key is not punishment but rewand. A majon tenet of this
system 48 the theorny that reinforcement Learning, both desirable and un-
desinable, are Learned and unlearned by the same process.

Sheviakov and Redl (1956:28) state that the punpose of any dis-
ciplinany measune can be geared in two directions, namely: (a) the tech-
nique can be planned fo influence surface behavior rnight then and thene;
on (b) the technique can be charged with the task of influencing basic
attitudes. Cnitics of behavion modification charge that hernein Ries its
weakness. Palardy and Mudrey [1973) feel it is an effont to deal solely
with surface behavion and that Little, if anything, is done to altern sub-
conscious motivations toward misbehavion. A basic argument against be-
havion modification 45 that:
Ina demoénacy, where individuality, greedom o4
choice, the night to self-determination, and dissent
are highly cherished values, it is not "right," on may
even be "immoral," to manipulate change, on contrhol
anothern's behavion (BLackham and SiLbewman, (1971:9).

Psychoanalytic Approaches

Psychoanalytic approaches Zo behaviorn management emphasize the
Amporntance of teachen attitudes, undernstanding, empathy, and accepfance
0§ classroom behavion (Davis, 1974:7). Advocates of this approach feel
that teachens must undernstand the motivation and the needs system o4
children before any modification of thein behavion can be undertaken
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(Dreikwrs, Grunwald, and Pepper, 1971). These authorns geel that teach-
ens must understand that all behavion has a purpose and thus indicates
a manner in which the child is attempting to deal with his environment.

Snygg (1955:259) alludes to the .imporntance of the teacher's role
in assisting in the development of discipline through the use of Lthis
method by stating that:

... through Love and mutual nespect and concern they
(teachens) must (1) avoid anything that causes the child
to feel that he 48 an outsiden and do everything within
neason to help him feel that he is a participant in
soclety with pride in its achievements and a stake in its
futune; and {(2) do more to help the child nespect his po-
tentialities and his talents, to discovern that he has some-
thing to give Lo the wonld and that what he does makes a
diffenence.

The importance of the teacher's nole 4in this approach cannoi be
ovenemphasized. However, for the teacher who L5 untrained, this ap-
proach may be somewhat misleading. Two Zhings which Zeacherns should
keep in mind have to do with ideas about univernsal misbehavior by a
child and about intrusion into student-parent relationships.

Initially, students often exhibit different behavion patterns
in difgernent settings. Teachers should keep in mind that disruptive be-
havion in one setting does not necessarnily mean that similarn behavior
exists in other settings. Studies of the interaction of behavior and
environment indicate that disnupiive behaviorn can best be treated in the
setting 4in which it occuwrs (Walkenr).

Secondly, Zeachers should realize that parent-student relation-
ships may be of Little on no help 4in changing classroom behavior. Teach-
erns should be wary of intruding into these rnelationships forn, although
knowledge about the child may be gained, the student-tfeacher nelation-

ship may be affected advernsely (Carntern, 1964).
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With these cautions in mind, there are those who hemain avidly
in gavorn of and strongly promote the Aidea of the diagnostic approach to
diseipline in the public schools {Palardy and Mudnrey, 1973).

Psychoanalytic models of discipline are based on analytic models
04 Man. Such models have been proposed by Leading theorneticians, includ-
ing Freud, Jung, Adler, and Rogers (Sunshine, 1973:12). Alfred Adlern's
theory of personality 48 composed of a number of majorn concepts. A
brief presentation of those concepts and thein implications fon educa-
tion 48 4in onden.

Adlen states that Man 4is hoiiuated by his expectations of the
futurne and that present behavion is Langely Zhe result of present striv-
ings Zowarnd future goals (Adler, 1930). Misconceptions of those goals
or, what Adlern descrnibes as fictional goals, may develop in the child's
mind fon a number of reasons. Adlen goes on Lo say that misbehavion of-
ten nesults because of the holding of these 6Létiona£ goals. Attempis
Lo modify goaks are different gfrom atfempts to modify character de-
giciencies. A character deficiency explanation makes misbehavion easy
to explain in terms of Laziness or inresponsdbility, with the idea in
mind that Little progress can be made through coercive acts. By taking
Zhe approach that the child has adopted fictional goals, Adlen says, the
teachen can help him discover better goal alternatives.

Forn psychoanalysts, the ultimate fictional goal is what MasLow
(1954) called "self-actualization" and what Goldstein (1939) termed "be-
ing." This is striving for superiority which, acconding fo these
authons, 48 Ainnate and 45 a part of Life from birnth fo death and carnries
a peruson grom one stage of Life to anothen.

Feelings of inferiornity detfermine how the strniving forn superiority
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will manifest {tself. AdLern (1930) states that these feelings of 4in-
ferionity arne not abnormal fon they are in all of us and wltimately
determine the manner in which we strnive for superionity. Conglict
seems Lo arnise when these infernionities become exaggerated on distonted
and the child can no Longern cope with them. The child often acts out to
compensate for these feelings of inferionity. Here again, iLhe teachen
can be very valuable in helping to disspell these feelings of inadequacy
by encounaging and praising the child.

Adlen (1929:31) maintained That men strnive fon a pernfect society
through social interests. He felt that social contacts provided an out-
Let fon the strnivings gon superionity. In striving forn the pernfect
society, man compensates for his personal weaknesses by working forn the
common good. Drneilkuns, Grunwald, and Pepper (1971) state that schools
discournage the manifestation of this social interest Lthrough the competi-
tion which is encouwraged between students. -The ambition that schools
promote, they maintain, does not provide a sense of securiity forn eithen
the childnen who succeed orn those who fail.

The Life style that a student selects for himself is based upon
the opinions he has about himself, his opinions about otherns, and Zhe
goals which he sets fon himself. Implications forn educatorns should be
quite obvious herne. Effornts to mokd morne desinable opinions of self and
othens as well as to set about establishing realistic, hathern than f§ic-
tional, goaks L5 of utmost imporntance to this model of behavion control.

Anothen factorn upon which Adler wiites in a Later wornk (1935) Ais
his idea of the "creative self." Accornding to this principle, Man makes
his own personality which 45 constructed out of his experience and

heredity endowment.
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Henedity only endows him with certain abilities. En-
vinonment only gives him centain impressions. These abif-
ities and impressions, and the mannen in which he experi-
ences them--that is to say, the interpretation he makes of
these expeniences--are the bricks which he uses in his own
"oreative" way in building up his attitude toward Life. 1%
is his individual way of using these brnicks, on in othen
wornds his attitudes toward Life, which deteamines this nela-
tionship to the outside worntd (AdLer, 1933:5).

Dreikuns, Grunwald, and Pepper (1971:17) sitate that there are
gour possible goals of misbehavion. These four goals are attention
getting, power seeking, revenge seeking and assumed disability. 1In
negand to these goals they state that the child may:

...ty to get attention, to put otherns in his service,
since he believes that othewise he would be Lost and
wonthless. On he may attempt o prove his power in the be-
Lief that only if he can do what he wants and defy adult
pressure can he be somebody. On he may seek revenge:
the only means by which he feels significant is to hurt
others as he feels hurnt by them. On he may display ac-
tual on Amagined deficiencies in orndern Lo be Left alone:
as Long as nothing 4s demanded o4 him, his deficiency,
stupidity, on inability may not become obvious; that
would mean his uttern wonthlessness.

Acconding fo this philosophy, punishment is viewed as a poor fonm
of discipline since it strnesses only what not to do rhather than Zfeaching
what to do. Punishment L8 anxiety producing and 45 often painful, either
physically on emotionally. Symonds (1965), in elaborating upon thiree
Levels of anxiety which are directly nelated to the nature of punishment,
states that when punishment L5 s0 mild that it does not actually hurt,
the anxiety too 45 very mild, indeed s0 mild as to be hardly recognized.
When punishment hurts and necognizable anxiety Ais éuaked, he says, that
education function is Lost.

Discipline should be .imposed internally and should not come from
an external authority. Discipline s the means by which individuals are

brought Zo subordinate thein goals to the needs of the group and do what
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48 necessany fon the good of all (Snygg, 1955:258). As social accept-
ance Amproves 50 does the child's concept of himself. Through this
self-approval and through the experience of dealing with the conse-
quences of his own misbehavion, the child develops a self-imposed on
internal form of discipline.

The educational climate should enhance the child's effonts to-
ward inner conthol. This approach is essentially a form of thaining
wherein the child 45 expected to adapt to and internalize the nules by
which he must Live. The primany goal is self-discipline.

In contrast to the purely behavionistic approach, where the

forms of behavion, and not the attitudes behind behavion [NEA, 1974), are

of importance, the psychoanalyitic approach focuses upon causative factonrs.

Davis (1974:8) offers this insight to the basic difference in the two

approaches:

Behavionists believe that diswuptive behavion, Like all
othern behavion, is Learned as a means of adjustment Lo en-
vironment and that only by offering a choice o4 good or bad
consequences can the dishupfive behavior be altered. 1In
genenal, therefonre, behavionists tend to nefect the concept
of disruptive behavion as a sympiom that should be diagnosed
50 that its cause may be treated.

White (1965:188) characterized the psychoanalyiic approach in
the following way:

"1t would be fairn to say that the mental health move-
ment (psychoanalytic) has rnewarnded warmth of geeling; spon-
taneity; insight; a high internest in othens; wanm parents;
greedom to exerncise fudgment; waum feacherns and democratic
classrhooms. The same movement has been againsit: being com-
pulsive; competitive strniving; intellectualism; being either
thing-on-achievement-oniented; being emotionally unresponsive,
as well as being angry orn passionate; being a Lonern; not con-
giding Ain othens; Zteachers who are cwuiiculum-oriented; the
negimentation of school Life; group tests; ned-Zape and
vice principals in charge of discipline.
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Behavion Modifying Drugs

Those who are unalterably opposed to the use of the more tradi-
tional methods of classrnoom control--suspension, corporal punishment, ex-
pulsion--and those who have become disillusioned with the milder forms of
solutions to behavion problems, may be quick to embrace this rnelatively
new means for obfaining control. The wse of behavior modifying drugs,
such as Ritalin (methylphenidate hydrochlornide), Dexednine (dextro-
amphetamine), and Cylert (magnesdium pemoline) appean# Zo be growing
napidly in this country. Estimates are that between 500,000 and
1,000,000 children, predominantly boys, take daily dosages of these
drugs (Schnag and Divoky, 1975:70). 1In 1970, it was revealed that be-
fween give and ten pen cent of all children in the public elLementary
schools of Omaha, Nebraska, were involved in such Trheatment (Jones,
1973:48). Schrag and Divoky go on fo say that, although most of these
children are between six and thirnteen years of age, whatever theirn age,
At 45 becoming an increasingly Legitimate sofution Lo the problem of
classroom misbehavion to medicate these children.

Parents, physicians, and school officials have become increasing-
Ly aware of the effectiveness of these drugs. Parents may occasionally
rhequest that thein child be medicated, on a physician may prescriibe this
form of medication after examining a child and determining its necessity.
It 48 becoming increasingly common, however, forn the school to initiate
the process by suggesting the use of drugs.

A typlcal account might Linvolve the child who will not sit sELLL
in school, who Lacks motivation, who §ights with othern children, and -
whose behavior has become 50 offensive that he cannot be ZolLerated in

the nommal school setting any Longer. By this time, the school
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prineipal and counselon have become involved in the child's case and,
Aif the situation permits, a school psychologist may have evaluated the
child. Frequently, Lt i85 the recommendation of the school that the
child be seen by a physician in onden Lo defermine Aif there are physi-
cal on newrological involvements. AL this point, it seems to depend
Langely upon the physician's philosophy in regornd to the use of these
stimubant drugs as to whethen the child will be medicated or not (Schrag
and Divoky, 1975:73).

The increasingly grequent use of stimulant drugs of this nature
has caused the concern of some. Robin and Stanley (1973) reported that
three-founths of the teachers surveyed felt that they had the responsi-
bility £o necommend that a doctorn be informed if there was a suspicion
Zhat the child wene hyperkinetic. 0f these feacherns, an appreciablfe num-
ben mention the possible use of Ritalin when making thein nefernal. Robin
and Stanley go on to say that, despite the fact that the overwhelming
numben of teacherns claimed that they knew the purpose for which Ritalin
duA wsed, they had Little specific and accurate information about the drug.
Those with the most experience with Ritalin medicated children were most
enthusiastic about its use, but they were as Lignorant of its effects as
those without personal expeiience.

Lennand (1970) states that Americans are gheat believens in the
proposition that drugs can cure all {Ls and Aéﬂue most problems. This
Adea could Lend .itself Lo what has been termed the promiscuous phescrip-
tion of stimulant drugs fon school children. 1t 48 difficult o sont out
the scientific reseanch grom the promotional efforts of special interest
ghoups, such as drug manugacturing companies. H&weven, sdnce the studies

o4 Bradley (1937}, who neponted that daily doses of Benzedrine had
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caused remarkable changes in the behaviorn of his patients, there has
been Little doubi that drugs do effect significant changes in be-
havion. Bradley's findings which neponted the combination of improved
school performance and subdued behavion in the youngstens involved
in the study, gave nise Lo the theony of "paradoxical effect." This
theony postulated that the amphetamine-type drugs which stimulated adulits
tended o subdue the behavion of centain children. AlLthough more subse-
quent reseanch (Guinspoon and Singern, 1973) has proven that this paradox-
Leal effect was not as pronounced as Bradley had assumed, the initial
assumption by Bradley has had a great deal of effect on the use of these
drugs with children.

Until the early 1960's, there appearns o have been Little use
made of these behavion modifying drugs 4n the schools. 1In 1963, however,
_a ghoup of reseancherns at Johns Hopkins University (Eisenbeng et al.,
1963), using Dexedrine and Ritalin, neported positive results in thein
efgonts to effect changes in disturbed and delinquent children. From
this neseanch, the two foremost authornities in the fiefd, C. K. Connens
and Leon Eisenbeng, have emerged.

There seems Lo have been a rush by physicians and educatorns in
the dirnection of the use o4 these drugs. Thomas C. Points, Deputy Sec-
hetany of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (1970), 4in
testimony before a Congressional committee, swmmarized the favorable
attitude exhibited towarnd this approach by stating that the drugs wene
safe, effective, and that there was no evidence to indicate that the
drugs Aimprove behavion and Learning without dulling the child and that
they enable the child to sit still and attend o those situations where-

in this behavion is most appropriate.
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Studies by Connens, Eisenberg, and Barcal (1967) .indicated that
there was Little to support the Ldea that improved academic performance
rnesults grom this dawg therapy. 1In thein repont on Learwning disabled
childnen, they concluded that the drugs had no effect on intellectual
ability although there had been produced a significant improvement in
the teacher natings of behavion. Bosco (1975:490) Lends suppornt to this
position by repornting:
While there is neason to believe the use of Ritalin for
hyperkinetic children may have an effect on social variables,
such as Zfeachen's natings, ithe studies do not provide a clear
understanding o4 ways in which the drugs affect scholastic var-
{ables unden different condifions.
Through the Late sixties and earnly seventies the sales campaigns
04 pharmaceutical companies attempted Lo support promises which were, %o
say the Least, questionable in rnegand to these drugs. These sales cam-
paigns pushed not only ithe drugs but also the ailments that they were
supposed Lo treat. The overriding theme in the sales campaigns was that
the MBD (minimal brain dysfunction) child should be treated immediately
and that drwug therapy could make the difference between keeping the child
in his normal class and having him placed elsewhere (CIBA Pharmaceutical
Co., 1973). The nreports upon which many of these claims were based were
poorky controlled and unscientific. In some instances, data were re-
ported incorrectly (Schrag and Divoky, 1975:90). The sales tactics Ain-
conporated by some of the companies made claims which could noi be sup-
ported in fact and which were based upon questionable ethics. One such
approach 48 described in an arnticle by Rapoport (1971). He vividly de-
scibes the "ewre-all" approach that had been Zaken by a particular phar-
maceutical finm. Ritalin was presented as the assistance that parents

and teacherns had Long needed in attempting to solve behaviorn prob-
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Lems. The dnug was promoted as a panacea in the control of children with
behavion problems and proceded to elaborate upon the many othen advan-
tages affornded by the use of the dwg. The ease of diagnosis of children
who should be medicated was strnessed as the physician who conducted sales
meetings with parents heponted that "my wife was even able fo diagnose
one 04 these kids simply on the basis 0§ what his mother said on the
golg cowrse.”

Practices of this natwie prompted Dr. Daniel X. Freedman (1971)
fo necommend in a repornt fo a Congressional committee that pharmaceutical
companies promote stimulants ethically and only through medical channels.

The political overtones of drug therapy fo obtain contrhol o4
childrnen ane monumental. This neport has not attempted fo speak to that
issue but has attempted to nefate solely the developmental background
gon the movement Litself through the purportedly scientific neseanch 4in
the field. However, Bosco (1975:489-92) alludes to fourn implications
fon education which stem grom the issue. Finst, he says that the use of
Ritalin orn othern stimulants with hyperkinetic children 48 an issue with
explosive potential within many school systems. Secondly, Lhe rnole of
the school's pernsonnel is extrnemely Amportant in screening and refering
hyperkinetic children, yet clear definition of the educatorn's role is
nequined. Thindly, teacherns and school authonities need to have a
clearen undernstanding about theirn nesponsibilities with negarnd to chil-
dren who take these stimulant drugs. And Lastly, education should be 40
structurned to contribute to the elimination of hyperactivity.

Punitive Measwries

Befonre considering punishment or punitive techniques, we must

§iust consider a definition of punishment. In the context to which this
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study has spoken, punishment has been viewed as being substantially a
gorm of netrnibution. It differns grom restitution on a "making it rnight"
approach to solving problems. AlLthough the discussion and citings of
related Litenaturne may have dealt a great deal with the issue of corporal
punishment, this technique is not the sole punitive measure Loward which
the study was directed. Punitive measures have been viewed as techniques
employed when fearn of re-experiencing unpleasantness becomes Zhe majon
neason fon a pupil's avodding the behavion which nesulted in the punish-
ment. In the context of this report it has been viewed as Good {1973:
186) has described it:

(1) the ant of exercising contrhol through punishment, inflicting

pain, orn Amposing penalties gorn misbehavion; (2} the nigorous on

sevene theatment of individuals eithern fo be a Lesson to othens

on to create fear as a deterrent to subsequent misbehavion...

No issue in education has provoked such differences of opinion
as has the issue of punishment. As mentioned earliern Ain this chapten,
AL has Long been an issue upon which citizens have been divided and as
cwuent neseanch concludes (Kaplan, 1971), it continues to be a most
volatile issue. There are those who hold that it 45 a most impontant
Ancentive to Learning while otherns oppose it as not only being "cruel
and wnwsual” but also inhumane (Reitman, Follman, and Ladd, 1972). 1In-
deed, it has been difficult fo sont out the sclentific reseanch which
applies blindly to the issue at hand. 1In all honesty, the vast wealth
of the wiuiting done in this area has been opposed to the administerning
04 punishment as it 4s herein defined. The basis §orn that opposition is
acutely diverse; some opposed to Lt on the basis of its assumed detrni-
mental psychological effects while others duapp/wvé because of its
demeaning and humiliating nature. 1t 45 hoped that the weight of the
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wiitings on eithern side of the issue have not biased this wriiting in one
dirnection on the othern. Where sound research indicates that such bias
on eithen side of the issue need exist, Let At be self-evident.

Those opposed o the use of punishment, especially corporal pun-
Lshment, seem fo base thein arguments Largely upon three sources of em-
pirnical Literature. The §inst of these relates to studies of punishment
in connection with child-rearning practices, the second relates to studies
of the efpects of punishment, and the thind are the studies nelating
inhibiting thaits Zo othern personality attributes, such as agghession
(Fesbach, 1972:3).

Studies of child-rearing practices, assessing the effects of
parental punishment, according Zo Fesbach and Fesbach (1972) and McCond,
McCond, and Howarnd (1961}, have found Zhe degree of parental punitiveness
to be positively cowrelated with various forms of psychopathology, espe-
clally delinquency and agghessive behaviorn. Bell (1968), Zo some degree,
nequtes this position by stating that it may often be difficult Lo deter-
mine whethern a particulan parental method 48 a cause orh a result of the
child's behaviorn. The predominant gfinding seems to have been, however,
that the deghee of physical punishment employed by parents is directly
nelated to agghessive behavion on the parnt of the child and that pun-
Lshment has had Little effect on inhibiting aggressive behavion (Becker,
1964; tron, Walden, and Legfhowitz, 1971). Eron, Walder, and Lefhowitz
(1971:91) state that:

...we anticipated that punishment for aggressive behavion
wowld Lead to Ainhibition of aggression in situations
similan to the one in which punishment was orniginally
administerned. Findings of field studies contradicted
these predictions derived grom Laboratory research Ain

that increased aggression was routinely found to be
assoclated with increased punishment forn this behavion.
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It was believed at §ist that the contradiction was due
1o Lack of contrhol forn intensity of punishment in field
siudies. Howeven, the results with punishment intensity
as it nelated to peen-nated agghession remained the same--
the mone infense the punishment by parents at home, the
highen the aggression as rated by the children's peers
at home.

Some evidence on the effects of punishment has come grom exper-
iments with animals. Probably the §inst systematic use of punishment in
the form o4 electrnic shock 4in animal experimentation and the beginning
of moden studies of animal punishment was done by Yerkes (1911). Othen
Atudies by Maien, Glasern, and Klee (1940), Watson (1914), and Skinner
(1938) have deduced three things in neference to punishment upon animals.
Fiwst, punishment inhibits the behaviorn process when Lt 44 adminisitered.
Secondly, punishment may actually elicit avernsive behavion. Thindly,
therne 45 a spread of the effects of punishment in response fo swviounding
sLAmull and encompasses widern disnupiive nesponses in the animal.

From this, it has been concluded that punishment can be used
effectively to prevent a response grom being made--to inhibit behavion
(Maien, Glaser, and Klee, 1940).

The mannen in which the equality of {influence of reward and
punishment has been assumed Ls an Ainternesting Litem in this discussion.
Early educational psychologists apparently felt that the two served
equally as well in determining behavior. One wiiter wrofe:

Through Zhe fean of punishment both the child and the
nace have been taught the safe path to foflow. Reward and
punishment, which have been the unvarying accompaniment of
Zhe Learning process in its earliern stages, can never be
entinely supernseded, and they must continue fo exercise
thein selective ngluence.

The motive force which impels wus to action may be the
desine fo escape punishment as well as to gain heward...

Zthe question of punishment in the school is as Amportant
as that of§ newand (Colvin, 1911:59).
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Thonndike (1931:45) nefutes this position in stating that there is no
evidence fo support the premise that punishment weakens undesirable ne-
sponse. Tilton (1951:48-52) and Stephens (1951:365-369) disagree with
Thorndike on this point, however. They have charged that the punish-
ments with which Thorndike dealt in his studies were s0 weak that they
had no effect upon the individuals involved.

More contemporary studies (Boe and Church, 1966; Panke, 1972)
have concluded that punishment not only fails to communicate to the child
what s the desined nesponse but its effectiveness {5 Largely dependent
upon a vast number of variablfes. These studies did not, however, deal
with physical punishment. 1t should also be of internest to note that
studies on the effects of punishment have been concerned primanily with
its effect on undesinable behavions and have narely considenred the con-
sequences of punishment, such as anxiety.

There are four specific Limitations fto intense punishment that
have been identified Zhrough neseanch on the clinical study of children.
Fiwst, intense punishment tends to be ego damaging, threatening a child's
geeling of secwrity and sense of personal worth. Second, Lt 48 Likely
to arouse feelings of nesentment and counteraggression. Thirnd, a child
may develop a general feeling of uneasiness and anxiety in the presence
04 a highly punitive parent, causing the child to avoid being in the
company 0§ that parent any morne than 4is necessary. Fourth, punitive
parents provide aggressive models forn thein children.

The obvious connection between anxiety and punishment was §irnst
described by Mowren (1939). This fear orn anxiety that is associated
with punishment has not only the effect of causing an individual to re-
frain grom a particular act but also fo cause that individual's anxiety
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Lo spread. Often, as a result of this spread of anxiety, a child's re-
sponse may be totally unrelated Lo the issue except in his own mind.
Gnagey (1974:142) states that:
In cases of repeated sevene punishment, children may
Leasn to react with fean (anxiety) Lo the teacher, the
classhoom, the text, and the subject. Since this heaction
may spread Zo othern feachen's classes and subjects, Lt can
be a very high price to pay for deviancy suppression.
Symonds (1956:457) has described three Levels of the ingluence
0§ anxiety. On the finst Level, when punishment 45 s0 mild that it does
not actually hurt, the anxiety foo is very mild and is hardly recog-
nizable as such. He maintains that, at this Level, the anxiety serves
principally as a signal to guide behavior. On the second Level, when
punishment hunts but notf too much, the anxiety is the motivating fonrce

gorn (1) inhibition of behavior and (2) withdrawing behaviorn. On Zhe

Zhind Level, the punishment is severe and the anxiety produced by it L5 50

intense that it monopolizes the attention. When punishment hurts and
recognizable anxiety 4is evoked, Symonds says, punishment Loses its educa-
Llonal function although Lt may 5L have value as a means 0§ control.

It has already been pointed out that punishment does
not nesult in a decrease in the sirength of what has been
Learned, but menely in an inhibition of the response which
brings about the discomfort. But inhibition of behavion
removes Lt grom the possibility of Learning, for one
Leanns only when one nesponds. Punishment, therefonre,
destrnoys the possibility of Learning (Symonds, 1956:459).

In negand to the inhibition of response through punishment,
Cronbach (1963:493) has said:

1§ one wished menely to suppress unwanted responses
duwiing the time pupils anre under the feachern's eye, con-
sistent punishment would be expected to do the job. 1§
the aim 45 to teach pupils to negulate theirn own conduct
50 that the teachens' pressure can be removed, punishment
will not work. A pupil is Likely to do what the teacher
wants when she indicates positively what response she wants.
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In speaking directly to the effectiveness of corporal punishment,
vitually no evidence could be found on the therapeutic value of Lt.
SoLomon (1964:239) concluded that punishment was generally effective when
intelligently used. The National Education Association in its 1977 Re-
pornt of the Task Fornce on Corporal Punishment recommended the elimination
of conporal punishment from the schools but made no statement as fo its
effectiveness. Based upon a thorough review of the Literatunre, empirical
evidence 45 Ainconclusive on the effectiveness of corporal punishment
{Patterson, 1975:36). 1In that NEA nepont (1972:7), however, a numbern of
conclusions were neached about the use of corporal punishment as a means
0§ maintaining discipline.
1. Physical punishment is an inefficient way to maintain order;
it wsually has fo be nepeated over and over.
2. Physical punishment may increase disrupiive behavion.
3. Physical punishment hindens Learning.
4. Physical punishment is not suitable for any children, regardless
0§ socioeconomic status.
5. Physical punishment is most often used on students who are
physically smallern and weakern than the Zteacher.
6. Physical punishment 4is often a symptom of frustration rathen
than a disciplinary procedune.
7. Infliction of physical punishment is detrimental to the educatonr.
8. Physical punishment does not develop self-discipline.
9. Physical punishment develops aggressive hostifity.
10. Physical punishment teaches that might is right.
11. Physical punishment by educators is not comparable to that in-
glicted by parents.
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12. Students may prefern physical punishment to othen alternatives
offered to Lhem.

13.  Limitations on the way physical punishment is to be used are
often rnegularky ignonred.

14. Physical punishment is Legal in many places, but its consti-
tutionality 48 being challenged in several cournt sults.

15. The availability of physical punishment discourages Zteachers
from seeking more effective means of discipline.

16. The use of physical punishment inclines everyone in the school
community to negard students as Less than human and the school
as dehumanizing.

These opinions seem to have been reached obLivious Zo the opinions
hetd by a majonity of teachens. 1In 1970, 65.7 per cent o4 the teachers
swweyed favored the use of corporal punishment in the elementary school,
while a somewhat smallen numben favored its use in the secondary school
(NEA, 1970:49). Patternson (1974) reponts that the rnesults of a study
conducted in Nornfolk, Vinginia indicated that while a majornity of Leachers
and administratons believed that corporal punishment was effective, a
mafjority of parents and students contended that its use was ineffective.

Schumachen (1974:689) states Zhat the use o4 pain for punishment
A8 anachronistic because Lt 45 Ainconsistent with cwuient professional
standands and with modern concepts of individual human nights. She goes
on to say: |

When progessionally trhained people sLiLE nesont Lo strniking

out at a child, then we must ask not whethen corporal pun-

Ashment should be abolished but why corporal punishment is

AL used.

The Amerdican School Board Jouwrnal (1973), 4in a somewhat biased
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attempt Lo justify its position, stated that conporal punishment simply
does not wornk and advocates its immediate elimination §rom the school
setting. Wnight (1969:69), on the other hand, in discussing the reasoning
of the nineteenth century teachern as it compares to that of foday's
teachen, states:

Forn the teachens of either era, indeed for teacherns of any
decade, conporal punishment has been and continues Lo be
used simply because it works--bawring considerations fon
any educational objectives.

One could proceed endfessly with the neports o4 published opinions
and arguments fon and against the use of punishment in the schools and
SELUL not be able to nesclve the "rnight and wiong" of the matten. As
stated eanlien, the vast majority of Zhe wnitings are opposed to the use
0§ physical punishment as a means of attaining educational objectives
(Jones, 1964:149). Wnight (1969:71) seems Lo sum up Lthis position of
opposition by stating: .

Discipline, 4in the modenn educational sense, can no Longer
be synonymous with punitive punishment. Coaporal punish-
ment may be effective as a means of control, but its edu-
cational value is nonexistent.

The nresounding defeat of anti-spanking bills in the various state
Legislatunes across the nation is, however, a fact which indicates that
evernyone is not convinced of the uselessness of corporal punishment
(Rentschlen, 1975). AlLthough thenre 45 evidence that national attempts to
prohibit cornporal punishment are becoming more organized (Jones, 1973;
Bard, 1973) almost all states continue Zo permit Lits usage.

In summation, a statement by Horace Mann, made in 1840 .in regand
fo the use of conporal punishment in the schools, seems most appropriate.

Probably on no othern subject pertaining fo education 4is

there 50 marked a diversity or nather hostility of opinion
as on this; nor on any other, such perseverance, not 2o
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obstinacy, in adherning to opinions once formed [Mann,
1855:306).

Summary

Ausubel (1961:26) nelates that the pendulum of public opinion
with rnegarnd to discipline 4is swinging further and furthern away from the
gormerly fashionable idea of permissiveness. As a result, he rnelates, a
ghowing estrhangement has arisen between the general public, on the one
hand, and educational and psychological theonists on the other--with the
rhank and §ile school administraton caught squarely in the middﬁe. People.
are fed up with discipline and trouble in our schools (Amernican School

Board Jounnal, 1974) and are demanding that something be done about Lit.

Yet, in expressing concern about the kinds and degrees of discipline em-
ployed in the schools, some parents contend that more severe and ne-
strictive conthols are necessary while othens advocate morne permissive
methods (Kaplan, 1971). 1In speaking to this diverngence of opinion,
Canter (1964) indicates that, acconding to his studies, there needs to be
a more complete understanding between home and schoof. Schuster and
Stewant (1973) verify this point by emphasizing that only when parents
work cooperatively with educatorns in the area of discipline will students
emenge with self-discipline and a sense o4 responsibility. Mickelson and
Hansen (1957:238) suppornt this contention and add that the kind of disci-
pline that the school enforces has a direct bearing on the kinds of moral
and spirnitual values that situdents Learn to build and accept .in thein Lives.
The urgency of the entine matter has been stated in a Letiten
wiltten by Alice Skelsey and printed in Today's Eduﬁation (March, 1975).

As a netined teachen, Skelsey nelated the factorns which forced hen into
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netinement. She attributes her dissatisfaction Lo the failure o4 children
Lo necognize that some values are not old-fashioned and that courtesy,
honesty, respect, punctuality, thuthfulness, dependability, and clean-
Liness are always in ohdenr.

This chaptern has tendened an overview of the historical back-
ghound of school discipline as well as a discussion of the more contem-
porary practices in school discipline. Included among the Latter were
behavion modification, psychoanalytic approaches, the use of behavion

modifying drugs, and the employment of punitive measures.



Chapten 3

Design of the Study

Intrhoduction

This chaptern concerwns the procedures of the study. 1t descrnibes
the neseanch design, the sample, data collection, the insthument used to
gather the necessary data, and the techniques used in collecting the data.
Analysis of the data by statistical method 44 included along with a Aum-

mary of the chapter.

Procedures

The primarny purpose of this study was to determine ALf significant
differences existed between the perceptions that parents and elementarny
school principals held .in negarnd to behavioral management practices em-
pLoyed in the public schools. The study was also designed to determine
if signiflcant diffenences existed in the perception of these two groups
o4 the seriousness of various behavior problLems encountered in the
schools.

Preparation forn the study began in the fall of 1975, when the
initial plans fon the study wene concluded. Duning the months that fol-
Lowed, an in-depth neview of the Literature pertaining to the matter was
undertaken. From this neview of the Literature, an empirical basis fon
the need o4 the study was derived.

Parents and principals in the study area were contacted and re-
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sponses Lo a questionnaire were obZained. Those nesponses were hand-
sconed, and were analyzed statistically by the use of the chi square
techniqqe. The process was facilitated through the use of a computer on
the campus of Wharnton County Junion College. The nesults were then ex-
amined forn significance at the .05 Level. Conclusions and recommendations
based upon the statistical inferences were drawn and are set fornth in

Labuwlan gornm Laten in this chapten.

Sample.

This study was conducted in a geoghraphical area afong the centrhal
Texas gulf coast. This area was selected because of its immediate inten-
est Lo the neseanchen, its accessibility, and on the basis o4 personal
knowledge by the neseancher as to the need within the area. The need
within this particular Locale was determined through personal and pro-
fessional interviews with practicing school administrators in the anrea,
0§ which the reseancher was one, as well as through personal interviews
with parents throughout the area.

A ten county area, genernally Located within a triangular space
between Houston, San Antonio, and Corpus Chaisti was selected. The Zfen
counties included Calhoun, Colorado, DeWitt, Goliad, Jackson, Karnes,
Lavaca, Matagonda, Victornia, and Wharton. Within these counties were
Located thinty-nine (39) school districts which had a total of one hun-
dned and fouwr {104) elementary schools (Texas Education Agency, 1975).
These ten counties and the various school districts Located therein com-
prised the Region 3 Education Service Centern area.

The Region 3 Education Service Center was contacted in rhegard fo
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the study and agreed to endorse it and to provide the nesearnchen with

any available data necessary to the conduct of the study.

ALL superintendents in Region 3 were contacted by Letten (Appen-

dix B) and permission was sought §rom each of them forn theirn respective

distrnicts Lo parnticipate in the situdy.

{24) on 61.5 pen cent agheed to participate.

pating included:

04 those contacted, twenty-four

Those districts particd-

Boling Industrial
Yorktown Moulton
Goliad CoLumbus
Victoria Nondheim
Lavaca County Rural Shinen
Tidehaven Cue/ro
Hatlettsville Karnes City
Cathoun County Bay City
Whasrton Woodsboro
BLoomington Meyernsville
Palacios Refugio
East Bernard Mission Valley

The elLementarny schools within those districts which had agreed to par-
ticipate werne Listed, accornding to disirnict, and were numbered consec-
utively. Within those districts participating there were seventy-five
(75) elementary schools. Figty-iwo (52), on exactly §i4ty per cent o4
the elementary schools in Region 3, werne then selected by the use of a

table of nandom numbens.

Collection of Data

The Behavion Management Questionnaire was sent to the principal
04 each of those schools selected along with a stamped, self-addressed
retwwn envelope which was addressed to Zhe nesearnchern. A coven Letten
{Appendix B) accompanied each of these questionnainres for the purpose of

explanation and o encourage participation.
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Each principal was sent seven parent questionnaires and asked to
distribute them to seven nandomly selected students grom his school. The
students were to be instructed to cawry the questionnaires home to thein
parents. A covern Letter {Appendix B) accompanied each of Zhese ques-
Lionnaines for the purpose of explanation and to encourage participation.
A self-addressed, stamped, neturn envelope was included with each 0§
these questionnaires %nd was addressed to the nesearcher.

04 the §ifty-two prinedpal questionnainres distrnibuted, which were
distinguished from parent questionnairnes only by the wond "administraton"
at the bottom of the front page, fornty-three (43) on 82.7 per cent were
completed and returned Ln.uAabﬂe gorm. 04 the three hundred and sixty-
goun (364) parent questionnainres distributed, one hundred and eight (108)

orn 29.7 per cent were retfwwned in usable §oxm.

Instrumentation

The method by which data forn this study was collected was through
the administration of the Behaviorn Management Questionnaire {Appendix A).
This instrument was developed by the nesearcher and was a modigication
of Ainstruments developed at East Texas State Univwersity (Freeman, 1974)
and at the Univernsity of OkLahoma (Dobson, 1966). The instrument con-
sisted of two sections. Part 1, the Behavioral Management Technique Pro-
file, consisted of twenty-give (25) items to which the nespondent was to
anéweﬁ A, The f§requency that the practice or fechnique 45 employed and
B, the frequency that, in the opinion of the respondent, the practice
should be employed. A fouwr-point eQaﬂuatLon scale was provided.

This porntion of the questionnaire was faken from Freeman's work.
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The items contained were extracted f§rom suggestions provided to Freeman
by Harold Massey, executive secretarny of Zhe Texas Association of Sec-
ondary School Principals and by a five-member commitfee of East Texas
State Univernsity professons and practicing school administratons. This
Anstrument was validated through a pilot study at East Texas State Uni-
versity in the {all of 1974. '

Part 1 of the Behavior Management Questionnaire was modifdied to
elicit not only the frequency that the practices and techniques were
employed by administratons but to also obtain the frequency that these
methods should be employed. Freeman's wornk was basically a cornrelation
study between various items of demographic data nelated to responding
administrhatorns and the grequency that they repornted using the various
diseiplinarny techniques. The demographic data was not relevant to this
study and was therefore eliminated.

Part 2 o4 the Behavion Management Questionnaire, entitled Behav-
Lon Problems Progile, consisted 0§ a List of nineteen (19) behavion prob-
Lems which may occun in Lfhe public schools. The respondent was asked to
ascerfain the serniousness of each of the problems Listed by indicating
whether the probLem was "high," "medium," orn "Row" in seriousness.

This portion of the Behavion Management Questionnaire was taken
grom an Lnéfnument that was deueﬁope& and validated by Dobson (1966).
Ttems contained in Part 2 were based upon studies by Wickman (1932), who
compiled and validated Lists of acts of children perceived by teachers
as misbehavion. Dobson's study involved the participation and response
0§ public school teacherns in OkLahoma City. The study dealt with the
determination of significant difgerences in responses by teacherns of

culturally depnived childnen and the nesponses of Leachers of children
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frnom middle-class neighborhoods.

Analysis of Data

The chi square technique was employed to test forn significance
at the .05 Level. This procedure was used Lo test each of the hypotheses

as Lt applied Lo each item of the suwrey instrument.

Summany

The purpose of this chapter was fo describe the procedures of the
study. The statement of the design of the study briegly outlined the
chapter. The procedwres in formulating the study werne neported along
with a descrniption of the sample. The procedures gor the collection of
the data were examined. The survey insthrument was discussed along with

the mannen by which the data were analyzed.



Chapter 4

Organization and Presentation of the Data

Analysis of Data

The purpose of Chaptern 4 was fo repornt the extent to which parent
and principal perceptions differed -in regand to the grequency that the
selected behavional management practices were employed and should have
been employed. The chapifern was also designed to neport the extent to
which parent and principal perceptions difgered in regand to the seni-
ousness of selected behaviorn problLems.

Fornty-thrnee (43) principals responded fo the questionnainre along
with one hundred and s4ix (106) parents. The responses of prineipals and
parents werne fotaled by group and were reported in tabular form as each
item was discussed. The fotal responses gorn the individual items varnied
somewhat because of the failure of some respondents to neact to each Ltem.

The data wenre subjected fo a Zest of significant relationships
by the use o4 chi square.. The hypotheses were fested and nefected at the
.05 Level of significance or above.

Part 1: Behavioral Management Technique Profile

On Part 1‘06 the questionnaine, each group of respondents was Lo
determine (A) the frequency that the selected practices orn methods were
employed by the building principal and (B) the grequency that this prac-
Lice on method should have been employed. A foun-point evaluation scale

was provided. The responses were tabulated and placed into 2 X 4
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contingency tables; one table forn each of the §inst four hypotheses.

Hypotheses one, two, three, and four wene then tested accornding
to the data in the contingency tables forn each of the twenty-five Liems
on Parnt 1 of the instrument (see Appendix A). _ ALL items were subject to
Lhree degrees of freedom. A chi squane cniterion value of 7.82 was de-
termined.

The data wene presented in tabularn form and werne presented in
Zhe onden that the individual items appeared on the instrument. The
tables wene identified by a number which cornresponded to the item numben
on the instrument. This desdignation was followed by a decimal point and
another numeral which indicated the numbern of the particular hypothesis
Lo which the data in that table applied. For the sake of simplicity
and ease of understanding, all tables .in the neport were presented
Andividually on separate pages.

An individual item analysis has been presented in the f§olLowing
pages in which the raw data §or the items in Part 1 were presented along
with the hypothesis statement that applied fo each of those items. The -
calewlated chi square value was determined and has been presented. A
statement of refection on accepfance forn each hypothesis statement has
been made, based upon the statistical findings. |

Chapten 4 has been designed to organize and present the data.
Although acceptance on nejection statements were made in regard o each
particulan item as that item was repornted, an Ain-depth discussion of the

findings has been nesenved forn Chapten 5.
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Item 1: The Practice of Telephoning Parents

Table 1.1

The Frequency Zhat the Practice of Telephoning Parents
15 Employed (Pri.A) and Should Be Employed (Pri.B)
as Reponted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Setdom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A & §.50 21 23.50 14 11.00 0 0.00 43
Prni.B 9 §.50 26 23.50 & 17.00 0 0.00 43

Total 17 47 22 0 86

Chi square = 2.2271 < {.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 1: There 48 no significant difference between the
grequency that the practice of tfelephoning parents 45 employed by ele-
mentary school prineipals and the grequency that, in thein opinion, it
should be employed.

Acconding to the data in TabLe 1.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and 4t was determined that no significant diffenence existed between the
grequency that principals reponted using this technique and Zhe fre-
quency that they felt that they should have used it.
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Table 1.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Parents
15 Employed (Par.A) and Should Be Employed (Par.B)
as Reponted by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Par.A 11 16.75 37 49.28 46 37.03 & 3.94 102
Par.B 23 17.25 63 50.72 19 32.97 0 4.06 105

Total 34 100 65 & 207

Chi square = 30.1735 > {.05) df=3

Hypothesis 2: There 48 no significant difference between the
grequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of telephoning
parents is employed by elementarny school principals and, in the opinion
of parents, the frequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding to ithe data in Table 1.2, the hypothesis was rejected
and it was determined that a Aighiﬁicant difference did exist between the
frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of telephoning
parents was employed by elementary school principals and the grequency
that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 1.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Parents 15 Employed,
as Reported by Principals (Pri.A), and 1s Employed,-
as Repornted by Parents (Par.A) :

Resp. - Frequently Ofzten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A & 5.63 21 17.20 14 17.79 0 2.37 43

Par.A 11 13.37 37  40.80 46  42.21 8 5.63 102
Totak 19 5§ 60 8 145
Chi square = 7.12727 < {.05) df=3

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice of telephoning parents is employed by elementarny
school principals and the frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the
practice 45 employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 1.3, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals repornted using this technique and the frequency
that parents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 1.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Parents Should Be
EmpLoyed, as Reported by Principals (Prni.B), and Should Be EmplLoyed,
as Reponted by Parents (Panr.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.B 9 9.30 26 25.86 & 7.84 0 0.00 43

Pan.B 23 22.70 63 63.14 19 19.16 0 0.00 105
Total 32 &9 - 27 0 148
Chi square = .0188372 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 4: There i no significant difference between the
frequency that elementary school principals perceive that the practice of
telephoning parents should be employed and the frequency that, in the
opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 1.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that pnincipalb.ﬁekz that this practice should have been em-
ployed and Zhe f§requency that parents felt that it should have been em-

pLoyed.
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Table 2.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Parents %o
Pick Up Theirn Child 1s EmplLoyed (Pri.A) and Should Be
Employed (Pri.B) as Reponted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 5 4.50 4 6.50 24 25.00 10 7.00 43

Pri.B 4 4.50 9 6.50 26 25.00 4 7.00 43

Totakl 9 13 50 14 86

Chi squane = 4.68562 << (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 1: There 4is no significant difference between the

frequency that the practice of telephoning parents to pick up their child

45 employed by elementany school principals and the f§requency that, in

thein opinion, Lt should be employed.

Acconding to the data 4in Table 2.1, the hypothesis was accepted

and it was determined that no signigicant difference existed between the

grequency that principals reported using this technique and the frequency

that they felt that they should have used Aif.
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Table 2.2

The Frequency that the Prnactice of Telephoning Parents to
Pick Up Theirn Child 15 Employed (Par.A) and Shoufd Be
EmpLoyed (Pan.B) as Reponted by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
{9 (E) {0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Panr.A 5 §.38 13 22.67 60 53.22 25 18.73 103

Pan.B 12 §.62 33  23.33 4§  54.78 13 19.27 106

Total 17 46 108 38 209

Chi square = 16.6612 >(.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 2: There 48 no significant difference between the
grequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of telephoning
parents to pick up theirn child is employed by elementary school principals
and, in the opinion of parents, the frequency that the practice should be
employed.

Accornding to the data in Table 2.2, the hypothesis was refected
and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
grnequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of telephoning
parents to pick up thein child was employed by elementary school prin-
eipals and the frequency that parents felt that it should have been em-

ployed.
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Table 2.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Parents to Pick Up
Thein Child 15 Employed, as Repornted by Principals (Pri.A},
and 14 Employed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten SelLdom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Pri. A 5 2.95 4 5.01 24 24.74 10 10.31 43

Par.A 5 7.05 13 11.99 60 59.26 25 24.69 103

Total 10 17 84 35 146

Chi square = 2.36348 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 3: Thenre is no significant diﬂgenence between the fnre-
quency that the practice of telephoning parents to pick up theirn child is
employed by elementary school principals and the f§requency that, in the
opinion of parents, the practice Ls employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 2.3, the hypothesis was accepted
and £t was determined that no significant difference existed between the
frequency that principals nreported using this technique and the grequency
that parents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 2.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Parents to Pick Up
Thein Child Should Be Employed, as Reported by Principals (Prni.B),
and Should Be EmplLoyed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) {0) (E) (0) (E)
Pri.B 4 4.62 9 12.12 26 21.36 4 4.91 43

Pan.B 12 11.38 33 29.88 48 57.64 13 12.09 106

Total 16 42 74 17 149

Chi square = 2.90049 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 4: There 48 no significant difference between the gre-
quency that elementary school principals percelve that ithe practice o4
telephoning parents to pick up thein child should be employed and the fre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 2.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between Zhe
grequency that principals gelt that this practice should have been em-

pLoyed.
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Item 3: The Practice 04 Recommending Parent-Teachern Conferences

Tabfe 3.1

The Frequency that Zhe Practice of Recommending Parent-Teachen
Confernences 1s Employed (Prni.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed
(Pri.B) as Reponted by Prineipals

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (&) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) {E)

Pri.A 14 16.00 25 23.50 4 3.50 0 0.00 43
Pui.B 18 16.00 27 23.50 3 3.50 0 0.00 43

Total 32 47 7 0 86

Chi square = .834347 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 1: Thene 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice o4 recommending parent-teacher conferences As
employed by elementarny principals and the frequency that, in Lheirn opinion,
Lt should be employed.

Acconding to the data 4in Table 3.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and £t was detfermined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reported using this technique and the f§requency
that they felt that they should have used it.
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Table 3.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Recommending Parent-Teachen
Confernences 15 Employed (Parn.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed
(Par.B) as Reported by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) {0) (E) {0) (E) (0) (E)

Parn.A 29 42.59 41 39.62 29 18.32 4 2.48 103

Pan.B 57 43,41 39 40. 38 8 2,52 1 2.57 105
Total 86 §0 37 5 208
Chi square = 27.8681 > [.05) d4=3

Hypothesis 2: There 4is no significant difference between the gre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of recommending parent-
teachen confernences L8 employed by elementary school principals and, in
the opinion of parents, the frequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 3.2, the hypothesis was nrefected
and it was determined that a signiflcant difference did exist between the
grequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of recommending
parent-teacher conferences was employed by elementary school principals

and the grequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 3.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Recommending Parent-Teachen
Conferences 1s Employed, as Repornted by Principals (Pri.A),
and 15 Employed, as Reported by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pni. A 14 12.66 .25 19.44 4 9.72 0 1.18 43

Parn.A 29 30.34 41 46.56 29 23.28 4 2.82 103

Total 43 66 33 4 146

Chi square = §.89555 > (.05) d§=3

Hypothesdis 3: There is no significant difference between the gre-
quency that the practice of recommending parent-Zeacher conferences is
employed by elementary school principals and the frequency that, in the
opinion of parents, the practice 45 employed.

Acconding to the data 4n Tablfe 3.3, Zhe hypothesis was rejected
and it was detenmined that a significant difference did exist between the
frequency that principals reponted using this fechnique and the fre-
quency that parents felt that the practice was employed.



68

Table 3.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Recommending Parent-Teacher
Congenences Should Be Employed, as Reported by Principals (Prni.B),
and Shoutd Be Employed, as Reported by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) {0) (E)

PLi.B 18 21.79 22 17.72 3 3.20 0 .29 43

Pan.B 57 53.21 39 43.28 § 7.80 1 .71 105

Total 75 61 11 1 148

Chi square = 2.81072 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 4: Therne 45 no significant digference between the gre-
quency that elementary school principals perceive that the practice of
rnecommending parent-teacher conferences should be employed and the gre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Accornding to the data in Table 3.4, the hypothesis was accepied
and Lt was determined that no significant difference existed between the
frequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the §requency that parents felt that it should have been em-

pLoyed.
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Item 4: The Practice of Suspending a Student §rom School for a Period

o4 1, 2, on 3 Days

Table 4.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Suspending a Student §rom
School 15 Employed (Pri.A) and Should Be Employed
(Pri.B) as Reponted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 0 .50 2 1.50 26 29.50 15 11.50 43

Pri.B 1 .50 1 1.50 33 29.50 8 11.50 43

Total 1 3 59 23 86

Chi squane = 4.29428 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 1: There 4is no signigicant difference between the fre-

quency that the practice of suspending a student grom school 4s employed

by elementary school principals and the frequency that, in theirn opinion,

it should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 4.1, the hypothesis was accepted and

At was determined that no significant difference existed betfween the fre-

quency that principals reponted using this technique and the gfrequency

that they felt that they should have used Ai%.
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Table 4.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Suspending a Student from
School 15 EmplLoyed (Pan.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed
(Par.B) as Reported by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Toztal
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Par.A 2 2.94 6 11.28 57 56.87 36 29.91 101

Par.B 4 3.06 17 11.72 59 31.10 25 31.10 105

Total 6 23 116 61 206

Chi square = 7.87992 > (.05) df=3

Hypothesdis 2: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of suspending a stu-
dent grom school is employed by elementary school principals and, in Zhe
opinion of parents, the frequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 4.2, the hypothesis was nejected
and it was deterumined that a signigicant difference did exist between
the frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of suspending
a student grom school was employed by elementary school principals and
the frequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 4.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Suspending a Student from School
15 Employed, as Reponted by Principals (Pri.A), and 18 EmplLoyed,
as Reported by Parents (Parn.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never Total
{0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Pri.A 0 .60 2 2.39 26 24.78 15 15.23 43

Par. A 2 1.40 6 5.61 57 58.22 36 35.77 101

Total 2 § &3 51 144

Chi square = 1.03162 <{.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the §re-
quency that the practice of suspending a student §rom school is employed
by elementary school principals and the grequency that, in the opinion of
parents, the practice 45 employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 4.3, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no sdgnificant difference existed between tLhe
5nequencg that principals neported using this technique and the frequency
that parents felt that the practice was emplLoyed.
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Table 4.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Suspending a Student §nom School
Should Be Employed, as Reported by Principals (Prni.B), and Should
Be EmplLoyed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Nevex Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.B 1 1.45 1 5.23 33 26.73 § 9.59 43

Par.B 4 3.55 17 12.77 59 65.27 25 23.41 105

Total 5 18 92 33 148

Chi square = 7.46465 < (.05) df=3

Hypothesis 4: There 48 no significant difference between the §re-
quency that elementary school principals perceive that the practice of
suspending a student §rom school should be employed and the grequency that,
in the opinion of parents, this practice should be empLoyed.

Acconding Lo the data 4in Table 4.4, ithe hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the frequency Zhat parents felt that it should have been em-

ployed.
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Item 5: The Practice of Expelling a Student for the Remainder of the

Semesten

Table 5.1

The Frequency that the Prnactice o4 Expelling a Student
grom School 1s Employed (Pri.A) and Should Be Employed
(PLi.B) as Reponted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) () - (0] (E) (0) (E) {0) (E)

Pri.A 0 0.00 0 1.01 17 20.74 26 21.25 43

Pri.B 0 0.00 2 .99 24 20.56 16 20.75 42

Total 0 ) 41 42 85

Chi square = 5.56508 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 1: There 45 no significant difference between the gfre-
quency that the practice of expelling a student grom school is employed
by elementary school principals and the frequency that, in thein opinion,
Lt should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 5.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reported using this technique and the grequency
that they felt that they should have used AiL.
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Table 5.7

The Frequency that the Practice of Expelling a Student
gnom School 15 EmpLoyed (Par.A) and Should Be EmpLoyed
(Par.B) as Reponted by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Par. A 0 .48 1 4.83 25 28.48 72 64.21 98

Par.B 1 .52 9 5.17 34 30.52 61 68.79 105

Total 1 10 59 133 203

Chi squanre = 9.45251 > (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 2: There 48 no significant difference between the §re-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of expelling a stu-
dent from school is employed by elementary school principals and, in the
opinion of parents, the frequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 5.2, the hypothesis was rejected
and Lt was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
grequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of expelling a
student grom school was employed by efementany school principals and the
frequency that parents felt that it should have been emplLoyed.
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Table 5.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Expelling a Student §rnom School
15 Employed, as Reported by Paincipals (Pri.A), and Is
EmpLoyed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 0 0.00 0 .30 17 12.81 26 29.89 43

Par.A 0 0.00 1 .70 25 29.19 72 68.11 98

Total 0 1 42 98 141

Chi square = 3.13942 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 3: There 4is no significant difference between the §re-
quency that the practice of expelling a student grom school is employed
by elementary school pniﬂcipalé and the grequency that, in the opinion of
parents, the practice 45 employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 5.3, the hypothesis was accepted and
it was determined that no significant difference existed between the §re-
quency that principals neponted using this technique and the frequency

that parents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 5.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Expelling a Student §rom School
Should Be Employed, as Reported by Principals (Prni.B), and Should
Be EmplLoyed, as Reported by Parents (Panr.B)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
{0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.B 0 .29 2 3.14 24 16.57 16 22.00 42

Par.B 1 .71 9 7.86 34 41.43 61 55.00 105

Total 1 11 58 77 147

Chi square = 7.9348 >(.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 4: There 48 no sdgnificant difference between the fre-
quency that elementary school principals percelve that the practice of
expelling a student grom school should be employed and the grequency that,
An the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 5.4, the hypothesis was nejected and
At was determined that a significant difference did exist between the §re-
quency that principals felt that this practice should have been employed
and the g§requency that parents §elt that it should have been employed.
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Item 6: The Technique of "Role PLaying" in which the Child Assumes

the Rokle of One of the Parnticipants Associated with the Behavion Prob-

Zon
Table 6.1
The Frequency that the Technique o4 Role Playing 15 EmpLoyed
(Pni.A) and Should Be Employed (Pri.B)
as Reponted by Principals
Resp.  Frequently O4ten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 1 1.00 9 12.00 18 19.50 14 9.50 42
Pri.B 1 1.00 15 12.00 21 19.50 5 9.50 42
Total J 24 39 19 &4
Chi square = 5.99393 < |(.05) d§=3

Hypothesdis 1: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the technique of nole playing is employed by elementary school
prineipals and the frequency that, in theirn opinion, it should be em-
pLoyed.

Acconding Lo the data in Table 6.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and Lt was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reported using this technique and the f§requency
that they felt that they should have used Lit.
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Table 6.2

The Frequency that the Technique 0§ Role Playing 1s Employed
(Par.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed (Panr.B)
as Reported by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Often SelLdom Nevenr Total
{0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pan.A 4 5.84 9 18.50 30 31.15 49 36.51 92

Par.B § 6.16 79 19.50 34 32.85 26 38.49 97

Total 12 38 64 75 189

Chi square = 19.044 >{.05) d§=3

Hypothesdis 2: There 44 no sdgnificant difference between the gre-
quency that, in the opinion of parnents, Zhe technique of nole playing is
employed by elementary school principals and, in the opinion of parents,
the frequency that the technique should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 6.2, the hypothesis was refected
and it was determined that a significant differnence did exist between the
grequency that, in the opinion of parents, the technique of role playing
was employed by elementary school principals and the frequency that
parents felt that Lt should have been employed.
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Table 6.3

The Frequency that the Technique o4 Role Playing 1s Employed, as
Reponted by Prnincipals (Pri.A), and 1s Employed, as Reported
by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 1 1.57 9 5.64 18 15.04 14 19.75 42

Par.A 4 3.43 9 12.36 30 32.96 49 43.25 92~

Total 5 18 48 63 134

Chi square = 6.49154 < (.05) df=3

Hypothesis 3: There {8 no significant difference between the gre-
quency that the technique of role playing is employed by elementary school
principals and the grequency that, in the opinion 04 parents, the Ztech-
nique L5 employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 6.3, the hypothesis was accepted
and & was determined that no significant difference existed between the
frequency that prineipals nepornted using this fechnique and the grequency

that parents felt that the technique was employed.
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Table 6.4

The Frequency ithat the Technique of Role PLaying Should Be Employed,
as Reported by Prnincipals (Pni.B), and Should Be Employed,
as Reponted by Parnents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Nevenr Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Prni.B 1 2.72 15 13.30 21 16.62 5 9.37 42

Par.B g 6.28 29 30.71 34 38.38 26 21.63 97

Total 9 44 55 31 139

Chi square = 6.44381 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 4: There {8 no significant difference between the gre-
quency that elementarny school principals percedlve that the technique of
nole playing should be employed and the grequency that, in the opinion of
parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding fo the data 4in Table 6.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and {t was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the frequency that parents et that it should have been em-

pLoyed.
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Item 7: The Technique 0§ Group Counseling

Tabfe 7.1

The Frequency that the Technique of Group Counseling
15 Employed (Prni.A) and Should Be Employed (Pri.B)
as Reponted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogzten Seldom Never Total
{0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 7 8.50 17 19.00 13 11.50 6 4.00 43

Pni.B 10 §.50 21 19.00 10 17.50 2 4.00 43

Totak 17 38 23 & 86

Chi square = 3.34117 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 1: Therne 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the technique of ghroup counseling L5 employed by elementary
school principals and the frequency that, in theirn opinion, it should be
employed.

Acconding fo the data in Table 7.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant differnence existed between the
grequency that principals reponted using this technique and the frequency
that they felt that they should have used ift.
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Table 7.2

The Frequency that the Technique of Group Counseling
15 EmplLoyed (Par.A) and Should Be Employed (Par.B)
as Reponted by Parnents

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Par.A 14 19.46 17 25.16 28 27.54 35 21.84 94

Pan.B 27 21.54 36 27.84 30 30.46 11 24.16 104

Total 41 53 58 46 198

Chi square = 23.0778 > (.05) d4=3

Hypothesis 2: There 48 no significant difference between the fgre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the fechnique of group counseling
45 employed by elementary school principals and, in the opinion of parents,
the grequency that the technique should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 7.2, the hypothesis was rejected
and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
§requency that, in the opinion of parents, the fechnique of group counseling
was employed by elementarny school principals and the grequency that
parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Tabfe 7.3

The Frequency that the Technique of Group Counseling I1s
Employed, as Reported by Prineipals "(Pai.A), and
15 Employed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 7 6.59 17 10.67 13 12.87 6 12.87 43

Parn.A 14 14.41 17 23,33 28 28.13 35 28.13 94

Total 21 34 41 41 137

Chi square = 10.8518 > (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 3: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the technique of group counseling L8 employed by elLementary
school principals and the grequency that, in the opinion of parents, the
practice 45 employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 7.3, the hypothesis was nejected
and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
frequency that principals neported using Zhis technique and the f§requency
that parents felt that the technique was empLoyed.
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Table 7.4

The Frequency that the Technique of Group Counseling Should Be
EmpLoyed, as Reported by Principals (Pri.B), and Should Be
EmpLoyed, as Repornted by Parents (Panr.B)

Resp.  Frequently Ofzten Seldom Never Totak
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) {0) (E)

Pni.B 10 10.82 21 16.67 10 11.70 2 3.80 43

Par.B 27 26.18 36 40.33 30 28.30 11 9.20 104

Total 37 57 40 13 147

Chi square = 3.23268 < (.05) df=3

Hypothesis 4: Thenre 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that elementary school principals percelve that the technique of
group counseling should be employed and the gfrequency that, in the opinion
o4 parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding Lo the data in Table 7.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the §requency that parents felt that it should have been em-

ployed.



Item §: The Practice o4 Recommending Behavion Modifying Drugs

Table 8.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Recommending Behavion
Modifying Drugs 1s Employed (Pri.A) and Should Be
EmpLoyed (Pri.B) as Repornted by Principals

&5

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Nevenr Total
(0) (E) {0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 0 .50 6 6.50 23 24.00 14 12.00 43

Pri.B 1 .50 7 6.50 25 24.00 10 12.00 43

Total 1 13 48 24 &6

Chi square = 1.82692 < (.05)

df=3

Hypothesis 1: There 4is no significant difference between the fre-

quency that the practice of necommending behavion modifying drugs Ls- em-

ployed by elementary school principals and the frequency that, in theirn

opinion, At should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 8.1, the hypothesis was accepfed

and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the

frequency that principals neponted using this technique and Zhe frequency

that they felt that they should have used if.



&6

Table 8.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Recommending Behavior
Modifying Drugs 15 Employed (Par.A) and Should Be
EmpLoyed (Par.B) as Reponted by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Nevexr Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Par.A 5 6.37 17 16.16 31 33.80 43 39.67 96

Pan.B & 6.63 16 16.84 38 35.20 38 41.33 100

Total 13 33 69 81 196

Chi square = 1.66046 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 2: There is no signigficant differnence between the fre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of necommending be-
havion modifying drugs 4is employed by efementarny school principals and, in
the opinion of parents, the frequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding Zo the data in Table 8.2, ithe hypothesis was accepted
and £t was determined that a significant difference did not exist between
the frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of recommending
behaviorn modifying drugs was employed by elementary school principals and
the frequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 8.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Recommending Behavion Modifying
Drugs 15 Employed, as Repornted by Principals (Prni.A), and
15 Employed, as Reponted by Parents {Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 0 1.55 6 7.12 23 16.71 14 17.63 43

Par.A 5 3.45 17 15,88 31 37.30 43 39.37 96

Total 5 23 54 57 139

Chi square = 7.01112 < {.05) df=3

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice of recommending behavion modifying drugs s em-
ployed by elementarny school principals and the g§requency that, in the
opinion of parents, the practice is employed.

Acconding Lo the data in Table 8.3, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals neported using Lthis technique and the grequency
that parents felt that the practice was employed. |
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Table 8.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Recommending Behaviorn Modifying Drugs
Shoutd Be Employed, as Reported by Principals (Pri.B), and Should
Be Employed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven - Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Pri.B 1 2.71 7 6.92 25 18.94 10 14.43 43

Par.B & 6.29 16 16.08 38 44.06 38 33.57 100

Total 9 23 63 48 143

Chi squane = 6.2557 < {.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the fre-
quency that elementary school principals percedive that Zhe practice of
necommending behavion modifying drugs should be empLoyed and the frequency
that, in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 8.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and £t was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the §requency that parents felt that it should have been em-

pLoyed.



Ifem 9: The Practice of Requesting Parent-Principal Conferences

Tabfe 9.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Requesting Parent-
Principal Conferences 18 EmpLoyed (Pri.A) and Should
Be EmpLoyed (Prni.B) as Reponted by Principals

&9

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven . Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 9 10.00 24 25.00 & 7.00 2 1.00 43

Pi.B 11 10.00 26 25.00 6 7.00 0 1.00 43

Total 20 50 14 2 86

Chi squane = 2.56571 << (.05) d4=3

Hypothesis 1: Thenre 48 no significant difference between the fre-

quency that the practice of requesting parent-principal conferences is em-

ployed by elementary school principals and the grequency that, in thein

opinion, Lt should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Tablfe 9.1, the hypothesis was accepted

and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the

grequency that principals nepornted using this technique and Zhe frequency
that they f§elt that they should have used Lft.
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Table 9.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Requesting Parent-
Principal Conferences 18 Employed (Par.A) and Should
Be Employed (Par.B) as Reported by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Pan.A 14 22.70 32 37.19 40 30.91 13 §.21 99

Pan.B 33 24.30 45 39.81 24 33.09 4 §.79 106

Total 47 77 64 17 205

Chi square = 18.4228 > (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between the fre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of requesting parent-
principal conferences L5 employed by elementary school principals and, in
the opinion of parents, the grequency that the practice should be employed.

Accornding fo the data 4in Table 9.2, the hypothesis was rejected and
At was determined that a significant difgerence did exist between the gre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of requesting parent-
principal conferences was employed by elementary school principals and
the frequency that parents felt that it should have been emplLoyed.
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Table 9.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Requesting Parent-Principal
Confernences 15 Employed, as Reported by Principals (Prni.A), and
15 Employed, as Reported by Parnents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Ofzten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 9 6.96 24 16.96 § 14.54 2 4.54 43

Pan.A 14 16.04 32 39.04 40 33.46 13 10.46 99

Total 23 56 48 15 142

Chi square = 11.3032 > (.05) dg=3

Hypothesdis 3: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice of requesting parent-principal conferences is em-
ployed by elementary school principals and the grequency that, in the
opinion of parents, the practice 45 employed.

Accornding Lo the data 4in Table 9.3, the hypothesis was nefected and
it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the fre-
quency that principals neported using this technique and the g§requency
that parnents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 9.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Requesting Parent-Principal
Conferences Should Be Employed, as Reported by Principals (Pni.B),
and Should Be Employed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Pni.B 11 12.70 26 20.49 6 8.66 0 1.15 43

Pan.B 33 31.30 45 50.51 24 21.34 4 2.85 106

Total 44 71 30 4 149

Chi square = 5.17146 < (. 05) df=3

Hypothesis 4: There {5 no signigicant difference between the fre-
quency that elementary school principals percelve that the practice of
requesting parent-prhincipal conferences should be employed and the gre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Accornding Lo the data .in Table 9.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and Lt was detfermined that no significant difference existed between the
frequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the frequency that parents felt that it should have been em-

pLoyed.
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Item 10: The Practice of Isolating a Student with a Behaviorn Problem

Table 10.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Tsolating a Student
15 Employed (Prni.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed (Pni.B)
as Repornted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never . Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 6 6.50 17 18.00 11 10.00 9 §.50 43

Prni.B 7 6.50 19 18.00 9 10.00 § §.50 43

Totak 13 36 20 17 §6

Chi squane = .446858 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 1: Therne 48 no significant difference between the gre-
quency that the practice of isolating a student with a behavion problem is
employed by elementary school principals and the frequency that, in thein
opinion, 4t should be emplLoyed.

Acconding Zo the data in Table 10.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and Lt was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reported using this technique and the frequency
that they felt that they should have used Lit.
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Table 10.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Tsolating a Student
15 Employed (Par.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed (Pasr.B)
as Reported by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) {E)

Par.A 10 12.25 21 23.53 35 30.88 34 33.33 100
Pan.B 15 12.75 27 24.47 28 32.12 34 34.67 104

Total 25 48 63 68 204

Chi square = 2.45079 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 2: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of L{solating a student
with a behavion problem is employed by elementary school principals and,
in the opinion of parents, the gfrequency that ithe practice should be em-
pLoyed.

Acconding to the data in Table 10.2, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that a significant difference did not exist between
the frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of isolating a
student with a behavior problem was employed by elementary school principals
and the frequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Tabfe 10.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Tso0lating a Student 15 Employed,
as Reponted by Prnincipals (Pri.A), and 1s Employed,
as Reponted by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Nevenr Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Pri. A 6 4.81 17 11.43 11 13.83 9 12.93 43

Pan.A 10 11.19 21 26.57 35 32.17 34 30.07 100

Totak 16 38 46 43 143

Chi square = 6.84495 < [.05) df=3

Hypothesdis 3: There 48 no significant difference between the §re-
quency that the practice of Lsolating a student with a behavion problem is
employed by elementary school principals and the grequency that, in Zthe
opinion of parents, the practice L5 employed.

Accornding fo the data in Table 10.3, the hypothesis was accepted
and Lt was determined that no significant difference existed between the
trequency that principals repornted using this technique and the grequency
that parents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 10.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Isolating a Student Should Be
EmpLoyed, as Repornted by Principals (Pri.B), and Should Be
Employed, as Reported by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Prni.B 7 6.44 19 13.46 9 10.82 8 12.29 43

Pan.B 15 15.56 27 32.54 28 26.18 34 29.71 104

Total 22 46 37 42 147

Chi square = 5.84616 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 4: There 45 no significant difference between the f§re-
quency that elementary school principals percelve that the practice of
is0lating a student with a behavion problem should be employed and the
grequency that, in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data 4in Table 10.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
prequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
pLoyed and the grequency that parents felt that it should have been em-

ployed.
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Item 11: The Technique of Infecting Humon into the Situation

Table 11.1

The Frequency that the Technique of Infjecting Humon into the
Situation 15 Employed (Pri.A) and Should Be Employed (Pni.B)
as Reponted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0] (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 5 5.50 17 17.50 16 14.50 5 5.50 43

Pri.B 6 5.50 18 17.50 13 14.50 6 5.50 43

Total 11 35 29 11 &6

Chi squane = .520735 <{.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 1: There 48 no significant difference between the fnre-
quency that the technique of injecting humorn into the situation {5 em-
ployed by the elementary school principal and the grequency that, in his
opinion, Lt should be employed.

Acconding o the data in Table 11.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals heponted using this technique and the frequency
that they felt that they should have used ift.



Table 11.2

The Frequency that the Technique of Injecting Humor into the
Situation 14 EmpLoyed (Par.A) and Should Be EmpLoyed (Par.B)
as Reponted by Parents

9§

Resp.  Frequently Ofzten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Par.A 10 16.09 30 29.74 33 28.77 25 23.40, 98

Pan.B 73 16.91 31 31.26 26 30.23 23 24.60 103

Total 33 61 59 48 201

Chi square = 5.93073 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 2:

Thene 48 no significant difference between the gre-

quency that, in the opinion of parents, the fechnique of infecting humor

into the situation 48 employed by elementary school principals and, in the

opinion of parents, the grequency that the technique should be employed.

Acconding to the data 4in Table 11.2, the hypothesis was acceptfed

and it was determined that a significant difference did not exist between

the frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the fechnique of injecting

humon into the situation was employed by elementary school principals

and the grequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 11.3

The Frequency that the Technique of Infecting Humon into the Situation
15 Employed, as Reponted by Principals (Pri.A), and 14 Employed,
as Reponted by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Totakl
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 5 4.57 17 14.33 16 14.94 5 9.15 43

Par.A 10 10.43 30 32.67 33 34.06 25 20.85 9§

Total 15 47 49 30 141

Chi square = 3.58533 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesdis 3: Therne 48 no significant difference between the fnre-
quency that the Technique of infecting humon into the situation is employed
by elementary school prineipals and the grequency that, in the opinion of
parents, the practice 45 employed.

Acconding to the data 4in Table 11.3, the hypothesis was accepted
and £t was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reported using this technique and the g§requency
that parents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 17.4

The Frequency that the Technique of Infecting Humor into the Situation
Should Be Employed, as Reponted by Principals (Pri.B), and Should Be
Employed, as Repornted by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Setdom Never Total
(0) (E) {0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.B 6 8.54 18 14.43 13 11.49 6 8.54 43"

Par.B 23 20.46 31 34.57 26 27.51 23 20.46 103

Total 29 49 39 29 146

Chi square = 3.67677 < {.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 4: There 45 no significant difference between the gre-
quency that elementary school principals percelve Zthat the Zechnique o4
injecting humon into the situation should be employed and the f§requency
that, in the opinion 0§ parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding fo the data 4in Table 11.4, the hypothesis was accepfed
and Lt was determined that no significant difference existed between the
trequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the g§requency that parnents felt that it should have been em-

pLoyed.
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Tiem 12: The Practice of 04fering Praise orn Recognition fo the Child

Tabfe 12.1

The Frequency that the Practice of 0ffering Praise on
Recognition 18 EmpLoyed (Prni.A) and Should Be Employed
(PLi.B) as Reponted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogzten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Prni. A 22 24.50 15 13.00 6 5.50 0 0.00 43

Pri.B 27 24.50 11 13.00 5 5.50 0 0.00 43

Total 49 16 1 0 86

Chi square = 1.21651 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 1: There 48 no significant difference between the g§re-
quency that the practice of offering praise orn recognition Ls employed by
elementary school principals and the grequency that, in theirn opinion, it
should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 12.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
frequency that principals nepornted using this technique and the frequency
that they gelt that they should have used Lit.



Table 12.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Offering Praise or
Recognition 15 EmplLoyed (Parn.A) and Should Be Employed
(Par.B) as Reponted by Parents
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Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
{0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) {0) (E)

Parn.A 39 49.47 34 31.35 21 12.24 2 2.94 96

Pan.B 62 51.53 30 32.65 4 12.76 4 3.06 100

Total 101 64 25 6 196

Chi squane = 17.64 =>(.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 2:

There is no significant difference between the fre-

quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of offering praise o

necognition 45 employed by elementary school principals and, in the opin-

Lon of parents, the grequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 12.2, the hypothesis was refected

and At was determined that a significant difference did exist between the

grequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of offering praise

on necognition was employed by elementary school principals and the fre-

quency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 12.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Offering Praise on Recognition
1s Employed, as Reponted by Principals (Pri.A), and 14 Employed,
as Reponted by Parnents |(Parn.A)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

PLi A 22 18.87 15 15.16 6 §.35 0 .62 43

Par.A 39 42.13 34 33.84 21 18.65 2 1.38 96

Total 61 49 27 2 139

Chi squarne = 2.60907 < {(.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 3: There 48 no significant difference between the §re-
quency that the practice of offering praise on necognition is employed by
elementarny school principals and the §requency that, in the opinion of
parents, the practice is employed.

Acconding Lo the data in Table 12.3, Zhe hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
frequency that prinelpals neported using this technique and the f§requency
that parents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 12.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Offering Praise or Recognition
Should Be EmpLoyed, as Reponted by Principals (Prni.B), and Should Be
Employed, as Reported by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Nevenr Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Pni.B 27 26.76 11 12.33 5 2.71 0 1.20 43

Pan.B 62 62.24 30 28.67 4 6.79 4 2.80 100

Total 89 41 9 4 143

Chi square = 4.70773 < (.05) df=3

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the f§re-
quency that elementary school principals percelve that the practice o4
offering praise on necognition should be employed and the frequency Zhat,
in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 12.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that the principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the frequency that parents et that it should have been em-

ployed.
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Item 13: The Practice of Establishing a Wiitten Contract, with the

Child, gon Standarnds of Behavion

Tabfe 13.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Establishing a Written
Contrhact 15 Employed (Pri.A) and Should Be Employed (Pri.B)
as Repornted by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Never . . Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 0 3.0 9 10.00 18 16.00 15 13.00 42

Pri.B 6 3.0 11 10.00 14 16.00 11 13.00 42

Total 6 20 32 26 &4

Chi square = 7.31538 < (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between the gre-
quency that the practice of establishing a wiitten contract is employed by
elementary school principals and the frequency that, in theirn opinion, Zhe
practice should be employed.

Acconding fo the data in Table 13.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reposrted using this technique and the f§requency
that they felt that they should have used if.



106

Table 13.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Establishing a Wnitten
Contract 1s Employed (Pan.A) and Should Be EmpLoyed (Par.B)
as Reponted by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)
Par.A 9 11.52 10 17.76 19 18.72 58 48.00 96

Pan.B 15 12.48 27 19.24 20 20.28 42 52.00 104

Total 24 37 39 100 200

Chi square = 11.595 > (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 2: There 44 no significant difference between the gre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of establishing a
wiitten contract 45 employed by elementary school principals and, in the
opinion of parnents, the frequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 13.2, the hypothesis was rejected
and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
§requency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of establishing a
wiitten contract was employed by eLementary school principals and the fre-
quency that parents gelt that it should have been employed.



Table 13.3
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The Frequency that the Practice of Establishing a Wnitten Contract
15 Employed, as Reported by Principals (Prni.A), and 18 EmplLoyed,

as Reponted by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Ofzten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 0 2.74 9 5.78 18 11.26 22.22 42

Par.A 9 6.26 10 13.22 19 25.74 50.78 96

Total 9 19 37 73 138

Chi square = 15.6787 > (.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 3: There 48 no Aigniﬁicant difference between the fnre-

quency that the practice of establishing a wiitten contract 45 employed by

elementary school principals and the grequency that, in the opinion of

parents, the practice 45 employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 13.3, the hypothesis was nefected

and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the

grequency that prineipals reponted using this fechnique and the gfrequency

that parents felt that the practice was employed.
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Table 13.4

The Frequency that the Prnactice of EstablLishing a Wriitten Contract
Should Be Employed, as Reported by Principals (Pri.B), and Should
Be Employed, as Reponted by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Ofzten SelLdom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Prni.B 6 6.04 11 10.93 14 9.78 11 15.25 42

Pax.B 15 14.96 27 27.07 20 24.22 42 37.75 104

Totak 21 38 34 53 146

Chi squane = 4.2165 < {(.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 4: There {5 no significant difference between the gre-
quency that elementary school principals percelive that the practice of
establishing a wiitien contract for standards of behavion should be em-
ployed and the grequency that, in the opinion of parents, this practice
should be employed.

Acconding to the data 4in Table 13.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined. that no significant difference existed between the
§requency that principals felt that this practice should have been employed
and Zhe frequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Item 14: The Practice of Administering Corporal Punishment

Table 14.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Administering Corpornal
Punishment 15 EmpLoyed (Prni.A) and Should Be Employed (Pri.B)
as Reported by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Nevenr Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 6 6.00 19 19.50 18 17.50 0 0.00 43

Pri.B 6 6.00 20 19.50 17 17.50 0 0.00 43

Total 12 39 35 0 86

Chi square = .0542124 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 1: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice of administering corporal punishment Ls employed
by eLementary school principals and the grequency that, in their opinion,
it should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 14.1, the hypothesis was accepied
and it was determined that no significant difference existed befween the
grequency that principals repornted using corporal punishment and the
grequency that they felt that they should have used Lf.



Table 14.2

as Reponted by Parents

The Frequency that the Practice of Administering Corporal
Punishment 15 Employed (Parn.A) and Should Be Employed (Par.B)

110

Resp.  Frequently Often Setdom Nevex Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0] (E)

Par.A 28 27.73 40 36.15 23 22.28 103

Par.B 28 28.27 33 36.85 22 22.72 105

Total 56 73 45 208

Chi square = 3.61574 < (.05) df=3

Hypothesis 2:

There 4is no signigicant difference betfween the fre-

quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of administerning

conporal punishment Lis employed by elementary school principals and, in

the opinion of parents, the frequency that the practice should be employed.

Acconding to the data in Table 14.2, ihe hypothesis was accepted

and it was determined that a signigicant difference did not exist between

the {requency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of admin-

Lsterning conpornal punishment was employed by elementary school prineipals

and the grequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 14.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Adminisiering Corporal
Punishment 15 EmpLoyed, as Reponted by Principals (Pri.A), and
14 Employed, as Reported by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) {0) (E) {0) (E) (0) (E)
Pri.A 6 5.30 19 13.84 18 17.08 0 6.77 43

Pan.A 12 12.70 28 33.16 40 40.92 23 16.23 103

Total 18 47 58 23 . 146

Chi squanre = 12.5262 > (.05) df=3

Hypothesis 3: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice of administering corporal punishment 45 employed
by elementary school principals and the frequency that, in the opinion of
parents, the practice 44 employed.

Acconding to the data 4in Table 14.3, the hypoithesis was rejected
and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
grequency that principals repornted using the technique of corporal pun-
ishment and the frequency that parents gelt that the practice was em-

ployed.
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Table 14.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Administering Conrporal Punishment
Should Be EmplLoyed, as Reported by Prnincipals (Pri.B), and
Should Be Employed, as Reported by Parents (Par.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven - Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.B 6 §.14 20 13.95 17 14.53 0 6.39 43

Pan.B 22 19.86 7§ 34.05 33 35.47 22 15.61 105

Total 28 48 50 22 : 148

Chi square = 14.0972 > (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 4: Thenre is no significant difference between the fre-
quency that elementary school principals perceive that the practice o4
administerning conporal punishment should be employed and the frequency
that, in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding o the data in Table 14.4, the hypothesis was rejected
and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
grequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the frequency that parents felt that it should have been em-

ployed.
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Item 15: The Practice of TelLephoning Juvenife Authornities about a

Child with a Behavion Problem

Table 15.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Juvenile Authorities
15 Employed (Pri.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed (Pri.B)
as Reported by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Og4ten Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri. A 0 0.00 2 2.50 18 21.50 23 19.00 43

Pri.B 0 0.00 3 2.50 25 21.50 15 19.00 43

Total 0 5 43 38 86

Chi square = 3.02375 < {.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 1: There 45 no significant difgerence between the {§re-
quency that the pnaétice 04 telephoning juvenile authornities is employed
by elementary school principals and the frequency that, in thein opindion,
it should be employed.

Acconding o the data in Table 15.1, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reported using this technique and the gre-
quency That they felt that they should have used Lif.
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Table 15.2

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Juvenile Authornities
15 Employed (Par.A) and Should Be Employed (Pax.B)
as Reported by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0)  (E) (0) (E) (0) - (E)

Par. A 2 3.38 1 4.83 43 47.31 52 42.48 98

Par.B 5 3.62 9 5.17 55 50.69 36 45.52 105

Total 7 10 98 88 203

Chi square = 11.8369 > (.05) d§=3

Hypothesdis 2: There 45 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of felephoning fuve-
nile authornities is employed by elementary school principals and, in iZhe
opinion of parents, the frequency that the practice should be empfoyed.

Acconding to the data in Table 15.2, the hypothesis was rejected
and 4t was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of telLephoning
fuvenile authonities was employed by elementary school principals and
the frequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 15.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Juvenile Authornities
15 Employed, as Reported by Principals (Pri.A), and 15 Employed,
as Reported by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Nevenr Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 0 .61 2 .91 18 18.60 23 27.87 43

Par.A 2 1.39 1 2.09 43 42.40 52 52.13 98

Total 2 3 61 75 141

Chi squarne = 2.75837 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant differnence between the
grequency that the practice of felephoning juvenile authonities is em-
ployed by elementarny school principals and the grequency that, in the
opinion of parents, ithe practice is employed.

Acconding Lo the data 4n Table 15.3, ihe hypothesis was accepted
and Lt was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals reported using Zthis technique and the grequency
that parents felt that the practice was empLoyed.
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Table 15.4

The Frequency that the Practice of Telephoning Juvenile Authornities
Shoutd Be Employed, as Reposated by Principals (Pri.B), and Should
Be Employed, as Repornted by Parents (Panr.B)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) {0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.B 0 1.45 3 3.49 25 23.24 15 14.82 43

Pan.B 5 3.55 9 §.51 55 56.76 36 36.18 105

Total 5 12 80 51 148

Chi square = 2.33362 < [.05) d§=3

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the §re-
quency that elementary school principals percelve that the practice of
telephoning juvenile authorities should be employed and the §requency
that, in the opinion of parents, this practice should be employed.

Acconding £o the data 4n Table 15.4, the hypothesis was accepted
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals felt that this practice should have been em-
ployed and the frequency that parents felt that it should have been em-

ployed.
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Item 16: The Practice of PLacing a Student in a "Cnisis" Room orn Area

Table 16.1

The Frequency that the Practice of Placing a Student in a
Crnisis Room 15 Employed (Prni.A) and Should Be Employed
(Pri.B) as Reported by Principals

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(o) [(E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 1 1.00 4 6.50 15 16.00 23 19.50 43

Prni.B 1 1.00 9 6.50 17 16.00 16 19.50 43

Total 2 13 32 39 86

Chi square = 3.30449 < {.05) df=3

Hypothesis 1: There 45 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice of placing a student in a crisis room orn area As
employed by elementary school principals and Zthe 5héquency that, in thein
opinion, At should be used.

Acconding to the data in Table 16.1, the hypothesis was acceptfed
and it was determined that no significant difference existed between the
grequency that principals neported using this technique and the frequency
that they gelt that they should have used Lit.
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Table 16.2

The Frequency that the Prnactice of Placing a Student in a
Cnisis Room 15 Employed (Par.A) and Should Be EmplLoyed
(Par.B) as Reported by Parents

Resp.  Frequently Ogten Seldom Neven Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Par.A 4 6.67 3 10.49 31 27.17 54 47.67 92

Pan.B 10 7.33 19 11.51 26 29.83 46 52.33 101

Total 14 22 57 100 193

Chi square = 14.8991 > (.05) df=3

Hypothesis 2: There 48 no significant difference between the fre-
quency that, in Zhe opinion of parents, the'pnactice 04 placing a student
in a crisis room on anea 45 employed by elementarny school principals and,
in the opinion of parents, the grequency that the practice should be em-
pLoyed.

Acconding Lo the data in Table 16.2, the hypothesis was rejected
and it was determined that a significant difference did exist between the
frequency that, in the opinion of parents, the practice of placing a stu-
dent in a crisis room on area was employed by elementarny school principals

and the grequency that parents felt that it should have been employed.
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Table 16.3

The Frequency that the Practice of Placing a Student in a Crisis
Room 1s Employed, as Reported by Prnincipals (Pri.A), and 1s
EmpLoyed, as Reported by Parents (Par.A)

Resp.  Frequently Often Seldom Never Total
(0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E) (0) (E)

Pri.A 1 1.59 4 2.23 15 14.65 23 24.53 43

Par.A 4 3.41 3 4.77 31 371.35 54 52.47 92

Total 5 7 46 77 135

Chi squarne = 2.53774 < (.05) dg=3

Hypothesis 3: There 48 no sdignificant difference between the fre-
quency that the practice of placing a sfudent in a chisis room or area is
employed by elementarny school principals and the §requency that, in the
opinion of parents, the practice is employed.
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