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Floyd Malone Banks

Loyola University'of Chicago

AN ANALYSIS OF THE REACTIONS OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS AND

PRINCIPALS TO THE ROLE OF DISCIPLINARIAN AS

CONDUCTED WITHIN A SELECTED CHICAGO

PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT

This paper analyzed the critical problem of how elemen-

tary teachers and principals in one Chicago Public School

district viewed the role of disciplinarian and its accompany-

ing functions. Data analysis was done based on information

derived from a Likert~type opinionnaire and personal inter-

views from which a number of conclusions were drawn:

1.

Teachers did not agree on the causes of discipline
problems, nor did they disagree.

Principals did not agree on the causes of disci-
pline problems, nor did they disagree.

Teachers and principals identified similar causes
of discipline problems.

Teachers accepted the role of disciplinarian, but
did not accept responsibility for student discipline.
Principals agreed as to the teacher's role in
student diséipline.

Teachers and principals agreed on certain aspects
of the teacher's role in student discipline.
Teachers agreed on the role of the principal in

student discipline.



8. Princiéals accepted the role of disciplinarian.
9. Teachers and principals agreed on the role of
the principal in matters of student discipline.

10. Teachers did not agree as to what policies, pro-
cedures, and programs are needed to alleviate
the student discipline problem.

11. Principals did not agree as to what policies,
procédures, and programs are needed to alleviate
the student discipline problem.

12. Teachers and principals did not agree as to what
policies, procedures, and programs are needed to
alleviate the problem of student discipline.

Recommendations

An analysis of the results of the opinionnaire and

interview questions would justify the following recommenda-

tions:

Teacher responsibilities for classroom discipline
should be enumerated in the form of a job descrip-
tion and discussed with district teachers.

Staff development programe geared towards the
identification of all possible causes of student
discipline problems should be implemented.
Competence in classroom discipline should be made
an intricate component of teacher efficiency

ratings.



'School committees should be formed in each of the

schools in the district to study community prob-
lems that could possibly affect school discipline.
Rules and regulations established within the
schools to govern student behavior should be based

on needs relative to potential problems.

Implications for Further Study

1.

Similar research should be done in other Chicago
school districts to determine if commonalities
exist in conclusions..

Research might be conducted in smaller school
systems in order to gain better insight into
teacher and principal perceptions régarding the

problem of student discipline.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The American System of public education has survived
amidst a storm of criticism that ranged from curricular

1 and more recently, the

irrelevance to racial segregation,
lack of student discipline and .control. Student discipline
has been a major national problem confronting elementary and
high school educators with increasing frequency and was cited
by thepublicvas the most serious school problem in the past

2 Frequent conflict

ten of eleven annual Gallup opinion polls.
situations between students and teachers or student and stu-
dents, a recent congressional investigation into student van-
dalism, and recent lawsuits and court rulings in the area of
student suspensions authenticated the problém.3

A variety of factors are said to underlie the disci-
pline problem such as: chronic and serious emotional prob-

lems among students, lack of parental involvement and concern

into school matters, negative attitudes of teachers and

lronald and Beatrice Gross, eds., Radical School
Reform, (New York: Simon and Schuster, Publisher, 1969).

2George H. Gallup, "The Eleventh Annual Gallup Poll of
the Public's Attitude Toward the Public Schools,” Phi Delta
Kappan, September 1978.

3pavid Schimmel and Louis Fisher, "Discipline and Due
Process in the Schools," The Education Digest, January, 1978;
Birch Bayh, "Seeking Solutions to School Violence and Vanda-
lism," Phi Delta Kappan, January 1978, pp. 229-302.




principals, as well as a lack of cooperation between teachers
and principals. Other factors said to underlie the problem
have been a lackbof student values, general student disrespect
for authority, societal trends, television violence, inade-
quate curricula, and students who lack positive self images.4
Traditionally, teachers and principals have been

required to perform the role of disciplinarian. For example,

The School Code of Illihois makes clear the fact that tea-

chers and other certified educational employees are to main-

5 In Chicago, for example,

tain discipline in the schools.
public school principals are required by the Board of Educa-
tion to supervise the establishment and maintenance of student
discipline and control within a school building; and teachers
are required to sﬁpervise the establishment and maintenance

6 Identical

of discipline and control within the classroom.
requirements are probably made of teachers and principals in
other cities and states as well.

Since the responsibilities for student discipline and -

control are mandated to teachers and principals by state laws

and boards of education, perhaps teachers and principals do

4Shirley Boes Neill, "Violence and Vandalism: Dimen-
sions and Correctives," Phi Delta Kappan, January 1978,
pp. 302-307; George H. Gallup, "The Tenth Annual Poll of the
Public's Attitude Toward the Public Schools," Phi Delta
Kappan, September 1978.

5The School Code of Illinois, Compiled by N. E. Hutson,
Legal Advisor, Circular Series A., No. 265, 1969.

®Rules and Regulations of the Chicago Board of Education,

Sections 6-12; 6-13, Revised, 1964.




not feel responsible for student discipline; and perhaps the
efforts of teachers and principals towards solving discipline
problems exist only minimally. Hence, it remains unclear as
to whether teachers and principals accept the responsibility
for student discipline, whether conflicts exist in their role
perceptions of each other, and whether there is agreement and
cooperation in their attempts to establish and maintain proper
student behavior. Clarifications pertinent to role percep-
tions and role conflict is provided by Stephen Knezevich:
...Let us concentrate on teachers as serving in
counterpositions to the principal. It is not correct
to assume that teachers are a homogeneous group or that
one teacher thinks exactly like every other. Back-
grounds, interests, and experience of teachers in a
system vary widely. Relations between a heterogeneous
group of teachers in a building and the principal can
be important. Inability of either teachers or princi-
pal to cope with conflicting or ambiguous expectation
in a given situation_may arouse feelings of tensions
and dissatisfaction.
Since student discipline has continued to be a major:.problem,
it is apparent that the following basic questions must be
answered:
1. Do teachers and principals accept the role of
disciplinarian?
2. Do teachers and principals agree as to how to
handle student discipline‘problems?
3. Do teachers and principals work cooperatively

together towards handling student discipline

problems?

7Stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public
Education, (New York: Harper and Tow Publishers, 1969),
p. 106.




Consequently, a very critical need‘within educational
administration has been to study the problem of student dis-—
cipline by investigating the disciplinary role perceptions of
teachers and principals aimed at determining role'acceptance;_
the extent of cooperation among teachers and among.principals;
the extent of cooperation between teachers and principals, and
to determine what programs, policies, and procedures are
needed to improve the effectiveness of teachers and principals -

in promoting disciplined school environments.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study are to determine the extent
to which teachers and principals accept the role of discipli-
narian, to determine if conflict situatiohs exist within the
role perceptions of teachers and principals in matters of stu-
dent discipline, to determine to what extent teachers and prin-
cipals agree on the causes of student discipline, and to
recommend possible programs, policies and procedures to aid
in the creation of school environments that are conducive to

learning.

Research Questions

The research questions dealt with in this study are:

(1) To what extent is there agreement or disagree-
ment among teachers as to the causes of student

discipline problems?



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

To what extent is there agreement or diségreement
among principals as to the causes of student dis-
cipline problems?

To what extent is_thére agreément or disagreement
between teachers and principals as to the causes
of student discipline problems?

To what extent is there agreement or disagreement
among teachers as to the role of the teacher in
matters pertaining to student discipline?

To what extent is there agreement or disagreement
among principals as to the role of the teacher in
matters pertaining to student discipline?

To what extent is there agreement or disagreement
between teachers and principals as to the role of
the teacher in matters pertaining to student dis-
cipline?

To what extent is there agreement or disagreement
among teachers as to the role of the principal

in matters pertaining to student discipline?

To what extent is there agreement or disagreement
among principals as to the role of the priﬁcipal
in matters pertaining to student discipline?

To what extent is there agreement or disagreement
between teachers and principals as to the role of
the principal in matters pertaining to student

discipline?



(10) To what extent is there agreement-or disagreement
among teachers as to the types of policies, pro-
cedures and programs needed to remedy the student
discipline problem?

(11) To what extent is there agreement or disagreement
among principals as to the types of policies, pro-
cedures and programs needed to remedy the student
discipline problem?

(12) To what extent is éhere agreement or disagreement
between teachers and principals as to the types
of policies, programs, and procedures needed to

remedy the student discipline problem?

Definition of Terms

The term discipline, as used in this Study, refers to

the matter of obeying rules, respecting the authority of
teachers and principals, and being considerate of fellow
students who wish to learn in a peaceful atmosphere.

Disciplinarian refers to the function of managing and

correcting student behavior in order to produce students who
obey rules, respect authority and are considerate of the
rights and properties of others.
The term teacher refers to all certificated personnel
in a school used to instruct children on a regular basis.
Principal refers to that person designated by the Board
of Education as the responsible head or line administrator in

charge of the educational program within a particular building.



Procedures and Methodology

The study was conducted in District Eleven of the
Chicago Public School System. A total of nineteen elemen-
tary schools were in operation within the district at the
time of the investigation. Each of the nineteen principals
along with one teacher from each school}were invited to par-
ticipate. The number of teachers in the sample population
was made to equal the number of principals. The Chi-Square
statistical procedure was used,to determine the extent of
agreement between the teachers and principals and among the
teachers and principals. Since fourteen of the nineteen
schools were willing participants, the final sample consisted
of fourteen teachers and fourteen princibals. The teachers
were chosen for the étudy through a proceés of random éelec-
tion. PFaculty rosters were obtained from each of the
participating schools, and each teacher's three digit room
number used as a means of identification. Then, by using
an arbitrary starting point on a table of random numbers and
alternating directions, the teachers were selected one by one.

A total of twelve hypotheses were derived from the
research questions listed earlier and stated in the null.
Data used in tbe analysis of the hypotheses were collected
by a two-part Likert-type opinionnaire and six personal
interview questions. The opinionnaire consisted of a total
of twenty propositions. The first ten propositions in part
one of the opinionnaire were composed of published state~

ments pertinent to the student discipline problem and were



intended to solicit the respondent's agreement or disagree-
ment relative to causes of the problem. The ten remaining
propositions in part two of the opinionnaire were intended

to solicit the respondent's agreement or disagreement regard-
ing aspects of the disciplinarian role of teachers and
principals. 1In each caee, respondents were asked to select
one of five options corresponding to their perceptions con-
cerning the proposition.' The give types of responses and
their corresponding values as eolicited by the opinionnaire

are listed below:

Strongly Agree (SA = +2)
Agree (A = +1)
Maybe M = 0)
Disagree | (D = -1)
Strongly Disagree (SD = =-2)

The totals derived from the respondent's reactions to the
propositions either indicated the group's positive or nega-
tive feelings or the group's agreement or disagreement with
the propositions. The extent of agreemen£ or disagreement
between teachers and principals to the propositions was
determined by application of the Chi-Square One Sample
Test.8 Hypotheses one, two, four, five, seven and eight
were either accepted or rejected based on the simple major-

ity of propositions which showed agreement. Hypbtheses three,

8Sidney Siegel, Nonparemetric Statistics: ' For the
Behavioral Sciences, (McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., New
York, Toronto, London, 1956), pp. 42-47.




six, and nine were either accepted or rejected by applying
the Chi-Square Test for Two Independent Samples.9
The personal interview technique was used to gather
additional information relative to role perceptions and to
obtain viewpoints pertinent to the improvement of student
discipline. Intérview data were used to determine trends
or areas of agreement in the opinions of participants. This
was done through an analysis of frequencies of similar
reactions or responses to questions given by respondents.
A responsé or reaction mentioned by sixty percent of the
respondents was'considered as agreement. Hence, group agree-
ment or disagreement was determined where sixty percent or
more of the interviewees responded similarly. Views
expressed by interviewees were also compared to their school
climate during the time of visitation and further analyzed
for attitudinal statements directed against or in support

of the existing situation.

Limitations of the Study

This study was restricted to elementary schools and
confined to District Eleven of the Chicago Public School
System. It is not intended to reflect the perceptions.of
the teachers and principals of that district, nor is it
intended to reflect the system-wide perceptions of teachers

and principals.

91bid., pp. 104-111.
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Organization of the Study

Chapter I includes an introduction, purposes of the
study, research questions, definitions of key terms, proce-
dures, methodology and study limitations.

Chapter II provides a review of related literature and

research pertinent to the student discipline problem, as well
as some factors perceived to affect the roles played'by tea-
chers and principals in matters of student discipline.

Chapter III presents a description of the instrumen-

tation used in the study and the procedures used to administer

the instrument to the sample population.

Chapter IV includes a presentation and analysis of
the data derived from the study. |

Chapter V provides an overview and summary of the
study, along with conclusions, implications and recpmmenda—

tions.



CHAPTER 1I

RESEARCH OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purposes of this study are to detérmine the
extent to which teachers and principals accept or reject
the role of disciplinarian; tordetermine if conflict
situations exist within the role perceptions of teachers
and principals; and to recommend possible policies, pro-
grams and procedures to aid in the creation of school
environments that ére conducive to 1earnihg.

Chapﬁer I prdvided an introductioﬁ and the purposes
of the study. The research questions, definitions of key
terms, procedures, methodology, and study limitations were
also provided in the same Chapter.

The purpose of Chapter II is to present a review of
the related literature and research pertinent to the exis-
tence of the student discipline problem. In the review of
the literature, attempts were made to authenticate the
existence of the student discipline problem, to find a
concensus of possible solutions to the problem, and to find
similar studies that related to the problem. The Chapter
was organized into five major topics: (a) the problem of
student discipline, (b) perceived causes of student disci-
pline problems, (c) the disciplinarian role of teachers

and principals, (d) possible solutions to the problem of

’ 11
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student discipline, and (e) similar studies related to
student discipline.

The investigation of perceived causes was done to
identify the variety of factors relating to student dis-
cipline that could possibly affect the perceptions of
teachers and principals. It was postulated that differences
in perceptions concerning the‘causes of the student disci-
pline problem, along with other factors such as personality,
experience, background and rolé expectation, possibly serves
as influencing factors in perceiving the disciplinarian role
and functional approaches taken towards it. The discipli~-
narian role itself was reviewed in terms of theory and

practice.

The Student Discipline Problenm

The lack of student discipline in elementary and high
schools became a major concern during the past decade, accord-
ing to George H. Gallup and was reported by nine of his ten
annual opinion polls concerning the public's attitude towards
the public schools to be the number one school problem.1
Although Gallup's surveys purported to reflect national

opinion only, other surveys, such as the ones conducted in

lGeorge H. Gallup, "The Tenth Annual Gallup Poll of
the Public's Attitude Toward the Public Schools,"” Ph1 Delta
Kappan, September 1978.
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Chicago and Missouri, identified student discipline as
serious local problems.2

The types of student discipline problems reported
from across the country within the past eight years included
murder, physical and sexual assaults on teachers, assaults
on principals, thefts, fights among students; desﬁruction of
school and personal propertiés, violation of school rules

and regulations, and disrespect of authorities--to name a

few.3

During the 1969 school year) situations in a mid-
western junior high school were depicted by Luvern L.
Cunningham in the following way:

I had the feeling that I was walking on a live
volcano. People were moving about the halls all the
time. Classes were often noisy and rowdy. Fights
broke out frequently, five between girls to every one
among boys. The adult population was on pins and
needles from time the building opened until school
was out, hoping to make it through the day without
large~scale violence.

~ In many ways, life at this junior high is a charade.
Teachers walk through the corridors ignoring the rowdi-
ness. The administrative staff takes the problem more
seriously; they shout and cajole and urge and plead.
The counselors talk with students about worlds of glit-
ter and gold. The students stare and ignore.

2gdward C. Lambert, "An Attitudinal Study of Missouri
State Leaders Toward the Public Schools," Phi Delta Kappan,
December 1975, p. 279; Casey Banas, "Teacher Survey of Public
Schools." Chicago Tribune, 22 January 1975; "Drugs, Discipline
Problems Plague Chicago Principals." Chicago Tribune,
6 January 1976.

3Shirley Boes Neill, "Violence and Vandalism: Dimen-
sions and Correctives," Phi Delta Kappan, January 22, 1978,
p. 302.

4Luvern L. Cunningham, "Hey Man, You Our Principal?,”
Phi Delta Kappan, November 1969, pp. 123-128.
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During the 1974 school year in Chicago, a.sixteen-year
0ld sophomore was shot and killed in a crowded assembly hall
over a twenty-five cents card debt; an elementary school
principal was shot and killed by a fourteen year old student;
and a sixteen year old girl, ehraged by a poor grade she felt
that she didnot deserve, pushed the teacher down a flight of

5

stairs. In Pennsylvania, fighting among students disrupted

classes for nearly one week in one suburban school while
incidents of other disruption ;ere reported in others.6

In Detroit, according to a 1975 Newsletter published
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the
United States Department of Justice, a seventeen year old
high school girl was beaten and stabbed by thirty of her‘
girl classmates because she was more attractiVe and received
better grades than they.7

The Memphis City School System reported six hundred
and eighty asséults during 1977, with one hundred forty four

of them directed against teachers or administrators. Miami's

Dade County registered 1,153 attacks on teachers alone, while

5"ABC of School Violence," Time, 23 January 1978,
editorial.

6Jack Slater, "Death of a High School," Phi Delta
Kappan, December 1974, pp. 251-54.

7LEAA Newsletter, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, U. S. Department of Justice, Washlngton,
b. ¢., (May, 1975), p. 26.
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New York students erupted in 2,420 attacks, ﬂalf of them
against teachers.8
The examples of student discipline problems cited
above seemed to exemplify the seriousness of the prbblem,
and were not but a very few of the many cases cited in the

literature during the past decade.

A 1977 study done on school violence and vandalism

by the National Institude of Education: Violent Schools--

Safe Schools, concluded that the most dangerous place for

city teen-agers to be is the inside of their own schools.

The study also found that the great majority of all reported
offenses in schools were committed by current students and
that seventh graders Qere1ﬂmamost vulnerable to robberies

and attacks. In addition, the study estimated that the
annual national cost of school crimes ranged from $50 million
to $600 million and predicted that, during the 1978 school
year, one out qf every nine secondary students would have
something stolen during a typical month, one out of eight
would be attacked, and among the nation's one million secon-
dary teachers, 5,200 would be attacked--one fifth of them
seriously.9 |

Concerning the national status of school violence and

disruption, Senator Birch Bayh of Indiana stated in 1978:

8waABC of School Violence," Time, 23 January 1978,
editorial. ’

9Violent Schools—--Safe Schools, The National Institute

of Education, U. S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, Washington, D. C. (December, 1977).
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"In some schools;tﬁmyproblems have escalated to a deg;ee
that makes the already difficult tasks of education nearly
impossible."10

The undisciplined atmosphefe found in many schools
across the nation apparently caused student discipline to
be considered a major concern, and prompted school officials
to ponder over its probable causes with hopes of finding |
possible solutions.

Perceived Causes of the Student
Discipline Problem

‘Seemingly, the perceived causes of the current upsurge
in student discipline problems were multifaceted. Some
believed the problem to be deeply rooted in the society,
home, family structure and fundamental values of peoplé.ll
Whereas, others perceived the problem to have originated
from the effects of television violence, the expansion of
student rights, the authoritative structure of the school,

compulsory school attendance, permissive teachers and prin-

cipals, and the students themselves.12

10girch Bayh, "Seeking Solutions to School Violence
and Vandalism," Phi Delta Kappan, January 1978.

llTerrel H. Bell, "A More Viable Home-School Partner-—
ship," Education Digest, April 1975, p. 10.

12Gerald w. Marker and Howard D. Mehlinger, "Schools,
Politics, Rebellion, and Other Youth Interests," Phi Delta
Kappan, December 1974; Harry Passow, "Reforming America's
High Schools," Education Digest, October 1975; Frank B.
Brown, "Forced Schooling," Phi Delta Kappan, January 1973.
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The Family

Apparently, educators and others as well perceived
the failure of parents to discipline their children at home
and to involve themselves in school matters to be major
factors contributing to the current student discipline
problem.

According to Terrel H. Bell, former United States
Commissioner of Education, approximately 60 percent of the
pre—-school—-age children in the United States were hauled off
to a day care service or to a neighboring surrogate mother,
while both parents hustled off to a job so that the two-
income family could keep up with the fast pace and somewhat
misplaced values found in today's way of life. "Unstable
homes, with parents in motion day and night and over week-
endé," said Bell, "makes the school's job difficult if not
impossible." Bell further stated:

We have become a materialistic nation. We are--
more and more--becoming a rootless society and a nation
of restless seekers of thrills and kicks. As a people
we are spoiled by our affluence . . . we think more
about money than marriage--more about chrome than
children.. . . .

« « o Troubled schools are located in troubled
neighborhoods, where families are becoming unglued
beyond repair. As we talk about our many educational
problems, we must recognize that trouble gt school and
trouble at home seem to go hand in hand.l

Bell's belief that parents had failed their children
was apparently shared by Dorothy W. Gross. According to

Gross, more and more children have limited access to adults

13ge11, "viable Partnership,"” p.‘12.



18

due to working parents, rising birth rates among adolescent
girls who are themselves immature, and parents who are

either too busy to deal with their children, or are burdened

with their own unsatisfied needs.14

Emery Stoops, et al., seemed to consider the actions,
attitudes and or values of parents to be related to the

student discipline problem:

Through the last four decades, parents have been
in the gradual process of abdication. The head of the
household gave way to joint husband-and-wife powers
which encouraged children's playing one head against
the other. When a spank-the-bottom parent was canceled
out by a permissive mate, the kids ran wild through the
home and right into the classroom. Permissiveness is
the dust bowl that has blown Grapes-of-Wrath children
straight into Miss Remington's second grade class. And
the parents? Either they are nowhere to be found or
they say, 'I can't control Jack (or Jill) anymore.'

Many teachers also attributed the problem of student
discipline to parents. One Atlanta elementary teacher said:

« « «» I think the problem of discipline starts
at home. Many parents come to me and say, 'Well, I
can't do anything with my child. And somehow they
expect that the school will be able to succeed where
they have failed. . . .16

Another Atlanta elementary teacher commented:
. . . Most of the parents of children in this school

and not just in my classroom, never set foot in the door
until things have gotten out of hand and their children

14Dorothy W. Gross, "Improving the Quality of Family
Life," Childhood Education, November-December 1977, pp. 50-54.

15Emery Stoops and Joyce King Stoops, "Discipline or
Disaster?"” Phi Delta Kappan Fast Back, No. 8., Phi Delta
Kappan Educational Foundation, 1972.

16Linda Chavez, "Teacher to Teacher," American Educa-
tor, Summer, 1978, p. 7.
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have been disciplined. And then they show up, sometimes
with weapons, making verbal threats. So far, no one has
gotten hurt, but that has often been because there was
someone else from the school to intercede.

According to a 1974 Chicago Tribune Newspaper survey,

82 percent of the Chicago public teachers who participated,
blamed parents for the actions of disruptive students. During

the interviews conducted by The Tribune, one teacher said:

The violent background of the children in my school
greatly lends to the discipline problem. These chil~
dren, in the majority, know no guidance, discipline,
love, or physical or emotional attention in their home
lives. Often they are unsupervised. This leaves the
schools wifg the job of socialization rather than
academics.

This attitude among Chicago teachers was seemingly
projected in the results of the third biennial survey con-
ducted by the National Education Association which reported
that teachers' main concern regarding student discipline
was too little support from parents.19

Apparently, this attitude among teachers relative to
parent discipline was well founded. George H. Gallup, in a
study for the Kettering Foundation, found that some parents
seldom talked with their children, were uninterested in what
their children did in school, had no rules about the use of

television, bedtime or study hours, and gave no help with

homework or in seeing to it that it was done. He also found

171pia.

180asey Banas, "Teacher Survey of Public Schools,"

Chicago Tribune, 22 January 1975.

19npeacher Opinion Poll," Today's Education, September-
October 1975, pp. 92-93.
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that children from so called better homes were not behaving
appreciably better than those from less advantaged ones. 20
Chicago principals also placed much of the blame for
the problems at school on the home lives of their students.
Seventy-one percent of them pdlled in 1976 indicated that
students were not well prepared for school by their
families.?1l
John Ryor, president of the National Education Associa-
tion, stated that schools were?expected to perform a function
parents have abdicated, thereby forcing teachers to take on
more responsibility, which leads to tension. According to
Ryor, stress resulting from classroom discipline problems,
fear of violence, and occupational frustration is causing
teachers to leave the’profession.22
In expressing his views on the adult attitude towards
school and current youth problems, James S. Coleman said:
. « . An essential part of the current problem.
is simply that adults have mutually agreed to rele-
gate young people to schools. By doing this, adults
assume that they then are free to turn their atten-
tion to other things.
We must seriously question whether the adult com-~

munity can afford to be as inattentive to and as_un-
interested in young people as it has been. . . .23

2oGeorge H. Gallup, "The Public Looks at the Public
Schools," Today's Education, September-October 1975.

21Casey Banas, "Drugs, Discipline Problems Plague
Chicago Principals," Chicago Tribune, 6 January 1976.

22Chicago Sun~Times, 7 July 1978, p. 2.

23ps reported in Harold G. Shane, "The Problems of
Youth," Today's Education, September-October 1975.




21

In an attempt to stimulate parent involvement -with
children, Reverend Jesse Jackson, National President of the
civil rights organization, Operation Push, launched a national
program to enlist the aid of parents, as well as students
themselves in fostering better discipline in the home and in
school. During a speaking engagement in Los Angeles to over
2,000 students, Jackson said:

Children stay off the streets, discipline yourself,
don't emulate the pimp's life-style and dress. Strive
to better yourself, because you are the only one who can
do it. Mothers and fathers, support your child's tea-
chers and principals; raise babies, don't just make
them; come to school to get your_child's report cards;
teach your child respect. . . .24

Broken homes were also cited as playing a major role
in the behavior problems of students. A recent three-year
study of over 2,000 ninth graders done in Ohio by Mary
Conyers, revealed that students from two-parent homes evi-
denced lower absence rates, higher grade averages, and
better behavior patterns than did students from single-
parent homes . 2°

The failure of parents to discipline their children
and to involve themselves in school matters was perceived by
teachers, principals, and others to be a major cause of the

student discipline problem. Evidence also revealed that

children from so-called better homes did not behave

24Robert W. Cole, "Black Moses: Jesse Jackson's Push
for Escellence," Phi Delta Kappan, January 1977.

25Mary G. Conyers, "Comparing School Success of Stu- -
dents from Conventional and Broken Homes," Phi Delta Kappan,
April 1977, p. 647.
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appreciably better than those from less advantaged ones.
Children from two-parent homes, however, tended to demon-
strate a better behavior pattern than did those from single-

parent homes.

Television Violence

The abundance of violence portrayed oﬁ television wasv
considered by many educators to play a meaningful role in
promoting aggressive and disrugtive behavior among students.
According to Benjamin Spock, a noted children's doctor:

. - . What children see on television and in the
movies is often absolutely horrible, shocking and
immoral. 1It's irresponsible to let children see so
much violence all of the time. . . .26

Gail Slater identified three possible detrimental
effects of watching television violence to be imitation,
desensitization, and victimization. According to Slater:

« + « Considering the possible effects of television
violence, researchers have centered on: Imitation--
the concern that kinds may imitate what they see;
desensitization~--the concern that the barrage of vio-
lent action on television may lessen the impact of
real life conflicts; and victimization~-~the possi-
bility that, if children identify more with the victim
of television aggression than with the aggressor, they
may think the world is a more violent place than it
really is. :

Slater also felt that television had become the third
parent for American children as well as the primary educa-

tional force outside the family. She further stated that by

26As reported in Harold G. Shane, "Children Need a Pole
to Grow On," Today's Education, January-February 1975.

27Gail Slater, "Brought to You By . . .," The Massa-
chusetts Teacher, January-February 1977, pp. 22-29.
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the time children finished high school, they would have
spent 15,000 hours watching television, as opposed to 11,000
hours in school. "Only sleep," said Slater, "occupies more
of a child's spare time."28
According to Dorothy H. Cohen, television realism made
it difficult for viewers to distinguish between what was seen
on television and reality:
. « . A confusion was discovered among adolescents
in a study in which questions were asked about the
reality of certain television shows and characters.
To the question of whether television stories were true
or not, these adolescents answered, 'True--because you
can see it happening.'
This confusion of reality and fantasy appearing among
adolescents must surely concern us when we talk gbout
the effect of television on our children. . . .2
The apparent effect of television violence was demon-
strated recently when Ronny Zamora, a fifteen year old boy,
shot and killed his neighbor with her own gun while attempt-
ing to burglarize her home. The boy's lawyer argued that a
steady dose of television violence made it impossible for him
to tell right from wr'ong.30
Findings associating aggressive behavior in children
with television violence were reported by other authors as

well. According to Harvard associate professor Aimee Leifer,

children do learn what they see. Frequent viewers of televised

281pid.

29Dorothy H. Cohen, "Television and the Perxception of
?gality," The National Elementary School Principal, January
77.

30"'I‘he Trials of Television," Newsweek, 10 October 1977.
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violence are more likely to remain passive bystanders to real-
life violence, and such viewers are likely to over estimate
the prevalence of violence in society.3l
A study reported by the University of Minnesota's
Institute of Child Development revealed that: Children do
not connect acts of violence with consequences; many children
often do not understand the féelings and motives of the
characters; and many children do not uﬁderstand the context
in which the violence occurred. The study further implied
that a child who does not understand the violence he sees is
more likely to be aggressive than if he does understand the
scene's consequences.32
William Belson concluded, after a six~year investiga-
tion, that long-term exposure to violence increases the
degree to which boys engage in violence of a serious kind,
as well as violence of the less sérious kind: swearing and
the use of bad language, aggressiveness in sport or play,
writing slogans on walls, and breaking windows .33
A recent study of three and four year old children,
conducted by Jarome and Dbrothy Singer of Yale University,

indicated that even young children are adversely affected

by television violence. According to the Singer study, .

3lumelevision Violence: A Call to Arms," Science
News, v. III, 23 April 1977, p. 261.

321154,

33ps reported in Howard Muson, "Teenager Violence and
the Telly," Psychology Today, v. II, No. 10, March 1978,
pp. 50-54.
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while boys are more affected by action or detéctive shows,
girls are affected by certain situation comedy programs that
depict a lot of frenetic activity which elicits yelling,
jumping up and down, screaming, crying, and kissing. Exces~
sive viewing of these shows, éccording to Dr. Jerome Singer,
led to a ten to twenty percent increase in the amount of
aggression displayed by the study participants;'such‘as push~
ing, shoving, kicking and fighting.34

Based upon evidence con£ained within the literature,
television violence was thought to be closely associgted with
the aggressive‘and disruptive behaviors demonstrated by some .

children and possibly perceived as a contributor to the stu-

dent discipline problem.

The Expansion of Student Rights

Various decisions rendered by the‘United States Supreme.
Court which expanded the rights of students were apparently
believed to have éeriously hampered the efforts of teachers
and principals to discipline disruptive or misbehaving stu-
dents, thereby contributing to the problem of student disci-
pline. Prior to many of the U. S. Supreme Court's decisions
which affected the rights of students, school officials had

operated under the concept of in loco parentis. This con-

cept had enabled teachers and principals to function as

34As reported in Ronald Kotulak, "Kids Who Watch TV--
They'd Rather Fight," Chicago Tribune, 9 January 1979, p. 1,
Section 1.
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stand in parents for students. Regarding this, M. Chester

Nolte said:

In colonial days, parents were fully responsible
for the upbringing and education of their children,
but as the state gradually took over this responsi-
bility there arose a need for an adult to supervise
and 'stand in' for the parent. This legal fiction
became known in this country by its latin derivative
in loco parentis, 'in place of the parent.' The tea-
cher became charged with a parent's rights, duties,
and responsibilities, and the norm became that behavior
or standard of care which the reasonable parent gguld
provide under the same or similar circumstances.

According to Richard D. Gatti, et al, teachers and
principals became established as authorities in matters per-
taining to student discipline and were given the right to
reasonably demand from the student certain forms of conduct
which were deemed necessary. In addition, the teacher had
the right to discipline the student, and to specify the
type of work performance required. The parent of the child
was powerless to interfere in school matters that were
reasonable and for the purpose of education. If the teacher
committed an act which affronted a parent, the act was
valid if it was reasonable and within the scope of the
teacher's duty.36

Eventually, however, actions taken by teachers and

principals acting in loco parentis were challenged by stu-

dents and parents with decisions rendered in their behalf.

.35M. Chester Nolte, School Law in Action (West Nyack,

N.Y.: Parker Publishing Company, Inc., 1971.)

36paniel J. Gatti and Richard D. Gatti, The Teacher
and the Law (West Nyack, N.Y.: Parker Publishing Company,
Inc., 1972.)
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The U. S. Supreme Court's decision inthenwttér of Gault
established due process of law for juveniles relative to
criminal charges, thereby guaranteeing them equal protection
of the laws under the federal Constitution. Concerning this,
David Duffee stated: |

The ruling did not address itself to delinquency
cases where institutionalization is not a possible
outcome, and it left several other issues open.
Nevertheless, the four key points of the decision
and the general tone of the majority opinion made
clear: i

- the disciplining of our youth is to be proceeded
by an orderly, decision making process.

- youth cannot be forced against their will to
participate in the formulation of the decision.

- delinquent youth, like criminal adults, are to
be respected as individuals to the extent that
they may have a lawyer to plead their case.

- no person ... shall be deprived of life3 liberty,
or property without due process of law.

The question of due process in relation to suspensions
and expulsions from school was settled by the Supreme Court's

decision in Goss v. Lopez. On January 22, 1975, the Supreme

Court ruled by a narrow majority of five to four that, unless
their presence posed a physical threat, students could not
be temporarily suspended from school for misconduct, without

38

some attention to due process. Following the Court's ruling,

the four dissenting justices found it necessary to warn that

37David Duffee, "Due Process: Can It Thrive in a
Classroom?," Instructor, August-September 1974, pp. 56-58.

38pred M. Hechingér, "Due Process for the Unruly Child,
Saturday Review, April 5, 1975.
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the future of the public schools might be placed in jéopardy

by their colleagues' permissiveness.39

Concerning this case, Schimmel and Fisher wrote:

The majority first held that the Constitution pro-
tects the students in cases of expulsion from public
schools. It further held that the Due Process Clause
applies to cases of short suspensions. A.suspension
for up to ten days is not so minor a punishment that
it may be imposed 'in complete disregaxrd of the Due
Process Clause,' wrote Justice White. The students
in this case were suspended based on charges of mis-
conduct which, if recorded, could damage their later
opportunities for higher education and employment.’

As a result of the Goss v. Lopez decision, due process

for students prior to expulsion or suspension from school
became a fact of life.

M. Chester Nolte, in his anticipation of poséible
problems for school principals posed the following questions:

. . . Does not the Goss v. Lopez decision place
an impossible burden on the school principal to stand
by a student in the principal's role of in loco
parentis, and still live up to the demands of the
board of education to control the malcontents so other
students will be better off in school? Or should_he
play the child advocate role to the hilt?. 41

The authority of school officials to control student's
freedom of speech and expression was diminished in the Tinker

decision. The Tinker case resulted after several high school

391pid.

40pavid Schimmel and Louis Fisher, "Discipline and
Due Process in the Schools," Update on Law Related Education,
Fall, 1977.

41y, Chester Nolte, "The Supreme Court's New Ruling
for Due Process," The American School Board Journal,
March 1975, pp. 47-49.




and junior high school students planned to exéress their
position to American involvement in Vietnam by wearing
black armbands to school. School officials learned of the
plan and enacted a new regulation prohibiting the wearing
of armbands on school propert&. The new rule was announced
at a school assembly, aﬁd that refusal to reﬁove such arm-
banks would result in suspension. Several students wore
black armbands‘to school, refu§ed to remove them, and were
suspended. The U. S. Supreme Court, according to Gatti,
enjoined the school officials from disciplining the chil-
dren, saying that First Amendment rights were available to
studen%:s.42

School authority to control the length of male stu-

dent's hair and to impose dress codes were also diminished

by the U. S. Supreme Court's Breen v. Kahl decision.

Again, according to Daniel J. Gatti:

. « « Two high school students claimed that a stu-
dent has a protected right 'to present himself or her-
self physically to the world in the manner of his or
her choice.' The Court agreed, and said that such a
right could be impaired by the school only if there
is a 'compelling subordinating interest in doing so.’
The Court rejected the school's argument that abnormal
appearance is distracting, and that such students
perform more poorly than 'conforming students.' This
case abolished the traditional presumption that the
school's rule is Constitutional. It imposed a4gurden
of justification of the rule upon the schools.

The rights of students had been clearly defined by

the Supreme Court in the decisions previously discussed.

42

Gatti, The Teacher and the Law, pp. 176-177.

431pia.
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Furthermore, school officials, in the 1975 Court ruling in

Wood v. Strickland, were warned of possible liability for

damages in abridging the civil liberties of students and
that ignorance of these rights was no excuse for their
violation.%4 |
Many educators probably felt that the.decisions ren-
dered by the Supreme Court pertaining to student rights
marked the end of their almost total control over the
disciplinary process and the beginning of the Supreme
Court's gradual encroachment into that process. Others
probably believed that the extension of student rights "tied:
their hands" in handling student disciplinary matters.
According to G. Zimmerman, Jr., many states had a
variety of citizen-based advocacy groups, as well as more
formal state agencies whose primary functions included both
positive actions to promulgate children's rights in institu-
tional settings and the pursuit of remedies where those
rights had been violated.45
In Chicago, the American Friends Service Committee

published a series of statistics concerning suspensions in

the Chicago Public Schools along with the rights of students.

4430hn P. DeCecco and Arlene K. Richards, "Using
Negotiation for Teaching Civil Liberties and Avoiding
Liability," Phi Delta Kappan, September 1975.

45william G. Zimmerman, Jr., "Human Rights and
Administrative Responsibility," Phi Delta Kappan, December
1974, p. 243.
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It strongly advocated for alternatives to suspensions that

would better benefit students.46

In New York, the American Civil Liberties Union

created such strong advocacy for student rights that many

school administrators chose early retirement rather than

meet the various rights stipulations. Concerning this,

Edward T. Ladd stated:

Administrators of our public schools face a dilemma
today which they've never faced before: how to regu-
late student behavior without being sued for wviolating
students' rights or, if sued, without being overruled
in court. . . . ' -

. . . Being an administrator trying to keep order
in school must sometimes seem like being a modern
physician trying to practice medicine in a country
which has outlawed scapels and hypodermic needles.

No wonder that a number of the New York principals
are retiring early and blaming their quitting on the
New York4givil Liberties Union's Student Rights
project.

Concerning his perception of the increased difficul-

ties of managing student behavior for principals, Richard

MacFeeley stated:

School administrators must begin to think as law-
yers when they consider school discipline procedures....
Persons responsible for disciplining students must be
very familiar with the Fourteenth Amendment: If a
school district fails to provide procedural due process,
it may find itself (including individual staff and board48
members) faced with law suits for compensatory damages.

46Chicago Public School Suspension, (Chicago: American
Friends Service Committee, Inc., 1976.)

47pawara T. Ladd, "Regulating Student Behavior Without

Ending Up In Court," Phi Delta Kappan, January.1973..

48Richard w. MacFeeley, "The Nuts and Bolts of Pro-

cedural Due Process," Phi Delta Kappan, January 1975.
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Eighty five percent of the elected officials who
pariticipated in a 1975 attitudinal study conducted among
Missouri government officials believed that parental pres-
sures and liability laws had forced schools to become too
permissive. Parental pressures and teacher liability laws
were cited as leading céuses of the student discipline
problem.49

Kenneth A. Erickson believed that the rights of disf
ruptive students to protection?under the law outweighed the
primary rights of teachers to teach and of students to
learn. He also believed that because of the expandea sociall
responsibilities laid on schools and the increasing "rights"
of disruptive students, the educational effectiveﬁess of
schools was being sabotaged.50

The Senate Subcommittee to investigate Jjuvenile
delinquency seemed to have supported Erickson's viewpoint.
According to the Subcommittee, young people's knowledge of
the juvenile justice system seemed to prevent them from
respecting the law.>1

The expansion of student rights by the U. S. Supreme

Court diminished the authority of teachers and principals

previously held under the concept of in loco parentis,

491piqa.

50Kenneth A. Erickson, "Disruptive Youth: How They
Waste the Minds of Missions," NASSP Bulletin, February.1976.

7 April 1978, p. 18.
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and forced teachers and principals to estab1i§h and abide
by due process procedures for students prior to their
suspension or expulsion from school. The due process pro-
cedures were apparently believed to have seriously hampered
the efforts of teachers and principals to discipline dis-
ruptive or misbehavihg students, therefore, cbntributing

to the problem of student discipline.

The School

One of the chief purposes of discipline in the school,
according to Hubert H. Mills, et al, was to provide the
development of qualities and habits in each student which
made for self-control and good citizenship.>?2 Yet, the
school as an institution was perceived by many to have con-
tributed to the problem of student discipline.

James S. Coleman, as did Arthur Pearl and Seymour
Sarason, criticized the school for failing to provide stu-
dents with opportunities to learn responsibility. Coleman
stated:

Since many homes or neighborhoods no longer provided
the kinds of situations that developed responsibility,
schools ought to give youth the chance to exercise real
responsibility. As adults, they will need to have a

- well-developed capacity to act responsible when other
persons are dependent upon them. They also need to be
able to work co-operatively and interdependently with
others. Schools, however, are generally not designed
in any way for systematic development of responsibility

or for interdependent work, except_ perhaps for certain
extracurricular activities. . . .33

52gubert H. Mills and Karl R. Douglas, Teaching in High
School (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1957), p. 124.

53as reported in Harold G. Shane, "The Problem of Youth,"
Today's Education, September-October 1975.
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Arthur Pearl commented: . .

The youth of today is infantilized because he or
she is denied the opportunity to make a contribution
to any institution of our society, other than as a
client or customer. Youth has gien denied an oppor-
tunity to be responsible. . . .

Seymour Sarason believed that students were given very
few opportunities to practice responsibility in school and
that their problems were usually isolated from the class-
room. According to a Sarason study, teachers thought about
children in precisely the same‘way that teachers séy that
school administrators think about teachers: that is,
administrators do not discuss matters with teachers; they
do not act as if the opinions of teachers are important;
they treat teachers like a bunch of children, and so on.
Sarason also said:

The rise and militancy of teacher organizations
have a complex history, but one of the important fac-
tors was the unwillingness of teachers to be governed
by a tradition in which they had no part in decisions
and plans that affected them. We are witnessing the
same development on the part of students in high
schools, junior high schools, and needless to say, in
our colleges. . . . It is recognized that what %s at
issue is what life in a school is and could be.>

The authoritative, impersonal atmosphere that was said
to exist in schools was cited by William G. Zimmerman, Jr.,
J. Merrell Hansen and Gerald W. Marker as a cause of disci-

pline problems. Zimmerman perceived school governance as

54Arthur Pearl, "There Is Nothing More Loco Than Loco
Parentis," Phi Delta Kappan, June 1972.

55Seymour B. Sarason, The Culture of the School and the
Problems of Change (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1971, p. 236.
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paternalistic at best, and at worst, highly aﬁthoritarian
with a self-serving oligarchy. He also felt that absolute
administrative authority had led to strong counter demands
from pupils, parents, and staff.>®
Hansen considered schodls to be authoritative and
rigid and described its approach to discipliﬁe as an attempt
to create disciples and to promote conformity among students
in order to keep the institution going. The school's regu-
lated mandates which possesSed'no associated values, accord-
ing to Hansen, were perceived as arbitrary, with artificial
standards of behavior which resulted in inconsequential and
indifferent behavior.>’
Gerald W. Marker viewed the school as an authorita-
tive, oppressive institution with captive students being
subjected to various forms of manipulation to control their
behavior. Among the school's means of manipulating student
behavior, thought Marker, were thewuse of extra-curricular
activities, student behavior codes written by students,
and the evaluation of student performance.58
William C. Millet also viewed the school as a prison-

like institution which limited and restricted the liberties

of students in its attempt to control their behavior. He

56ywilliam G. Zimmerman, Jr., "Human Rights and Adminis-
trative Responsibility," Phi Delta Kappan, December 1974,
p. 243.

57J. Merrell Hansen, "Discipline: A Whole New Bag,"
The High School Journal, February 1974.

58Gerald W. Marker et al. "Schools, Politics, Rebellion,
and Other Youth Interests," Phi Delta Kappan, December 1974.




believed that educators chose to blame their problems on
parents and students, rather than to look honestly at the

structure of the public school itself as a cause of student

rebellion.59

Alfred Alschuler et al, cited the rigidity of school
rules and regulations as still another cause of student
discipline problems. According to Alschuler:

. . .When system causes of behavior are ignored, we
often unconsciously collude in victimizing each other in
the name of solving the problem. For instance, after a
series of serious assaults in the hallways after school,
a junior high school principal called an emergency
faculty meeting. For 25 minutes, the assistant princi-
pal berated the entire faculty for their unprofessional
conduct in not standing in the hallways after class to
maintain order. To protect students from physical
assault, the well-intentioned, highly respected assis-
tant principal had verbally assaulted the teachers, and
they felt it.

One teacher, and only one teacher, suggested that

'a possible cause of running in the hallways after
school might be the bus schedule. The buses leave
four minutes after school is out. Students have to
run. Maybe the bus could wait a few extra minutes.'
The assistant principal, always supportive of the
system, replied that the buses, ‘'had to get to the
next school on time.' Even this perfectly logical,
simple system blame Sxplanation was not truly heard,
seen, and explored.6 '

In another situation, the lack of rules implementa-
tion was considered a major cause of student discipline prob-
lems. The Chicago Teachers Union attributed the discipline

problems found in Chicago Public Schools to the lack of

59William C. Miller, "Public Education and Personal
Liberty," The Educational Forum, May 1970.

60a1 fred Alschuler et al, "Social Literacy: A
Discipline Game Without Losers," Phi Delta Kappan, April
1977, p. 606.
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implementation of board policies on student discipline.
According to the teachers union, a lack of rules concerning
discipline, existed in more than half of the city's public
schools due to laxed administrators.®l
Curricula irrelevance and compulsory school atten-
dance were mentioned by some as possible causes of student
discipline problems.
Mario H. Fantini believed that schools taught sterile
bodies of knowledge to childreﬁ who had to grow up to live
in a society where the realities had little to do with what
they learned in school.92 Edwin X. Travers stated ﬁhat
high school students frequently felt that most of the cur-
riculum was not relevant to them and often drifted through
their subjects either performing in a perfunctory manner or
failing.63 Annabel A. Bixby, upon communicating with former
students after a twenty year span, found that a great major-

ity of them expressed the feeling that they had not learned

anything of value in school except how to succeed in school. 64

61Casey Banas, "Student Discipline Is Ignored: Union,"
Chicago Tribune, 10 February 1978, p. 3, Section 1.

62Mario Fantini and Herald Weinstein, Making Urban
Schools Work (New York: Holt Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,
1968) .

63Edw1n X. Travers, "How Human Is Your Classroom’ "
Today's Education, November-December 1975, p. 67.

64annabel A. Bixby, "Do Teachers Make A Difference?,"
Education Digest, September 1978.
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Compulsory school attendance was thought to contribute
to the problem of student discipline by forcing schools to
operate as holding stations for uninterested students who
had no real options and were in school only because society
had been unable to create a better way.65 |

Thomas C. Hunt stated:

. . . As a result of compulsory attendance laws, the
schools inherited a problem. They were forced to assume
the roles of caretaker and custodian. Some children did
not want to go to school but the schools were legally
ordered to keep them,©

B. Frank Brown of the Commission on the Reform of
Secondary Education felt that compulsory education, which
he referred to as "forced schooling," created a captive audi-
ence of students who did not wish to be there. The result,
he felt, was that for many students school was a place of
confinement where their thinking was anesthetized, and that an
uneasy truce existed between students and their teachers_.67

The United States Office of Education's National
Panel on High Schools and Adolescent Education, concluded
that the school as an institution was inappropriate for a
growing number of students who were too old or too mature to

live under routine controls and structures without serious

disturbances to them and to the school. Problems relative

65George H. Gallup, "Eighth Annual Gallup Poll of the
Public's Attitude Toward the Public Schools,™ Phi Delta
Kappan, October 1976.

66Thomas C. Hunt and Elmer U. Clawson, "Dropouts:
Then and Now," Education Digest, September 1975, p. 15.

67B. Frank Brown, "Forced Schooling," Phi Delta Kappan,
January 1973.
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to student unrest, frequent racial conflict, drugs, inade-
quate preparation for work or for higher education, aliena-
tion, and lack of motivation were all attributed to the
school's failure to meet the needs of all of its students.68
Apparently, the school as an instituti&n was per-
ceived by many to have contributed to the current problem
of student discipline by failing to provide students with
opportunities to learn responsibility; by establishing and
maintaining an impersonal and éuthoritative atmosphere; by
maintaining inflexible rules and regulations to govern stu-
dents; and in some instances, failing to implement pertinent

rules and regulations; by perpertrating meaningless curricula;

and by maintaining compulsory school attendance.

The Teacher

Although charged with the responsibility of establish-
ing and maintaining student discipline, teachers were accused
of contributing to the student discipline problem by foster-
ing misbehavior in the classroom rather than serving as deter-
rents to it. Some were considerea as inadequately prepared
to handle juvenile behavior, disrespectful of student rights,
calloused to the needs of students, and disinterested in the
plight of schools. Others were accused of permissivenéss, or

of representing the middle class whose life experiences and

68As reported in A. Harry Passow, "Reforming America's
High Schools," Education Digest, October 1975, p. 2.
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expectations differed from those of the students whom they

taught.69

George Thompson believed that many so-called class-
room discipline problems were invented by teachers:

Discipline problems are basically of two orders:
real and perceived. A real discipline problem is one
that arises because a student is infringing on the real
freedoms of the teacher or other members of the class.
A perceived discipline problem is one for which the
teacher in a very real sense is the cause because he
perceives a problem when, in fact, there actually is
none. It is my observation that far too many so-called
discipline problems are problems only in the teacher's
perception of them. . . . The more discipline prob-
lems the teacher perceives, the more discipline prob-
lems he will have. Of course the teacher can err in
either direction--he may have real discipline problems
and fail to perceive them or he may gerceive discipline
problems that do not actually exist. 0

Instances in which teachers caused discipline prob+=
lems were cited by Carnot, Hawkins, Eckbreth and Bixby.

Carnot felt that some teachers caused problems by
using undesirable types of behavior such as harsh and re-
peated corporal punishment which broke the child’'s spirit
or made him resentful and defiant. Humiliation and rejec-
tion such as sarcasm, belittling, unreasonable disapproval,
withdrawal of love and etc., according to Carnot, served to

destroy the child's self-esteem and confidence.71

6930hn Ban, "Teacher Unions Fight Back," American
Educator, Summer, 1978; George H. Gallup, "The Public Looks
at the Public Schools," Today's Education, September-
October 1975, p. 18.

70George Thompson, "Discipline and the High School
Teacher," The Clearing House, May 1976.

7lJoseph B. Carnot, "Dynamic and Effective School
Discipline," The Clearing House, November 1973.
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Hawkins and Eckbreth held similar views. Hawkins
believed that the overzealous acts of teachers in the use of
corporal punishment contributed to increased vandalism, in-
creased absenteeism and further provocation which tended to
create resentment and contempt for the teachef.72 Eckbreth
felt that the use of sarcasm served to alienate students
qguicker than almost anything else.’3

Former kindergarten students of Annabel Bixby remem-
bered those incidents when teaéhers either hurt their feel-
ings, humiliated them in front of classmates, or were unfair
to them, years after their school experiences.74

A survey conducted by the White House Conference on
Youth in conjunction with the Future Teachers of America
revealed that most high school students failed to perceive
teachers as being genuinely concerned or interested in
school or students.’?

Besides creating discipline problems through their
perceptions of problems, overzealous actions and proported

disinterest in children, some teachers were also believed

to create discipline problems by their teaching styles and

72y3incent J. Hawkins, "The Negativism of Corporal
Punishment," The Clearing House, May 1976.

73Cathy Eckbreth, "Discipline in the Secondary Class-
room," Social Education, February 1978.

74annabel A. Bixby, "Do Teachers Make A Difference,"
Education Digest, September 1978.

75ps reported in Carolyn Boiarsky, "Youth Speak Out
About Teachers," Today's Education, November 1971.
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instructional approaches. Teachers who were ﬁnprepared for
instruction’6 and who asked children to perform above their
academic abilities were mentioned as major contributors to
the discipline problem by Hazel Fontein:

The catch for many kinds, I believe, comes in being
asked to do something they are unable to do. Thus,
children whose reading ability, background experiences
and mental agility are inadequate cannot cope with a
situation demanding more than they can bring to it.
Their obvious reactions to this situation will be
logically and understandably--an attempt to remove
themselves from it, to escdpe, if not physically,
then mentally (the quiet day dreamers) or to change
the situation in any way to make coping possible. It
is this latter solution of 'stressed' or 'disstressed’
children which, in my_opinion, causes most of the
discipline problems.

Regarding teaching styles, Carnot felt that the tea-
cher's way of presenting lessons might in itself contribute
to problems:

If she doesn't speak clearly or loud enough or if
her sentences are full of 'uhs' and 'ums,' fidgeting
will occur quickly. Also, little variation in types
of lessons can produce boredom and problems. . . 78

A two-year study conducted by the Cehter for Public
Representation in Madison, Wisconsin, revealed that 58 per-
cent of the participating teachers and 57 percent of the

students thought that boring classes contributed to dis-

cipline problems.79

76Eckbreth, "Discipline in Secondary Classroom," p. 12.

7THazel Fontein, "Re: Discipline: An Ounce of Pre-
vention," Social Education, February 1978.

78Carnot, "Dynamic School Discipline.”

792s reported in Robert G. Wegmann, "Classroom
Discipline--A Negotiable Item"” Today's Education, September-
October 1976.
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Robert G. Wegmann, in his description of classroom
situations where children worked interestedly and seriously
in one situation, but disorderly and disruptively in another,
attributed the differences in classrooms to the teachers'
instructional competencies.eo' | |

Larry Cuban, in summarizing his opinion relative to
disciplire and classroom instruction, believed that most
students, regardless of background or level of schooling,
wanted to do well, be accepted: go along with the rules, and
responded favorably to reasonable‘competent teachers.81

Some other factors thought to contribute to the dis-
cipline problems of students were teacher permissiveness
and teacher failure to maintain high standards.

In a study done at the Ohio State University, Raymond
Traub found that the degree of permissiveness pracﬁiced by
teachers affected the behavior of students in the classroom. 82
Significantly, according to the Tenth Annual Gallup Poll of
the Public's Attitude Toward Public Schools, parents across
the nation found teachers to be too permissive. They showed
greatest concern for the lack of respect shown to, or

demanded by teachers, and complained that teachers allowed

children to do anything they wished, dress anyway they chose,

801134,

81Larry Cuban, "Discipline and American Students,"”
Social Education, February 1978.

82Raymond Gordon Traub, "The Effect of Teacher
Behavior on Patterns of Student Behavior,” (unpublished
Ph. D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 1968} .
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pay no attention to school rules, and stay awéy from school
whenever they wanted.83 oOne New York parent said:

We were trying to build up kid's respect for the
teachers, but now it's broken down pretty bad. 8zhe
teacher's themselves let the respect die. . .

According to M. Donald fhomas, teachers all over saw
infractions of rules and regulations and igndred them. Their
cop-out, Thomas thought, was, "The administration does not
support us." He also felt ﬁhat teachers were unwilling to .
supervise and to enforce schooi rules and regulations
because they believed that taking personal responsibility
in problems was too much of a hassle.85

Thomas' viewpoint was supported by Luvern Cunningham,
who depicted a junior high school where teachers walked
through the corridors ignoring the rowdiness, hoping to
make it through the day.86

Examples of teacher permissiveness and failure to
maintain high standards were demonstrated quite frequently

within some Chicago schools: such as the teacher who read

a newspaper in class, while the students literally did as

83George H. Gallup, "Tenth Annual Gallup Poll of the
Public's Attitude Toward Public Schools,"™ Phi Delta Kappan,
September 1978.

84pavid X. Spencer, "A Harlem Parent Speaks,
Today 's Education, March-April 1975, p. 68.

85M. Donald Thomas, "Let's Talk Sense About Discipline,"
The Clearing House, March 1977, p. 310.

86Cunnlngham, "Hey Man, You Our Principal?," p. 123-128.



45

87 or the department of high school physical

they pleased;
education teachers who allowed children to dress anyway they
chose during class periods and scheduled every tenth week

of the school year as free time for students and rest

88 or the'primary teacher who allowed

periods for teachers;
children to run, talk, and play in the classroom during
instructional time because, "The children would not obey;"
or teachers who allowed children to wear their hats and coats
in the classroom all day in room temperatures of 70 degrees
and above because it was too much of a hassle to get them
to take them off.89
One Chicago teacher said:
In the 17 years that I've taught, I've seen a great
deal more permissiveness on the part of administrators,
on the part of teachers, and on the part of parents. . . .
Our biggest problem today is that there is no uniform
code of conduct, not in this school, not in this city.
What one teacher might consider a serious discipline
problem in one situation, another teacheg might not
consider a serious problem at all. . . . 0
Robert Wegmann also believed that teachers differed
greatly in which rules they invoked, in what way, with

which students, and with what results.91

877 Westside Chicago Elementary School Teacher,
interview held August 9, 1978.

882 Westside Chicago High School Teacher, interview
held August 24, 1978.

890bservations made by the writer in a near southside
elementary school during the 1975 school year.

90as reported in Linda Chavez, "Teacher to Teacher,"
American Educator, Summer, 1978, p. 7.

dlWwegmann, "Classroom Discipline-Negotiable Item."
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Classroom discipline was also perceived'to be directly
related to teacher beliefs and attitudes. Some believed
that the expectations of significant others, such as the
teacher, were internalized into self perceptions, and
students became the way they were treated.?2 This belief
was expressed by E. K. Wickman in 192823 ana égain by
Rosenthal and Jacobson in 1968.2% Who the teacher was as a
person was thought to determine the climate and practices
that pervaded the classroom.95w
Similar views were cited as a result of a recent
study done at McGill University in Montreal, Canada, with
first grade students. This study concluded:

If children are fortunate enough to begin their
schooling with an optimistic teacher who expects them
to do well and who teaches them the basic skills
needed for further academic success, they are likely

to perform better than those exposed to a teachgg who
conveys a discouraging, self-defeating outlook.

92Anthony S. Mixer and James L. Milson, "Teaching
and the Self," The Clearing House, February 1973, p. 345.

3. x. Wickman, Children's Behavior and Teachers'
Attitudes (New York: The Commonwealth Funnel Division of
Publications, 1928).

94ps reported in Neil Postman and Charles Weingarten,
The School Book (New York: Delacorte Press, 1973), p. 243.

95cuban, "Discipline and American Students."

96"Teacher Effect on First Grade Student Cited,"
Chicago Sun Times, 22 March 1978, p. 59.
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Samuel Brodbelt felt that many teachers had no place
in the profession because of their negative attitudes and
classroom behaviors:

As a supervisor of student teachers and as a parent
active in school affairs, I have observed teachers who
should not be in the classroom because of obvious
psychological disorders which influenced their teaching
behavior and created an unfavorable climate of learning.
For example, during one 40-minute visit to a class of
high-ability third graders, I saw the teacher use nega-
tivity and sarcasm 24 times while using verbal praise
only five times.

Many young children will suffer permanent learning
frustration when confronted by an ego-devaluing teacher.
I contend that psychological disorder on the part of the
teacher accounts for thiskind of poor teaching tech-
niqgs much more often than bad preparation accounts for
it.

Statements expressed by some Chicago teachers seemed
to reveal a reluctance to deal with discipline problems
among some teachers and principals. During a 1975 Chicago
Tribune survey of teachers toward the student discipline
problem, one teacher said:

Students can freely roam and lounge in the halls
at any time of day, which makes staying in the halls
to visit with their friends more inviting than attend-
ing classes.

We also have many outsiders who are not students
in the halls. Many of our incidents involve outsiders.
We do supposedly, have people who are to be on hall

duty, but they don't go, and nobody in the admlnlstra—
tion enforces this.

97Samuel Brodbelt, "Teachers Mental Health: Whose
Responsibility?," Phi Delta Kappan, December 1973.

98Casey Banas, "Teachers Find Joy--And Frustration--
In Their Jobs" Chicago Tribune, 19 January 1975, p. 10,
Section 1.
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Another commented:
A primary teacher has very little leverage with
an older problem child. Every confrontation is keenly
watched by some other childrené and a teacher's bluff
is often called and observed.?
Reportedly in 1975, seven out of ten Chicago teachers
considered their jobs unsatisfactory.100
Seemingly, some teachers through harsh treatment of
students, inept styles of teaching, permissiveness, and

negative attitudes, tended to c¢reate more student disci-

pline problems than they solved.

The Principal

Some principals were perceived as contributors to  the
discipline problem because of their autocratic styles of
leadership which led to the alienétion of students. Others
were accused of failure to support teachers in their dis-
ciplinary efforts, permissiveness, leniency towards students,
and failure to exert leadership.101

The school's educational climate, defined by Eugene

R. Howard as the aggregate of social and cultural conditions
102

which influenced individual behavior, was thought by some

991pia.
1001pia.

lOlCasey Banas, "How Unruly Sabotage Teaching," Chicago
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KRappan, December 1974,

102Eugene R. Howard, "